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URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 
FORM4 

FOR DLCD USE 
City file no.: 
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This form is for notice of an adopted urban growth boundary amendment including more than 50 acres by a 
city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB or a UGB amendment over 100 acres adopted by a 
metropolitan service district. (See OAR 660-025-0175.) This notice form is not for submittal of any other change 
to a plan comprehensive plan or land use regulation or a completed periodic review task. Use Form 5 with 
establishment of an urban reserve, or amendment adding over 50 acres, by a city with a population greater than 2,500 
within the UGB. Use Form 2 for any change to comprehensive plan or land use regulation other than the urban 
growth boundary amendment or urban reserve establishment or amendment described above. Use Fonn 6 with 
submittal of an adopted periodic review task. 

This notice should not be submitted until the amendment has been adopted by the city and the county (except Metro 
adoptions). Submit the city and county adoptions together. The adoption submittal will be deemed incomplete 
without both ordinances. 

UGB for the City of Metro 

City file no.: Metro Ordinance No. 18-1427 County file no: n/a 

Date of city adoption: December 13, 2018 Date of county adoption: n/a 

Date this notice sent: January 10, 2018 

City contact (name and title): Roger Alfred, Senior Assistant Attorney 

Phone: (503} 797-1532 E-mail: roger.alfred@oregonmetro.gov 

Street address: 600 NE Grand Avenue City: Portland Zip: 97232 

Indicate the number of acres of the former rural plan designation, by type, included in the boundary. 

Exclusive Farm Use -Acres: 813 
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Rural Residential - Acres: 243 

Rural Commercial or Industrial Acres: 0 

Non-resource Acres: 516 

Marginal Lands -Acres: 0 

Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space Acres: 0 

Other: AF-20 Acres: 704 
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AMENDED NOTICE OF URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AMENDMENT 
METRO COUNCIL ORDINANCE NO. 18-1427 

 
 
Date: January 10, 2019 
 
An amendment to the Metro urban growth boundary (UGB) became final on December 13, 
2018. On that date, the Metro Council adopted Ordinance 18-1427, which is a legislative 
amendment to the Metro regional UGB in order to accommodate planned residential growth 
over the next 20 years. Metro mailed its initial notice of the UGB amendment on January 2, 
2019; this amended notice is being provided on the date Metro filed the complete record of its 
decision with DLCD in order to reset the 21-day objection period. See attached letter from 
DLCD. The 21-day objection period described below now expires on January 31, 2019. 
 
You may review a copy of this decision at the Metro Regional Center, located at 600 NE 
Grand Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97232. Office hours are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. You may also request a copy of the decision by contacting the Metro Planning 
Department at (503) 797-1562. Ordinance 18-1427 and its exhibits supporting the UGB 
amendment constitute over a thousand pages, and there may be a fee to cover copying costs 
if a complete hard copy is requested.  
 
If you believe that the UGB amendment does not comply with applicable regulations, you may 
submit an objection to the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). An objection must include the following three elements: 
 
1.   Show how you participated in the UGB amendment process either by speaking at a public 

hearing or by submitting written comments about the proposal. 
 
2.   Explain your objection to the adopted amendment. Be as specific as possible, including 

what goal, rule, or statute you believe has been violated and why; and  
 
3.   Recommend a specific change that would resolve your objection.  
 
Submit the objection in hard copy or via email to:  
 

Attention: Periodic Review Specialist 
Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 
Salem, OR  97301 
Email:  DLCD.PR-UGB@state.or.us 

 
DLCD must receive the objection no later than 21 days from the date this notice was sent by 
Metro (the postmark date if received by US mail). Also send a copy of the objection to Roger 
Alfred at the Office of Metro Attorney, 600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland OR 97232, or via email 
at roger.alfred@oregonmetro.gov.  
 
If you have questions about DLCD’s review of the Metro decision, please contact DLCD 
Regional Representative Jennifer Donnelly at (503) 725-2183 or Jennifer.Donnelly@state.or.us  
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 NOTICE OF AN ADOPTED  
CHANGE TO AN  

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 
FORM 4 

FOR DLCD USE  
City file no.:        
County file no.:       
UGB no.:       
Received:       

 
This form is for notice of an adopted urban growth boundary amendment including more than 50 acres by a 

city with a population greater than 2,500 within the UGB or a UGB amendment over 100 acres adopted by a 

metropolitan service district. (See OAR 660-025-0175.) This notice form is not for submittal of any other change 
to a plan comprehensive plan or land use regulation or a completed periodic review task. Use Form 5 with 
establishment of an urban reserve, or amendment adding over 50 acres, by a city with a population greater than 2,500 
within the UGB. Use Form 2 for any change to comprehensive plan or land use regulation other than the urban 
growth boundary amendment or urban reserve establishment or amendment described above. Use Form 6 with 
submittal of an adopted periodic review task. 
 
This notice should not be submitted until the amendment has been adopted by the city and the county (except Metro 
adoptions). Submit the city and county adoptions together. The adoption submittal will be deemed incomplete 
without both ordinances. 
 
UGB for the City of Metro 
City file no.: Metro Ordinance No. 18-1427  County file no: n/a 
Date of city adoption: December 13, 2018 Date of county adoption: n/a 

Date this notice sent:  January 2, 2019 
 
City contact (name and title):  Roger Alfred, Senior Assistant Attorney 
Phone: (503) 797-1532    E-mail: roger.alfred@oregonmetro.gov  
Street address: 600 NE Grand Avenue   City: Portland   Zip: 97232 
 
 
Indicate the number of acres of the former rural plan designation, by type, included in the boundary. 

Exclusive Farm Use – Acres: 813 Non-resource – Acres: 516 
Forest – Acres: 0  Marginal Lands – Acres: 0 
Rural Residential – Acres: 243 Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space – Acres: 0 
Rural Commercial or Industrial – Acres: 0  Other: AF-20 – Acres: 704 
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NOTICE OF URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AMENDMENT 
METRO COUNCIL ORDINANCE NO. 18-1427 

Date: January 2, 2019 

An amendment to the Metro urban growth boundary (UGB) became final on December 13, 
2018. On that date, the Metro Council adopted Ordinance 18-1427, which is a legislative 
amendment to the Metro regional UGB in order to accommodate planned residential growth 
over the next 20 years.  

You may review a copy of this decision at the Metro Regional Center, located at 600 NE 
Grand Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97232. Office hours are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday 
through Friday. You may also request a copy of the decision by contacting the Metro Planning 
Department at (503) 797-1562. Ordinance 18-1427 and its exhibits supporting the UGB 
amendment constitute over a thousand pages, and there may be a fee to cover copying costs 
if a complete hard copy is requested.  

If you believe that the UGB amendment does not comply with applicable regulations, you may 
submit an objection to the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development 
(DLCD). An objection must include the following three elements: 

1. Show how you participated in the UGB amendment process either by speaking at a public
hearing or by submitting written comments about the proposal.

2. Explain your objection to the adopted amendment. Be as specific as possible, including
what goal, rule, or statute you believe has been violated and why; and

3. Recommend a specific change that would resolve your objection.

Submit the objection in hard copy or via email to: 

Attention: Periodic Review Specialist 
Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 
Salem, OR  97301 
Email:  DLCD.PR-UGB@state.or.us 

DLCD must receive the objection no later than 21 days from the date this notice was sent by 
the local government (the postmark date if received by US mail). Also send a copy of the 
objection to Roger Alfred at the Office of Metro Attorney, 600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland 
OR 97232, or via email at roger.alfred@oregonmetro.gov.

If you have questions about DLCD’s review of the Metro decision, please contact DLCD 
Regional Representative Jennifer Donnelly at (503) 725-2183 or Jennifer.Donnelly@state.or.us 
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Council meeting agenda

Metro Regional Center, Council chamberTuesday, December 18, 2018 2:00 PM

REVISED 12/18

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

2. Action Item

Motion to Amend Condition A.2 in Exhibit C to Ordinance 
No. 18-1427

18-01892.1

Exhibit C to Ordinance No. 18-1427Attachments:

3. Adjourn

1

METRO-0005

http://oregonmetro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=2282
http://oregonmetro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=2282
http://oregonmetro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=cc3e243a-c3b1-4e88-b862-0011a1c68c80.pdf
http://oregonmetro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=cc3e243a-c3b1-4e88-b862-0011a1c68c80.pdf


Exhibit C to Ordinance No. 18-1427 
 

1 
 

Conditions of Approval on Land Added to UGB 
 

A.  Comprehensive planning in the four UGB expansion areas: 
 

1. Within four years after the date of this ordinance, the four cities shall complete 
comprehensive planning consistent with Metro code section 3.07.1120 (Planning for 
Areas Added to the UGB).  
 

2. The four cities shall allow, at a minimum, single family attached housing, including 
townhomes, duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes, in all zones that permit on all lots on 
which single family housing is allowed in the expansion areas.  
 

3. The four cities shall explore ways to encourage the construction of ADUs in the 
expansion areas. 
 

4. As the four cities conduct comprehensive planning for the expansion areas, they shall 
address how their plans implement relevant policies adopted by Metro in the 2014 
regional Climate Smart Strategy regarding: (a) concentrating mixed-use and higher 
density development in existing or planned centers; (b) increasing use of transit; and 
(c) increasing active transportation options. The cities shall coordinate with the 
appropriate county and transit provider regarding identification and adoption of 
transportation strategies.  
 

5. As the four cities conduct comprehensive planning for the expansion areas, they shall 
regularly consult with Metro Planning and Development staff regarding compliance with 
these conditions, compliance with the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, 
compliance with the state Metropolitan Housing Rule, and use of best practices in 
planning and development, and community engagement. To those ends, cities shall 
include Metro staff in advisory groups as appropriate. 
 

6. At the beginning of comprehensive planning, the four cities shall develop – in 
consultation with Metro – a public engagement plan that encourages broad-based, early 
and continuing opportunity for public involvement. Throughout the planning process, 
focused efforts shall be made to engage historically marginalized populations, including 
people of color, people with limited English proficiency and people with low income, as 
well as people with disabilities, older adults and youth.  
 

B.  Citywide requirements (for the four cities): 
 

1. Within one year after the date this ordinance is acknowledged by LCDC (excluding any 
subsequent appeals), the four cities shall demonstrate compliance with Metro code 
section 3.07.120(g) and ORS 197.312(5) regarding accessory dwelling units. In addition 
to the specific requirements cited in Metro code and state law, cities shall not require that 
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Exhibit C to Ordinance No. 18-1427 
 

2 
 

accessory dwelling units be owner occupied and shall not require off street parking when 
street parking is available. 
 

2. Before amending their comprehensive plans to include the expansion areas, the four cities 
shall amend their codes to ensure that any future homeowners associations will not 
regulate housing types, including accessory dwelling units, or impose any standards that 
would have the effect of prohibiting or limiting the type or density of housing that would 
otherwise be allowable under city zoning.  
 

3. Before amending their comprehensive plans to include the expansion areas, the four cities 
shall amend their codes to ensure that any future homeowners associations will not 
require owner occupancy of homes that have accessory dwelling units. 
 

4. The four cities shall continue making progress toward the actions described in Metro 
Code section 3.07.620 (Actions and Investments in Centers, Corridors, Station 
Communities, and Main Streets).  
 

5. Cities shall engage with service providers to consider adoption of variable system 
development charges designed to reduce the costs of building smaller homes in order to 
make them more affordable to purchasers and renters. 
 

6. For at least six years after this UGB expansion, the four cities shall provide Metro with a 
written annual update on compliance with these conditions as well as planning and 
development progress in the expansion areas. These reports will be due to the Metro 
Chief Operating Officer by December 31 of each year, beginning December 31, 2019.  
 

C.  Beaverton: 
 

1. Beaverton shall plan for at least 3,760 homes in the Cooper Mountain expansion area. 
 

2. The expansion area shall be designated Neighborhood on the 2040 Growth Concept map. 
 

3. The city may propose the addition of Corridors for depiction on the 2040 Growth 
Concept map as an outcome of comprehensive planning for the area.  
 

D.  Hillsboro: 
 

1. Hillsboro shall plan for at least 850 homes in the Witch Hazel Village South expansion 
area. 
 

2. The expansion area shall be designated Neighborhood on the 2040 Growth Concept map. 
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3. The city may propose the addition of Corridors for depiction on the 2040 Growth 
Concept map as an outcome of comprehensive planning for the area. 
 

E.  King City: 
 

1. King City shall coordinate with Washington County and the City of Tigard as it engages 
in its work on a Transportation System Plan, other infrastructure planning, and 
comprehensive planning. 
 

2. Before amending the King City comprehensive plan to include the expansion area, King 
City shall conduct additional market analysis to better understand the feasibility of 
creating a new mixed-use town center. 
 

3. Pending the results of the market analysis of a new town center, King City shall plan for 
at least 3,300 homes in the Beef Bend South expansion area. If the market analysis 
indicates that this housing target is infeasible, King City shall work with Metro to 
determine an appropriate housing target for the expansion area. 
 

4. The expansion area shall be designated Neighborhood on the 2040 Growth Concept map. 
 

5. Pending the results of the market analysis of a new town center, Metro will work with 
King City to make necessary changes to the 2040 Growth Concept map. 
 

6. Prior to amending the King City comprehensive plan to include the expansion area, King 
City shall complete a Transportation System Plan for the city. 
 

7. Prior to amending the King City comprehensive plan to include the expansion area, King 
City shall amend its code to remove barriers to the construction of accessory dwelling 
units, including: 
 

a. Remove the requirement that accessory dwelling units can only be built on lots 
that are at least 7,500 square feet, which effectively prohibits construction of 
accessory dwelling units in the city. 
 

b. Remove or increase the requirement that accessory dwelling units be no bigger 
than 33 percent of the square footage of the primary home so that an accessory 
dwelling unit of at least 800 square feet would be allowable. 
 

8. The Columbia Land Trust holds a conservation easement over portions of the Bankston 
property, which King City’s concept plan identifies as the intended location for a key 
transportation facility serving the expansion area. King City shall work with the 
Columbia Land Trust to protect, to the maximum extent possible, the portion of the 
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Bankston property covered by the conservation easement. 
 

9. To reduce housing costs, King City shall, in its comprehensive planning, explore ways to 
encourage the use of manufactured housing in the expansion area. 
 

F.  Wilsonville: 
 

1. Wilsonville shall plan for at least 1,325 homes in the Advance Road expansion area. 
 

2. The expansion area shall be designated Neighborhood on the 2040 Growth Concept map. 
 

3. The city may propose the addition of Corridors for depiction on the 2040 Growth 
Concept map as an outcome of comprehensive planning for the area. 
 

G.  West Union Village Property: 
 

1. There shall be no change of use or intensification of individual uses on any portion of the 
4.88-acre property until Urban Reserve Area 8F has been brought into the UGB and the 
City of Hillsboro has adopted comprehensive plan amendments for the surrounding urban 
reserve land.  
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Metro 
Memo 600 NE Grand Ave. 

Portland, OR 97232-2736 

Date: December 18, 2018 

To: Metro Council 

From: Ted Reid, Principal Regional Planner 

Subject: UGB expansion conditions of approval 

Background 

On December 13, 2018, the Metro Council adopted Ordinance No. 18-1427, which - among other 
actions - expanded the urban growth boundary in four urban reserve locations and placed conditions of 
approval on those UGB expansions. One adopted condition (A.2) reads: 

"The four cities shall allow, at a minimum, single-family attached housing, including town homes, 
duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes, in all zones that permit single family housing in the expansion areas" 

Metro staff understands the Council's interest to be allowing, to the maximum extent possible, attached 
housing types throughout all single-family neighborhoods in the expansion areas. This understanding 
will guide Metro staff's participation in city planning efforts for these expansion areas, including our 
comments on draft plans, interpretation of compliance with the conditions, and the drafting of future 
scopes of work for city planning efforts funded by Metro 2040 Planning and Development. 

Implementation may take different forms in each city. Ultimately, the market will play a prominent role 
in determining what types of housing actually get built. These efforts can inform conditions of approval 
that the Metro Council may wish to place on any future UGB expansions or potential changes to Metro's 
code, the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. 

Leading up to the Council's adoption of the ordinance, various councilors, city staff, and stakeholders 
suggested edits to this condition of approval. Some felt that the reference to "zones" should be changed 
to "lots" with the hope that this would remove a potential loophole whereby "missing middle" housing 
would not be allowed as extensively as desired. Attempts to clarify the language led to more questions 
about definitions and a discussion of the need for certainty versus flexibility as cities begin 
comprehensive planning. 

Ultimately, the Council adopted the above language with the understanding that Metro staff will 
participate in the four cities' future planning efforts for these expansion areas. Inclusion of Metro staff 
in those city planning efforts is, in fact, another condition of approval that the Council adopted. 
Likewise, the Council adopted a condition requiring annual reports from the four cities on their planning 
efforts. 

Amendment proposed 
Councilor Harrington e-mailed a proposed amendment to the conditions of approval, specifically 
condition A.2. The proposed amendment is as follows: 
"The four cities shall allow, at a minimum, single-family attached housing, including town homes, 
duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes, on all lots on which single family housing is allowed in the expansion 
areas." 
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Possible implications of the two versions of condition A.2 
This memo lays out some, but not all, of the possible implications of retaining or amending condition 
A.2. There may be other unanticipated circumstances and outcomes that have not been contemplated 
at this time. 

Adopted version Proposed amendment 
("in all zones") ("on all lots") 

Staff understanding Allow, to the maximum extent Require that each lot zoned for single-
of legislative intent possible, attached housing types family residential use in the expansion 

throughout all single-family areas allow attached housing types up 
neighborhoods in the expansion to fourplexes. 
areas. {see section after this table) 

Clarity and Subject to interpretation, based on Clear and enforceable, but may result 
enforceability local circumstances. How much in outcomes that are inconsistent with 

attached housing is enough? the Council's intent (see unintended 
consequences below). 

Less prescriptive, but staff may 
have more ability to encourage Staff may have less ability to 
other plan alternatives if cities encourage other plan alternatives if 
propose a plan that does not meet cities propose a plan that meets the 

the intent of this condition. specific requirement of this condition. 

Flexibility Allows for cities, in consultation Provides less flexibility for cities as 
with Metro staff, to consider local they plan. 
conditions as they plan. 

Attached housing Attached housing is generally Attached housing is specifically 
development allowed, but not guaranteed to be allowed, but not guaranteed to be 
outcomes built. built. 
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Adopted version Proposed amendment 
("in all zones") ("on all lots") 

Possible City plans may include some areas This condition could lead to less efficient 
unintended that disallow attached housing. For land use. Cities would likely need to 
consequences example, a city could allow establish larger minimum lot sizes to 

attached housing on just corner accommodate the possibility of 
lots instead of throughout the fourplexes on every lot, particularly 
zone. Or, a city could cluster since some lots will have site constraints 
attached units in only one part of and because housing in expansion areas 
the expansion area. These will likely include car parking and 
possibilities would comply with the driveways. Yet, large single-family 
condition. detached homes could be built on these 

large lots. This would comply with the 
condition. 

This condition could lead to minimal or 
no multifamily housing planned in the 
expansion areas. By allowing attached 
housing on every single-family lot, each 
city would comply with the state's 
Metropolitan Housing Rule1 without 
zoning for any multifamily housing. In 
effect, a city could comply by zoning the 
entire area for single-family uses. 

This condition could lead to more 
expensive housing. Cities may need to 
increase the size/capacity and cost of 
infrastructure to accommodate the 
possibility of fourplexes on every lot 
(even if they don't get built). 

1 The Metropolitan Housing Rule requires that each city /{ ... designate sufficient buildable land to provide the 
opportunity for at least 50 percent of new residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family 
housing ... " 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF EXPANDING THE 
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY TO 
PROVIDE CAPACITY FOR HOUSING TO 
THE YEAR 2038 AND AMENDING THE 
METRO CODE TO CONFORM 

ORDINANCE NO. 18-1427 

Introduced by Martha J. Bennett, Chief 
Operating Officer, with the concurrence of 
Tom Hughes, Council President 

WHEREAS, state law requires Metro to assess the capacity of the urban growth boundary (UGB) 
on a periodic basis and, if necessary, to increase the region's capacity for housing and employment for the 
next 20 years; and 

WHEREAS, Metro's previous growth management decision was made in 2015 when Metro 
adopted the 2014 Urban Growth Report (UGR) via Ordinance No. 15-1361, which forecasted population 
and employment growth in the region to the year 2035, inventoried the supply of buildable land inside the 
UGB, and concluded there was sufficient land capacity for the next 20 years; and 

WHEREAS, in adopting Ordinance No. 15-1361 the Metro Council included a directive to Metro 
staff to produce a new urban growth rep01i within three years, rather than waiting six years as provided in 
state law; and 

WHEREAS, in adopting Ordinance No. 15-1361 the Metro Council also made a commitment that 
Metro would work with its regional partners to explore possible improvements to the regional growth 
management process; and 

WHEREAS, in furtherance of that commitment, in May 2016 Metro convened an Urban Growth 
Readiness Task Force consisting of 17 public and private sector representatives to develop 
recommendations for improving the growth management process; and 

WHEREAS, the Task Force met five times between May 2016 and February 2017, and ultimately 
presented a set of recommendations to the Metro Council for improvements that were accepted by the 
Metro Council via Resolution No. 17-4764 on February 2, 2017; and 

WHEREAS, the Task Force recommendations included three core concepts: (1) clarify 
expectations for cities proposing modest residential UGB expansions into concept-planned urban 
reserves; (2) seek greater flexibility for addressing regional housing needs; and (3) seek greater flexibility 
when choosing among concept-planned urban reserves for UGB expansions; and 

WHEREAS, the Task Force recommended that Metro adopt changes in its decision-making 
processes to implement the three core concepts by taking an outcomes-based approach to growth 
management focused on specific UGB expansion proposals made by cities; and 

WHEREAS, to implement the Task Force recommendations, Metro and its regional partners 
sought and obtained changes to state law via House Bill 2095 (2017), which allows Metro to make mid
cycle residential UGB expansions by amending its most recent inventory and analysis of the regional 
buildable land supply based on specific residential growth proposals brought forward by cities; and 

WHEREAS, to further implement the Task Force recommendations, the Metro Council directed 
staff to work with the Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MT AC) on proposed amendments to the 
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Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP) that would implement the Task Force directives 
and House Bill 2095; and 

WHEREAS, over the course of I 0 meetings between July 2016 and September 2017, Metro staff 
and MT AC prepared and refined proposed amendments to Title 14 of the UGMFP to implement the Task 
Force and Metro Council directives, and those proposed amendments were unanimously approved by the 
Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) on October 11, 2017; and 

WHEREAS, on December 14, 2017 the Metro Council adopted MPAC's recommended 
amendments to Title 14 via Ordinance No. 17-1408, concluding that those amendments to the Metro 
Code "will effectively implement House Bill 2095 and the directive of the Urban Growth Readiness Task 
Force to create a more flexible and outcomes-based approach for future UGB expansions in the Metro 
region;" and 

WHEREAS, consistent with the new approach to regional growth management decisions, four 
cities submitted proposals to Metro for UGB expansions for housing by the May 31, 2018 deadline: the 
cities of Wilsonville, Hillsboro, Beaverton, and King City; and 

WHEREAS, the four city proposals were reviewed by Metro staff and by a City Readiness 
Advisory Group (CRAG) convened by the Metro President, and the cities made presentations to the 
Metro Council regarding their proposals at work sessions on June 12, 2018 and June 19, 2018; and 

WHEREAS, on July 3, 2018 Metro staff presented a draft 2018 Urban Growth Report (UGR) to 
the Metro Council, MPAC and MTAC, which provides a range forecast for future population and 
employment growth in the region, an inventory of buildable residential and employment land in the 
region, and an analysis of multiple growth scenarios involving different assumptions and permutations 
regarding population, redevelopment potential, and the four proposed expansion areas; and 

WHEREAS, the 2018 UGR concludes that the Metro Council has latitude to determine whether 
there is a regional need for some or all of the four proposed UGB expansion areas; and 

WHEREAS, Metro's Chief Operating Officer (COO) issued a recommendation to the Metro 
Council on August 28, 2018 to expand the UGB in the four proposed areas with conditions of approval 
that encourage a mix of housing types, and the COO recommendation was unanimously endorsed by 
MPAC on September 12, 2018; and 

WHEREAS, on September 27, 2018 the Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 18-4914, which 
provided Metro staff with direction to expand the UGB in all four areas, consistent with the COO 
recommendation and MPAC endorsement, and to include conditions of approval that will ensure an 
adequate mix and supply of various housing types in the expansion areas; and 

WHEREAS, following the Metro Council direction in Resolution No. 18-4914, Metro staff 
completed a housing needs analysis that identifies a need for additional land in the UGB to address 
single-family housing needs for both attached and detached housing; and 

WHEREAS, the four proposed expansion areas will add approximately 2, 181 acres of urban 
reserve land to the UGB and provide approximately 6, I 00 single-family housing units and approximately 
3, I 00 multifamily units, for a total of approximately 9,200 homes; and 

WHEREAS, Metro staff evaluated all land in the region designated as urban reserves for possible 
addition to the UGB based upon their relative suitability under the Goal 14 locational factors; and 
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WHEREAS, as part of this growth management decision the Metro Council is also adopting nn 
administrative amendment to bring a 4.48 acre parcel of land in Washington County into the UGB Lo 
al leviate a significant public health hazard from a fai l ing septic system, in order to allow existing 
commercial businesses on that property to connect to a City or Hil lsboro sewer line; and 

WHEREAS. the Metro Council held publ ic hearings on this 01·dinance on December 6, 20 18 and 
December 13, 20 18; now therefore 

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDA IN S AS rOLLOWS: 

I. The UGB is amended to add the four areas shown on Exhibit A, attached and incorporated 
into this ordinance, to provide capacity for housing. 

2. The UGB is also amended lo acid 4.88 acres of land shown on Exhibit B, allachcd and 
incorporated into this ord inance, lo al leviate a health hazard from a fail ing septic system. 

3. The conditions set forth in Exhibit C, attached and incorporated into this ordinance, arc 
applied to the UGB expansion areas as indicated on that Exl1ibi1. 

4. The Urban Growth Boundary and Urban and Rural Reserves Map in Tille 14 of the Urban 
Growth Management Functional Plan, attached and incorpornted into this ordinance as 
Exhibit D, is amended to refiect the UGB amcndrnenls shown on Exhibits A and 0. 

S. The 2018 Urban Orow1h Report attached as Exhibi t B to this ordinance is hereby adopled as 
support for the Metro Counci l's decision to amend the Metro UGB to provide capacity for 
housing. 

6. The Findings of Fact and Conclusions or Law attached as Exhibit F to this ordinance are 
hereby adopted to explain how this ordinance is consistent with siale law and appl icable 
Metro policies, and lo provide evidenl'iary support for this decision. 

7. The areas being added into the Metro UGB by this ordinance nre also annexed into lhc Metro 
jurisdictional boundary as provided by ORS 268.390(3)(b), 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 131
" day of December 20 18. 

Attest: '•, Approved as to For111: 

-~ 
NaLl1an Sykes, /\cl ing Metro Allorney 
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Exhibit C to Ordinance No. 18-1427 
 

1 
 

Conditions of Approval on Land Added to UGB 
 

A.  Comprehensive planning in the four UGB expansion areas: 
 

1. Within four years after the date of this ordinance, the four cities shall complete 
comprehensive planning consistent with Metro code section 3.07.1120 (Planning for 
Areas Added to the UGB).  
 

2. The four cities shall allow, at a minimum, single family attached housing, including 
townhomes, duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes, in all zones that permit on all lots on 
which single family housing is allowed in the expansion areas.  
 

3. The four cities shall explore ways to encourage the construction of ADUs in the 
expansion areas. 
 

4. As the four cities conduct comprehensive planning for the expansion areas, they shall 
address how their plans implement relevant policies adopted by Metro in the 2014 
regional Climate Smart Strategy regarding: (a) concentrating mixed-use and higher 
density development in existing or planned centers; (b) increasing use of transit; and 
(c) increasing active transportation options. The cities shall coordinate with the 
appropriate county and transit provider regarding identification and adoption of 
transportation strategies.  
 

5. As the four cities conduct comprehensive planning for the expansion areas, they shall 
regularly consult with Metro Planning and Development staff regarding compliance with 
these conditions, compliance with the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, 
compliance with the state Metropolitan Housing Rule, and use of best practices in 
planning and development, and community engagement. To those ends, cities shall 
include Metro staff in advisory groups as appropriate. 
 

6. At the beginning of comprehensive planning, the four cities shall develop – in 
consultation with Metro – a public engagement plan that encourages broad-based, early 
and continuing opportunity for public involvement. Throughout the planning process, 
focused efforts shall be made to engage historically marginalized populations, including 
people of color, people with limited English proficiency and people with low income, as 
well as people with disabilities, older adults and youth.  
 

B.  Citywide requirements (for the four cities): 
 

1. Within one year after the date this ordinance is acknowledged by LCDC (excluding any 
subsequent appeals), the four cities shall demonstrate compliance with Metro code 
section 3.07.120(g) and ORS 197.312(5) regarding accessory dwelling units. In addition 
to the specific requirements cited in Metro code and state law, cities shall not require that 
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accessory dwelling units be owner occupied and shall not require off street parking when 
street parking is available. 
 

2. Before amending their comprehensive plans to include the expansion areas, the four cities 
shall amend their codes to ensure that any future homeowners associations will not 
regulate housing types, including accessory dwelling units, or impose any standards that 
would have the effect of prohibiting or limiting the type or density of housing that would 
otherwise be allowable under city zoning.  
 

3. Before amending their comprehensive plans to include the expansion areas, the four cities 
shall amend their codes to ensure that any future homeowners associations will not 
require owner occupancy of homes that have accessory dwelling units. 
 

4. The four cities shall continue making progress toward the actions described in Metro 
Code section 3.07.620 (Actions and Investments in Centers, Corridors, Station 
Communities, and Main Streets).  
 

5. Cities shall engage with service providers to consider adoption of variable system 
development charges designed to reduce the costs of building smaller homes in order to 
make them more affordable to purchasers and renters. 
 

6. For at least six years after this UGB expansion, the four cities shall provide Metro with a 
written annual update on compliance with these conditions as well as planning and 
development progress in the expansion areas. These reports will be due to the Metro 
Chief Operating Officer by December 31 of each year, beginning December 31, 2019.  
 

C.  Beaverton: 
 

1. Beaverton shall plan for at least 3,760 homes in the Cooper Mountain expansion area. 
 

2. The expansion area shall be designated Neighborhood on the 2040 Growth Concept map. 
 

3. The city may propose the addition of Corridors for depiction on the 2040 Growth 
Concept map as an outcome of comprehensive planning for the area.  
 

D.  Hillsboro: 
 

1. Hillsboro shall plan for at least 850 homes in the Witch Hazel Village South expansion 
area. 
 

2. The expansion area shall be designated Neighborhood on the 2040 Growth Concept map. 
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3. The city may propose the addition of Corridors for depiction on the 2040 Growth 
Concept map as an outcome of comprehensive planning for the area. 
 

E.  King City: 
 

1. King City shall coordinate with Washington County and the City of Tigard as it engages 
in its work on a Transportation System Plan, other infrastructure planning, and 
comprehensive planning. 
 

2. Before amending the King City comprehensive plan to include the expansion area, King 
City shall conduct additional market analysis to better understand the feasibility of 
creating a new mixed-use town center. 
 

3. Pending the results of the market analysis of a new town center, King City shall plan for 
at least 3,300 homes in the Beef Bend South expansion area. If the market analysis 
indicates that this housing target is infeasible, King City shall work with Metro to 
determine an appropriate housing target for the expansion area. 
 

4. The expansion area shall be designated Neighborhood on the 2040 Growth Concept map. 
 

5. Pending the results of the market analysis of a new town center, Metro will work with 
King City to make necessary changes to the 2040 Growth Concept map. 
 

6. Prior to amending the King City comprehensive plan to include the expansion area, King 
City shall complete a Transportation System Plan for the city. 
 

7. Prior to amending the King City comprehensive plan to include the expansion area, King 
City shall amend its code to remove barriers to the construction of accessory dwelling 
units, including: 
 

a. Remove the requirement that accessory dwelling units can only be built on lots 
that are at least 7,500 square feet, which effectively prohibits construction of 
accessory dwelling units in the city. 
 

b. Remove or increase the requirement that accessory dwelling units be no bigger 
than 33 percent of the square footage of the primary home so that an accessory 
dwelling unit of at least 800 square feet would be allowable. 
 

8. The Columbia Land Trust holds a conservation easement over portions of the Bankston 
property, which King City’s concept plan identifies as the intended location for a key 
transportation facility serving the expansion area. King City shall work with the 
Columbia Land Trust to protect, to the maximum extent possible, the portion of the 
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Bankston property covered by the conservation easement. 
 

9. To reduce housing costs, King City shall, in its comprehensive planning, explore ways to 
encourage the use of manufactured housing in the expansion area. 
 

F.  Wilsonville: 
 

1. Wilsonville shall plan for at least 1,325 homes in the Advance Road expansion area. 
 

2. The expansion area shall be designated Neighborhood on the 2040 Growth Concept map. 
 

3. The city may propose the addition of Corridors for depiction on the 2040 Growth 
Concept map as an outcome of comprehensive planning for the area. 
 

G.  West Union Village Property: 
 

1. There shall be no change of use or intensification of individual uses on any portion of the 
4.88-acre property until Urban Reserve Area 8F has been brought into the UGB and the 
City of Hillsboro has adopted comprehensive plan amendments for the surrounding urban 
reserve land.  
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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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Executive summary

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.

12018 Urban Growth Report

A tradition of shaping the future to protect the quality 
of life
As people move here and businesses create jobs, greater 
Portland’s urban growth boundary (UGB) protects farms 
and forests, promotes economic development, encourages 
equitable housing and supports development of new 
neighborhoods when needed.

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 we expect in 20 
years. If we need to expand our urban footprint, we’ll work 
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 the best suited to handle future development.

We need more housing and jobs to prepare for 
population growth
We need more housing, particularly housing that is 
affordable to people with modest means; we need a greater 
variety of housing to match our changing demographics; we 
need more middle-income jobs; and, we need to do a better 
job of engaging diverse communities in decision making.

Solutions won’t be as simple as adding land to the UGB and 
hoping for the best. Real solutions lie in choices made at the 
federal, state, regional, county, city, neighborhood, and 
private sector levels. In that difficulty there’s also good 
news – we each have choices we can make to improve 
things even when that progress feels incremental.  

An outcomes-based approach
Land alone can’t address housing needs, particularly for 
people making lower wages. Seeing this, the Metro Council 
has reoriented its growth management decisions to find the 
most viable and desirable ways to produce needed housing 
and job growth. For growth at the urban edge, it all starts 
with a strong city proposal for an expansion into an urban 
reserve. 

For the 2018 decision, four cities have submitted proposals 
for UGB expansions into urban reserves. All four proposals 
are for housing. 
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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.

Next steps
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.

• 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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A tradition of shaping the future to 
protect quality of life 
As people move here and businesses create 
jobs, greater Portland’s urban growth 
boundary (UGB) protects farms and forests, 
promotes economic development, 
encourages equitable housing and supports 
development of new neighborhoods when 
needed.

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.

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 

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

we expect in 20 years. If we need to expand 
our urban footprint, we’ll work 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 the best suited to handle future 
development.

These periodic decisions are an opportunity 
to continue our work on the 2040 Growth 
Concept, which calls for focusing most 
growth in existing urban centers and 
making UGB expansions into urban 
reserves – areas suitable for future 
development – after careful consideration of 
whether those expansions are needed.

Introduction
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North Bethany
Inner Portland

Orenco Town Center and 
Amberglen Regional Center 
(Hillsboro)

Villebois 
(Wilsonville)

Happy Valley

An outcomes-based approach

Figure 2: Housing permits in the Portland Metro area, 2009-2017 - units per square mile

Learning from experience
In past growth management decisions, the process focused 
on theoretical projections, leading participants to debate 
the numbers rather than assessing the viability of 
development in UGB expansion areas. Discussions of the 
merits of actual UGB expansion options took a back seat. 
UGB expansions that lacked city governance and an 
infrastructure strategy failed to produce housing or jobs. 
Conversely, those that had those issues sorted out got 
developed into communities and job centers. At the same 
time, regional and local plans were being realized – record 
amounts of housing and job growth happened in existing 
urban areas, far outpacing previous estimates of 
redevelopment and infill potential. 
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Figure 3: UGB expansions since adoption of the Metro UGB in 1979

The region’s UGB was originally put into place in 1979. Since 
then, about 31,000 acres have been added to the boundary, 
mostly from 1998 onward. What has happened in those 
expansions has been informative. Homes and businesses 
were built in areas that addressed market demand and had 
governance and a means of paying for pipes, pavement and 
parks. Without those elements, little or no development 
happened. In the post-1998 UGB expansion areas, 16 percent 
of the planned housing has been built. It is clear that land 
readiness is more important than land supply for producing 
housing and job growth. 

All of this leads to one big lesson that guides this year’s 
growth management decision process: land alone can’t 
address housing needs, particularly for people making 
lower wages. Seeing this, the Metro Council has reoriented 
its growth management decision process to implement the 
most viable ways to produce needed housing and job 
growth. For growth at the urban edge, it all starts with a 
strong city proposal for an expansion.
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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.

6 2018 Urban Growth Report

A better approach to making decisions
In 2010, based on those experiences and other factors, the 
Metro Council adopted a policy of taking an outcomes-
based approach to urban growth management decisions. In 
each subsequent decision, the Council has moved closer to 
implementing this approach.

A basic conceptual underpinning of this approach is that 
growth could be accommodated in a number of ways that 
may or may not involve UGB expansions. Each alternative 
presents considerations and tradeoffs, but there is not one 
“correct” answer. For instance, different decisions could lead 
to somewhat different numbers of households choosing to 
locate inside the Metro UGB versus neighboring cities such 
as Vancouver or Newberg. Other decisions could lead to a 
slightly different housing mix.

An outcomes-based approach acknowledges that 
development will only occur when there is adequate 
governance, infrastructure finance, and market demand, 
and, therefore, any discussion of adding land to the UGB 
should focus on identifying areas with those 
characteristics. To further implement its policy direction, 
the Council will only expand the UGB into urban reserves 
that have been concept planned1. This report is grounded in 
the actual UGB expansions being proposed by cities.

With an outcomes-based approach, there is also a greater 
recognition that – consistent with regional and local plans 
– most growth will happen in existing urban areas and that 
growth management decisions are an opportunity to gauge 
whether more could be done to remove barriers to housing 
and job creation.
1. This policy was adopted by the Metro Council in 2010.

Evolution of the Metro region’s growth management process 
towards an outcomes-based approach
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What are cities proposing for UGB expansions? 

Proposing city Name of urban reserve Gross acres Buildable acres Homes planned
Beaverton Cooper Mountain 1,232 600 3,760
Hillsboro Witch Hazel Village South 150 75 850
King City Beef Bend South 528 400 3,300
Wilsonville Advance Rd. (Frog Pond) 271 192 1,325

Figure 4/Table 1: City-proposed UGB expansions for consideration in the 2018 decision

For the 2018 decision, four cities have 
submitted proposals for UGB expansions 
into urban reserves. All four proposals are 
for housing. Cities’ narrative proposals can 
be found in Appendix 9. The four proposed 
expansions would total about 2,200 gross 
acres. After accounting for environmentally-
sensitive areas, they include about 1,270 net 
buildable acres. The four cities’ plans 
include about 9,200 homes at full build-out.

In the past, the region has added, on 
average, about 10,000 new households per 
year in the Metro UGB. The 9,200 homes in 
proposed expansion areas would address 
about an average year’s household growth. 
Experience shows that adding more land 

beyond what cities are proposing would not 
produce more housing. This emphasizes the 
need to do all we can to encourage more 
housing production in existing urban areas. 

Statewide Planning Goal 14 (Urbanization) 
lays out several factors that must be 
considered when determining where to 
expand the UGB. The Goal 14 “locational 
factor” analysis can be found in Appendix 7. 
The four urban reserve areas proposed for 
expansion by cities all compare favorably 
according to the factors described in 
Statewide Planning Goal 14. In light of those 
factors, it is appropriate for all four to 
advance for further consideration by the 
Metro Council.
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The merits of these four proposals will be the focus of 
policy discussions in the summer of 2018. On the advice of 
the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC), the Metro 
Council has adopted code factors that describe expectations 
for cities proposing residential expansions. Those factors 
speak to the elements of the proposed expansion and to 
actions being taken by cities in their existing urban areas. 
Metro issued administrative guidance to assist cities in 
preparing proposals that address these code factors2. 
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 populations of color in community 
planning processes.

To provide new perspectives on the merits of city proposals, 
Metro convened a City Readiness Advisory Group in June. 
The group, which included experts in affordable housing, 
multi-modal transportation, mixed-use development, 
residential development and equity, discussed the strengths 
and weaknesses of city proposals. Those discussions will be 
summarized for the Metro Council, MPAC and the Metro 
Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) in July.

2. See Appendix 9 for administrative guidance.

“The U.S. is no 
longer a nation of 
pioneers building 
log cabins on the 
Western frontier. 
Nor is it a post-WWII 
nation of nuclear 
families buying 
tract homes in 
Levittown. We can’t 
indefinitely rely on 
new construction of 
low density, single-
family housing 
to accommodate 
population growth.”

—Brookings 
Institution, 2018
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Possible outcomes of different 
growth options
Over the years, Metro has sought to improve its growth 
management analyses. In earlier iterations, the calculation 
of land need was relatively straightforward: land supply 
minus land demand equals land need. While that simple 
approach has an appeal, it glosses over a number of policy 
questions and market factors that deserve greater 
discussion. Inevitably, that approach led to debates about 
numbers and ideologies rather than discussions of practical 
options.

This analysis strives to highlight policy questions and 
make the practical options – a decision whether to make 
any of the four proposed UGB expansions – more evident. 

Is there a need for more land to support job growth?

Commercial land demand
Commercial employment is a broad category that includes 
all non-industrial employment, such as teachers, cooks, 
doctors, sales clerks, nurses, real estate agents, architects, 
counselors, coffee shop workers, insurance agents, and 
bankers. What all of these sectors have in common is that 
to prosper, they need to locate close to where clusters of 
people live. From a growth management perspective, this 
means that the needs of these sectors will be best met in 
existing urban locations either on vacant land or through 
increased redevelopment and infill.

For the 2018 decision, no cities have proposed UGB 
expansions for commercial uses aside from select nodes 
that would provide neighborhood services in proposed 
residential expansion areas. There is no indication that 
adding land to the UGB when it has not been proposed by a 
city would result in commercial employment. For these 
reasons, there does not appear to be a need for additional 
land to be added to the UGB for commercial employment.
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Industrial land demand
As our nation’s economy has evolved from farming roots 
through the industrial revolution and into a knowledge-
based economy, several dynamics have been at play that 
influence the nature of industrial land demand:

• As technology has improved over the last century, 
industrial workers have become more productive. This 
means that industrial job growth is stagnant and that 
demand for space is driven less by employment than it 
was in the past.

• E-commerce has driven demand for close-in warehousing 
and distribution facilities to enable quick deliveries. This 
may increase the likelihood of redevelopment of some 
sites.

• Data centers have emerged as users of industrial land, but 
they provide relatively few jobs (instead, they pay 
franchise fees that benefit cities).

• Large industrial firms seeking new locations consider 
sites all around the country or world, making it impossible 
to forecast regional land demand for large industrial sites.

• Site requirements for industrial uses can be very specific. 
For instance, some industrial users require rail access, 
others require redundant power sources, others require 
an educated workforce, and others require manual 
laborers. Forecasting those specific requirements would 
imply more certainty about the future than is possible.

• Providing raw land is just one step of many for producing 
industrial jobs. Typically, infrastructure investments and 
site assembly are also required. Brownfield cleanup and 
wetland mitigation are also common needs.

These dynamics mean that it is challenging to estimate land 
needs based on an employment forecast. This difficulty is 
amplified by the additional uncertainty surrounding 
employment forecasts since job growth can be influenced 
– for better or worse – by international relations, monetary 
policy and many other factors that lie outside the control of 
cities, counties, the region or state. 

For these reasons, determining industrial land needs is best 
understood as an exercise in economic development goal 
setting rather than forecasting. This is true at the regional 
level and even more so at the local level.
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The peer-reviewed baseline employment 
forecast for the seven-county area shows a 
net decrease of about 9,000 industrial jobs 
during the 2018 to 2038 time period. While 
some new industrial firms may emerge and 
some existing industrial firms may grow, 
those gains are outweighed by expected 
employment decreases at other industrial 
firms. The expected net decrease in regional 
employment in industrial sectors such as 
manufacturing, warehousing and 
distribution means that there is not a 
regional need for more industrial land to 
support employment growth. Even under 
the high growth forecast, industrial 
employment remains essentially unchanged 
from 2018 to 2038, again pointing to no need 
for additional industrial land to support 
employment growth.

Likewise, for the 2018 decision, no cities 
have proposed UGB expansions for 
industrial uses. There is no indication that 
adding land to the UGB when it has not 
been proposed by a city would result in 
industrial employment. For all of these 
reasons, there is not a regional need for 
additional land to be added to the UGB for 
industrial employment, including 
employment on large industrial sites.

The Metro Council has put into place a 
process for considering specific non-
residential UGB expansion proposals 
outside of the standard growth 
management cycle. If cities develop an 
employment concept plan for an urban 
reserve area, that “major amendment” 
process can address needs that aren’t 
anticipated in the 2018 growth management 
decision.

Is there a need for more land to support 
household growth?

Urban growth scenarios
To inform the Metro Council’s 
determination of whether there is a need for 
residential UGB expansions in 2018, Metro 
staff produced a number of scenarios that 
tested different permutations of a few 
assumptions:
• varying levels of population, household 

and employment growth (using the range 
forecast for the seven-county 
metropolitan area)

• different amounts of buildable land in the 
Metro UGB (varying amounts of 
redevelopment capacity)

• UGB expansions as proposed by four cities 
vs. no UGB expansion.

The scenarios are described in more detail 
in Appendix 3. Several general observations 
can be made about the scenarios:

The region is on track to continue using land 
efficiently
• Most capacity for housing production 

within the existing UGB comes through 
redevelopment and infill.

• Redevelopment and infill construction 
thrives when there is strong economic and 
population growth.

Increased spillover growth to neighboring 
cities does not appear to be a threat
• The original Metro UGB was adopted in 

1979. Since then, about 61 percent of the 
new households in the larger seven-
county metropolitan area have located 
inside the Metro UGB. 

• In all scenarios, the share of the seven-
county area’s new households that locate 
in the Metro UGB (the “capture rate”) is 
higher than historic rates, ranging from 63 
to 72 percent.
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• Barring unanticipated changes in the 
growth capacity of neighboring 
jurisdictions, a decision not to expand the 
UGB will not cause excessive spillover 
growth into neighboring jurisdictions like 
Sandy, Newberg, or Clark County, 
Washington.

More housing production is needed to keep 
up with household growth
• The region needs more housing 

production to keep up with population 
growth, particularly for households 
earning lower incomes.

• If development of the four proposed UGB 
expansions is viable, they can modestly 
increase housing production in the region.

• Regional scale analysis is not sensitive 
enough to distinguish between the effects 
of the individual proposed expansions.

Housing affordability will remain a challenge
• As in other regions around the country, 

housing affordability will remain a 
challenge.

• Encouraging more redevelopment and 
infill is the most effective means of 
keeping housing prices in check for 
renters.

• If developed, the four proposed UGB 
expansions would moderate housing price 
increases for owner-occupied housing by 
providing additional housing supply3.

• If developed, the four proposed UGB 
expansions would have little impact on 
prices for renter-occupied housing given 
that one-third of the planned housing in 
those areas would be multifamily.

Most housing will remain single-family 
housing, but most most growth capacity is 
for apartments and condominiums
• Currently, about 68 percent of all housing 

is single-family housing. All scenarios 
show that share decreasing in the future, 
with most resulting in about 60 percent 
single-family housing (still a majority).

• In keeping with regional and local plans, 
infrastructure funding realities and 
smaller household sizes, most growth 
capacity is for apartments and 
condominiums. 

• If developed, the four proposed UGB 
expansions would result in a modest 
increase in choices for single-family 
housing for ownership.

• While demand for owned and single-
family housing is strong, households 
appear willing to substitute rental and 
multifamily housing to a certain extent.

The region is on track to stay within the 
urban reserves “budget”
• There are approximately 23,000 gross 

acres of urban reserves that are 
candidates – if needed – for UGB 
expansions through the year 2045 (to 
address regional land needs to the year 
2065).

• If urban reserves were added to the UGB 
at the average rate of about 850 acres per 
year, all urban reserves would be used 
(added to the UGB) by the year 2045.

• The four city-proposed expansions total 
2,200 gross acres. At the above-described 
“budget” of 850 acres per year, this 
amounts to about 2.5 years of usage.

3. The amount of potential housing price reduction varies depending on other assumptions about 
redevelopment potential, household growth, and future UGB expansions (beyond the 2018 decision). All other 
things being equal, however, the proposed expansions could help moderate housing prices somewhat.  
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Greater Portland came roaring out of the 
Great Recession. In less than 10 years, the 
region grew its economy and added high-
wage jobs at higher rates than almost any 
other large U.S. metro area. Median 
incomes went up. The poverty rate went 
down. Thousands of young, educated 
workers migrated to the region drawn by 
the high quality of life and the 
opportunity of a booming economy.

This influx of new affluence and new 
people brought both economic growth and 
new challenges , changing the dynamics of 
our housing market and shifting the 
geography of affordability in a short 
period of time.

But longer-term trends also shaped our 
housing supply, and those trends continue 
to challenge our ability to create housing 
choices that meet the needs of our 
changing region4.

Housing construction came to a halt in 
the Great Recession, driving up housing 
costs
All around the country, housing 
construction came to a halt during the 
Great Recession. As the population 
continued to grow, demand intensified and 
housing prices rose – slowly at first, but 
gaining momentum with each passing 
year. Rent and home price increases were 
among the highest in the nation; vacancy 
rates, the share of unoccupied rental units, 
were among the lowest. This was true in 
greater Portland and dozens of other cities 
around the country.

Long-term residents living in rental 
housing found themselves priced out of 
their neighborhoods, while would-be 
homebuyers struggled to save for down 

Figure 5: Annual percentage change in rental unit 
costs by size, Portland metro area, 2009-2017.

Changes in where we live and work

payments that seemed to double overnight. 
Renters suffered the most, often facing 
substantial rent increases with little notice.

Like most regions, we are playing catch-up 
with housing construction 
Housing construction took off again as the 
region emerged from the Great Recession. 
Increased housing supply has begun to 
temper housing rents and prices, which are 
still rising, but not as quickly. 

Though it’s of little consolation to people who 
work and struggle to keep a roof over their 
heads, rents here are similar to those in cities 
around the country. For one-bedroom 
apartments, the Portland region is in the 
same rental price range as Atlanta, 
Minneapolis, Nashville, Denver and Chicago. 
Rents are more expensive here than a 
number of other cities, but still represent a 
value compared to other coastal cities.

When it comes to rents, location matters. To 
live close to jobs, amenities, and transit, 
people have to pay a premium that is often 
out of reach.

4. See Appendix 5 for more information on historic residential development trends.

Where we stand today with housing

Sourc: Data courtesy of CoStar commercial real estate company
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Figure 6: Median rent for a one bedroom apartment in 2009 (source: Rainmaker Insights)

Figure 7: Median rent for a one bedroom apartment in 2017 (source: Rainmaker Insights)
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“Missing middle” housing
Our grandparents, parents, kids, friends 
and neighbors have diverse housing 
needs, but for too long there has been 
little housing diversity.
There are solutions for diversifying 
housing options in our communities. 
“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.

152018 Urban Growth Report

What’s helping to keep housing prices 
under control?
Simply put, the most straightforward way 
to keep housing prices in check is to build 
more housing. Without that housing supply, 
an ever-increasing population competes for 
a limited pool of housing, driving up prices. 
This is especially true in central locations 
with access to jobs, transit, services and 
amenities.

More than 20,000 new units of multifamily 
housing have been completed in the 
Portland metropolitan area since 20105. 
More than half of those units were built in 
the past two and a half years. 

Since 2015, developers submitted 25,000 
permits for future multifamily buildings in 
greater Portland, meaning more apartments 
are in the pipeline6. 

The increased available supply loosened 
regional apartment vacancy rates from a 
tight 4.6 percent in 2014 to a somewhat more 
comfortable 5.5 percent in 20177. This 
growing availability of housing gives 
apartment-seekers more choices, generating 
competition among property managers who 
have moderated their asking rents 
accordingly. 

Nearly 30,000 permits for new single-family 
units, including duplexes and triplexes, were 
submitted between 2010 and mid-20178.

5. Source: CoStar 
6. Construction Monitor 
7. Source: CoStar
8. Source: Construction Monitor

Source: https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/
default/files/2018/02/02/Small-homes-typology-
graphic_1.pdf
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Figure 8: New units (total) built by development type, Metro UGB, 2007-2016

Figure 9: New units built by year and development type, Metro UGB, 2007-2016

Source: Metro Land Development Monitoring System output dataset from May 2018 RLIS data input

Source: Metro Land Development Monitoring System output dataset from May 2018 RLIS data input

Most new housing is being built in 
existing areas
Long-standing plans, investments, and 
market conditions have resulted in three-
quarters of new homes being built through 

redevelopment and infill in existing urban 
areas (in the Metro UGB from 2007 through 
2016). This means that, as housing is built, 
we are making efficient use of land and 
public resources.
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The emergence of ADUs
Since the mid-1990s, Metro has required 
that all cities in the region allow accessory 
dwelling units (also known as “ADUs,” 
“granny flats” or “in-law” cottages) in single-
family neighborhoods. Though it took 
several years, construction has taken off, 
particularly in the City of Portland, with 
several hundred ADUs built per year in the 
Metro UGB for several years now. 

In 2017, ADUs made up 7 percent of the 
region’s new housing. Among other factors, 
the City of Portland’s waiver of system 
development charges for ADUs is credited 
with this uptick. 

A common refrain about ADUs is that they 
only get used for short-term rentals such as 
Airbnb, so they don’t contribute to the 

Figure 10: Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) by year, Metro UGB, 2007-2016

regional housing supply for residents. A 
2017 survey of Portland ADU owners and 
tenants indicates that this is largely not 
the case. The survey was commissioned by 
Portland State University’s Institute for 
Sustainable Solutions. Sixty percent of 
ADU owners surveyed reported that their 
ADU is used by someone as a primary 
residence, while 26 percent reported that 
the ADU is used as a short term rental9. 

Even when used as short-term rentals, 
ADUs may become long-term rentals over 
time as owners pay off ADU construction 
loans or grow tired of managing ever-
changing guests. In a year-over-year 
comparison, about half of the Airbnb 
listings in Portland were no longer active 
(Brown, 2017). 

Source: Metro Land Development Monitoring System output dataset from May 2018 RLIS data input

9. 14 percent reported that their ADU is vacant, used as extra space, or “other”.
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We’re using land more efficiently for 
single-family housing
Today, a new single-family home uses about 
half as much land as one built in 1980. This 
trend of using land inside the UGB 
efficiently helps us to protect farms and 
forests. It also makes it more feasible to 
provide single-family neighborhoods with 
transit and other services.

What’s holding housing back?
Getting enough housing built is not without 
its challenges and the reasons are varied, 
including:

• a lack of funding for pipes, pavement, 
parks and other facilities to make vacant 
lands development-ready

• neighborhood opposition to change that 
can slow or stop housing proposals

• uncertainty in permitting processes
• difficult access to financing for developers
• zoning codes that restrict “missing middle” 

housing

• depending on the location, achievable 
rents that are sometimes insufficient to 
spur redevelopment

• site specific challenges such as lot sizes 
and configurations, access, contamination, 
or property owners that don’t want to 
develop or sell.

Land alone doesn’t result in housing
The Metro Council made most of its UGB 
expansions from 1998 onward. Since then, 
the Metro Council has added about 27,000 
acres or about 42 square miles to the UGB. 
For context, that’s an area the about the size 
of two Beavertons, or 420 Oregon Zoos.

New construction in these expansion areas 
is a challenge. In addition to overcoming the 
normal financing and permitting hurdles, a 
city or developer must also build streets, 
sidewalks, sewers and other basic 
infrastructure to support a neighborhood. 
Infrastructure easily costs hundreds of 
millions of dollars. Since they were brought 
into the UGB, these areas have produced 16 
percent of their planned housing 

Figure 11: Single-family lot size and building size (annual medians), Metro UGB, 1980-2016

Source: Metro Land Development Monitoring System output dataset from May 2018 RLIS data input
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(fewer than 11,000 approved or pending permits out of the 
expected 67,000).
In those cases where development readiness has been 
resolved – for example, Happy Valley, North Bethany, River 
Terrace, Villebois, Witch Hazel – housing has been built. 
Aside from getting land ready for development, our region 
shares another challenge facing regions around the 
country: the private market often can’t profitably build new 
housing that is affordable to people earning lower incomes. 
Without that potential for profit, affordable housing doesn’t 
get built even if our community plans allow for it. 
Cities proposing UGB expansions have been asked to 
describe how they are encouraging construction and 
preservation of affordable housing in their existing urban 
areas.

A shortage of cities
It matters, not just how much housing gets built, but where 
housing gets built. People in the greater Portland region 
were forward-thinking in the mid-1990s when they called 
for focusing most growth in existing downtowns and 
transportation corridors. That vision made our region more 
prepared for recent growth trends.
Cities around the country have seen a reversal of decades-
long pattern of people moving away from urban centers 
(Edlund, Machado, & Sviatschi, 2015). Sales prices for central 
locations now reflect people’s preference to live close to 
urban amenities like restaurants, grocery stores and cafes 
(Couture & Handbury, 2015). Construction of new housing in 
those locations is not keeping up with demand, leading 
economists and others to point to a “shortage of cities” 
(Cortright, Our Shortage of Cities, 2014).
This trend isn’t restricted to central cities. Many people that 
live in the suburbs are seeking urban amenities – 
restaurants and transit, for instance – like those offered in 
Orenco and Tanasbourne in Hillsboro and The Round in 
Beaverton.
In the end, no one can predict future housing preferences, 
particularly when so much seems in flux. Regardless of 
preferences, there are significant headwinds for keeping up 
with population growth by building single-family homes. 
Those challenges include record levels of student loan debt, 
tighter lending standards, and high costs for new pipes and 
pavement that show up on a house’s price tag.

Finding home

Cheranda Curtis calls her 
studio apartment her 
“sanctuary.” Having an 
affordable place to live 
has given Curtis the 
opportunity to stay 
sober, hold a steady job 
and save for a house.

Patti Jay felt “exhausted 
with having to move 
again” after she received 
a no-cause eviction. 
She’s grateful she found 
a place to live close to 
her son’s high school, 
which means he didn’t 
have to switch schools. 
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Displacement of people of color
Unable to afford living in the region’s urban centers, many people have 
moved to areas of the region with cheaper housing. Cheap housing comes 
with hidden costs, though. When you factor in the additional 
transportation costs – the increased costs of gas and car expenses or the 
extra time to bike, walk or take transit – a significant portion of the 
affordability benefits are lost if it requires long commutes.
Displacement has disproportionately affected communities of color, leading 
to a shift in the racial geography of the region over the last decade.
Displacement is a geographic consequence of a series of systemic inequities 
that would not be entirely solved with more abundant, affordable housing 
close to the region’s city centers. But, not providing it exacerbates 
community divisions, by putting some people further from resources, jobs 
and opportunities readily available in more walkable, transit-served areas. 
Likewise, it disrupts the social institutions and networks that bind 
communities together.
And the impacts can be long-term. Displacement and housing stress can 
have wide-ranging impacts on health and well-being – impacts that can 
span generations.

Figure 12: Displacement and migration of communities of color, 1990-2010

Source: US Census

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 24 of 1024
METRO-0046



212018 Urban Growth Report

“In a region like this I don’t 
think that there are a lot of 
barriers [to job growth]. You 
know, people want to live in a 
nice environment – you can’t 
get much nicer than Portland. 
People want to live someplace 
where housing is affordable 
– let’s hope we can keep it 
affordable.

By and large, across the board, 
these are people that are 
conscious of their communities, 
they like green energy systems, 
they like public transportation. 
These are all very important 
issues for our audience that 
we’re targeting [for employee 
recruitment].”

—Dr. Lisa Coussens, OHSU, 
Knight Cancer Institute

Ascending out of the Great Recession
Our regional economy is the envy of many 
others. Educated, working-age people continue 
to migrate here in increasing numbers, 
providing local employers with a steady pool 
of skilled workers while also attracting 
employers in other regions to consider locating 
here10. And with a strong 4.6 percent increase 
in a measure of regional economic activity 
called gross domestic product (GDP), greater 
Portland had the 10th-fastest growing 
economy out of the nation’s 100 largest metro 
areas in 2015 (State of Oregon Employment 
Department, 2016).

Job growth in the greater Portland region 
exceeds the national rate of job growth. In 
2015, our region’s jobs increased by 3.3 percent 
while the nation saw a 2 percent increase.

Where we stand today with jobs

Figure 13: Annual percentage change in job growth, 
Portland metro area compared to the national 
average, 2004.-2018

Manufacturing plays an outsized role in our 
economy
More than a quarter of greater Portland’s 
economic output comes from the 
manufacturing sector. Nationally, 
manufacturing accounts for less than half that 
– just 12 percent of the nation’s total economy 
(United States Bureau of Economic Analysis, 
2018). 

10. See Appendix 4 for more information about employment trends.

Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics
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But economic activity doesn’t always equal jobs: 
manufacturing accounts for just over a tenth of greater 
Portland’s jobs. 

Thanks largely to production of high-value products such 
semiconductors and electronics, the manufacturing sector 
contributes an oversized amount to the regional economy 
relative to its share of the workforce.

But despite its strong contribution to the region’s economy, 
jobs in the manufacturing sector stagnated in 2016 – by 
December 2016, the industry had lost 1.4 percent of its 
Portland-area jobs relative to the year before.

Still, the large profit margins of the region’s high-tech 
manufacturing exports means that the sector’s earnings are 
substantial, even as the size of the manufacturing 
workforce is somewhat stagnant.

Figure 14: Employment and gross domestic product (GDP), Portland metropolitan area, 2015
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Most jobs are in population-serving and 
other non-manufacturing employment
As in the past, a large portion of future 
employment is expected in jobs that serve 
the public: education and medicine, for 
instance. As the population grows, so too 
will employment in these sectors.

Likewise, sectors like professional and 
business services (attorneys, engineers, and 
architects, for example) and financial 
services (insurance agents, real estate 
agents, and bankers, for instance) will 
continue to make up much of our region’s 
employment. What all of these sectors have 
in common is that they need to locate close 

Figure 15: Change in median household income by race, seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro 
MSA, 2011 vs. 2016

to clusters of where people live . From a 
growth management perspective, this 
means that the needs of these sectors are 
best met in existing urban locations

Not everyone is benefiting from 
economic growth
Though the headlines about unemployment 
rates and productivity are good, not 
everyone is prospering. From 2011 through 
2016, median household income in the 
greater Portland region increased by 
$10,000. However, Black and Native 
American households only saw an increase 
of about $1,000.

Source: 2011 and 2016 American Community Survey (1-year estimates)
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Middle income jobs were slow to recover from the Great 
Recession
Wage polarization has been a long-term trend both locally 
and nationally and the recent recession only accelerated the 
shift toward more high and low wage jobs and a smaller 
share of middle wage jobs. As of 2007, middle wage 
occupations comprised nearly 65 percent of the jobs in the 
Portland metropolitan area, but that share was less than 58 
percent by 2017.
Middle wage job growth has picked up in the last couple of 
years. As of 2017, the region finally recovered the number of 
middle wage jobs lost during the recession. But low and 
high wage jobs have fared much better, both during and 
after the recession, leading to increasing wage polarization. 
The polarization trend is expected to continue in the future 
for the region and the U.S. as a whole, in large part due to 
globalization and technological change. 
Occupations within the middle wage category have also 
seen different trajectories over the last ten years. In the 
Portland metropolitan area, around 13,200 manufacturing 
production jobs were lost during the recession and only 
4,600 of those jobs had been recovered as of 2017. 
Production workers face continuing pressure from 
globalization and automation in the manufacturing 
industry . 
Administrative and office support occupations also saw 
significant job losses and weak recovery as advances in 
technology change the nature of office work and the need 
for support staff.
On the other hand, employment in several middle wage 
occupations that are primarily driven by population and 
demographic change continued to grow during and after 
the recession, including healthcare support workers, police 
officers, and teachers. 

Changes in where businesses locate
As we plan for future employment, we need to be aware of 
changes in where businesses locate and how they use space. 
Most of these trends point to more efficient use of land.
Nationwide, there has been a trend of businesses relocating 
from more remote campus settings to downtowns. 
Businesses are doing this to attract and retain an educated 
workforce that wants access to urban amenities like 
restaurants, bars, cafés and transit.

Help wanted
“Last year, Millenials 
became the largest 
component of the 
American workforce. For 
many companies, 
attracting and retaining 
millenial workers seems 
to require having a 
downtown office. 
“Probably for the first 
time in history, instead 
of people moving where 
jobs are,” says Tom 
Murphy, a senior fellow 
at the Urban Land 
Institute, “ jobs are 
moving where the talent 
is.”” (Wogan, 2016)

Photo credit: autodesk.
blogs.com/between_the_
lines/ 
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This is now a mainstream trend. In recent years, G.E. moved 
its headquarters from a suburban campus in Connecticut to a 
downtown Boston location. The new G.E. headquarters won’t 
have a parking lot. McDonald’s and Kraft Heinz both moved 
from suburban Chicago locations to downtown. 

In the greater Portland region, these trends are evident. The 
highest rate of job growth in the region from 2007 to 2016 was 
in central Portland at 18.4 percent growth. This was followed 
by the outer west side, inner north and east, and the outer I-5 
areas at 15.3 to 16.4 percent growth. Job growth in east 
Multnomah County and Clackamas County has lagged behind 
at 6.1 percent.

Figure 16: Percent change of employment by market subarea, 2007-2016 
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Our workplaces look different than they 
used to
Inside office buildings, workers are taking 
up less space than they used to. In many 
professions, gone are the days of private 
offices. Instead, a laptop and a chair are 
often more typical.

Among the increasing ranks of the “gig 
economy” (self-employed), work space can be 
co-working space that is leased by the hour 
or a seat at a coffee shop for the price of 
coffee refills.

In the medical sector, health care providers 
are following their patients. They see future 
demand for outpatient clinics close to where 
people live.

The “non-store retailers” category includes 
catalog and internet-based businesses that 
fulfill orders by mail as well as other non-
store vendors. Regional employment by 
non-store retailers increased by nearly 27 
percent from 2007 to 2017 (source: QCEW). 

This retail trend has implications for other 
sectors in the greater Portland region. 
Shipping and delivery employment grew by 
31 percent over the same period, while 
warehousing employment grew nearly 9 
percent (source: QCEW). E-commerce’s focus 
on quick deliveries means that demand for 
space is often in close-in locations. 

For “brick and mortar” retail, the emergence 
of e-commerce and people shifting their 
consumption habits from retail goods to 
meals and entertainment portends the 
closing of malls and retail businesses in 
commercial corridors (Thompson, 2017). This 
trend can be seen in the closure of many 
Sears, J.C. Penney, Macy’s, and Kmart stores 
and all Toys R Us stores in the U.S. Between 
2007 and 2009, 400 of the U.S.’s largest 2,000 
malls closed (Esri, 2014).

The construction of data centers has 
recently created more demand for industrial 
land. Policy makers may wish to consider 
what an appropriate land use planning 
response should be. While data centers play 
an important role in the modern economy, 
they tend to have few employees and will 
use large sites when vacant land is relatively 
abundant or inexpensive (Miller, 2017). This 
is not out of necessity, however. There are 
numerous examples of data centers in 
multistory buildings such as downtown 
Portland and Chicago and in northern 
Virginia and Silicon Valley. They locate 
there despite higher real estate and 
construction costs to save milliseconds on 
data transmission times (Miller, 2017).
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From home to work and back
Ours is a regional economy that doesn’t stop 
and start at state lines, the UGB, or county 
and city boundaries. People make complex 
decisions about where to live and work. Few 
of us choose the job closest to home or the 
home closest to our job. Rather, we consider 
other factors, which might include: 
• whether jobs are a good match for our 

skills
• whether jobs pay enough
• whether our spouse or partner is also 

employed, but in a different location
• whether homes match our budget
• whether homes and neighborhoods match 

our preferences
• whether we can tolerate or afford longer 

commutes
• whether local schools meet our needs and 

preferences.

Figure 17: Where greater Portland area residents work by county, 2015 (source: US Census LEHD) 

These choices are borne out in the data on 
commute patterns that show people 
commuting across city and county lines, 
Those patterns will not be changed by any 
UGB expansion for housing or jobs. The best 
course of action is to plan communities with 
a mix of uses that shorten our other trips 
– going to the grocery store, for example 
– and provide reliable and safe multimodal 
transportation options to link different 
parts of the region.
In the context of growth management 
decisions, these patterns influence the 
amount of housing and job growth that is 
likely to locate in the Metro UGB. 
Historically (since 1979), about 61 percent of 
the new households in the seven-county 
metropolitan area and 82 percent of the new 
jobs have located in the Metro UGB.
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The communities inside the Metro UGB are a major part of 
a larger regional economy that extends over seven counties 
and across state lines. To understand housing and 
employment needs in the Metro UGB, we need to first 
understand what’s happening in the larger seven-county 
metropolitan area. This larger area is the starting point for 
Metro’s population, household and employment growth 
forecasts. This seven-county forecast is documented in 
Appendix 1. 

Metro subjects its forecast model and the forecast results to 
a peer review process that includes public and private 
partners who are experts in economics and demographics. 
In the case of the draft forecast, the peer review panel 
found the forecast to be reasonable and in line with other 
projections. Documentation for the peer review process is 
included in Appendix 1.

To check how we’re doing, Metro also provides comparisons 
of past forecasts and actual growth (see Appendix 1). Those 
comparisons show that Metro’s forecasts have been 
accurate and reliable. Metro’s 2010 forecast has held up well, 
slightly underestimating population growth and slightly 
overestimating employment growth in the seven-county 
area. After five years, the forecast was within three percent 
of actual estimates for population and employment, less 
than a one percent annual difference. It is also worth noting 
that the year 2015 “actual” numbers are estimates and also 
subject to error.

We expect more people in the region
Between 2018 and 2038, there could be between 365,000 
(low) to 659,000 (high) additional people residing in the 
seven-county region. The most likely amount of growth is 
524,000 more people in the seven-county region.

Table 2: Population forecast for the seven-county Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (2018 to 2038)

2018 2038 Difference
Low growth 2,414,000 2,779,000 365,000
Most likely growth 2,481,000 3,005,000 524,000
High growth 2,516,000 3,175,000 659,000

Good sources 
Metro bases its forecast 
on the best sources 
available:
• U.S. Census
• U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics
• U.S. Bureau of 

Economics
• Federal Reserve Board
• Portland State 

University’s Population 
Research Center

• IHS Markit

Handling uncertainty
There is uncertainty in 
any forecast. Metro 
recognizes uncertainty 
by producing a 
probabilistic range 
forecast. The midpoint 
of the range is the most 
likely outcome. However, 
migration trends, federal 
monetary policy, 
technological change, 
recessions and 
international relations 
are all factors that may 
move actual growth 
higher or lower in the 
range.

Regional outlook
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The primary source of population growth in 
the region will continue to be migration. 
Births represent an ever-shrinking source 
of population growth in our region and 
nation. In 2017, the U.S. saw the fewest 
births in 30 years and its lowest general 
fertility rate in history. (U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services, 2018)

Figure 18: Population history and range forecast, seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro 
MSA, 1990-2038. 

Figure 19: Age cohorts as a percentage of total population, seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro 
MSA, 2018 and 2038

Along with declining birth rates, the region’s 
population is aging. In 2018, about 13 percent 
of the population is 65 years or older. By 
2038, about 19 percent of the population will 
be 65 years or older.

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017 
Note: Age bracket size (i.e. the number of years per age bracket) varies by cohort.
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We expect more households in the region
Between 2018 and 2038, there could be between 212,000 (low) 
to 335,000 (high) additional households in the seven-county 
region. The most likely amount of growth is 279,000 more 
households in the seven-county region.

Table 3: Household forecast for the seven-county Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (2018 to 2038)

2018 2038 Difference
Low growth 932,000 1,144,000 212,000
Most likely growth 958,000 1,237,000 279,000
High growth 972,000 1,307,000 335,000

Figure 21: Household size history and forecast by share of total, 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 2018 to 2038

Figure 20: Household history and range forecast 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 1990-2038

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017
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Because people are staying single longer and having fewer 
children, the average household size for the seven-county 
metropolitan area is expected to drop from 2.6 people per 
household in 2018 to about 2.4 people per household in 2038. 
Today (and in 2038), almost two-thirds of households 
consist of one or two people.

In 2018, about 23 percent of heads of households are 65 and 
older. By 2038, about 30 percent of heads of households will 
be 65 and older.

We expect more jobs in the region
Between 2018 and 2038, there could be between 135,000 
(low) to 258,000 (high) additional jobs in the seven-county 
region. The most likely amount of growth is 209,000 more 
jobs in the seven-county region.

Table 4: Employment forecast for the seven-county Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (2018 to 2038)

2018 2038 Difference
Low growth 1,108,000 1,243,000 135,000
Most likely growth 1,193,000 1,402,000 209,000
High growth 1,293,000 1,551,000 258,000

Figure 22: Employment history and range forecast 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 1990-2038

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017
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On the flip side, because of automation and 
other factors, many economists see slow or 
no job growth for industrial sectors – such 
as high-tech manufacturing and wood 
products – that have traditionally been 
strengths for Oregon (Lehner, Oregon’s 
Industrial Structure and Outlook, 2018). 
Instead, going forward, employment growth 
in the high-tech sector is expected in 
software development (Lehner, Oregon 
High-Tech Outlook, 2018). 

There is more uncertainty around the job 
forecast than the population forecast since 
the economy may be positively or negatively 
impacted by global events, innovations, and 
decisions that can’t be predicted. Actual 
growth will not follow a smooth trend line, 
but will have ups and downs with business 
cycles.

There is yet more uncertainty when it 
comes to forecasting employment by sector, 
but most economists see continued strength 
in sectors like education and medicine that 
serve the growing population.

Figure 23: Employment by sector, current and baseline (likely) forecast 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 2018 and 2038

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017 
“TWU” = Transport, Warehousing and Utilities
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Figure 24: Employment history and projections (by major sector) 
seven-county Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA, 1990-2038

Source: 2018-38 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA Forecast, Metro Research Center, Nov 2017 
Forecast is for mid-range projection.
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Where growth can 
happen
Redevelopment 
Development on a tax lot 
where the original 
structure has been 
demolished and there is 
a net increase in housing 
units or jobs.
Infill Additional 
development on a tax lot 
where the original 
structure has been left 
intact and the lot is 
considered developed.
Vacant land Land inside 
the UGB that’s not 
developed.
Urban reserves Areas 
outside the current UGB 
designated by Metro and 
the three counties as the 
best places for future 
growth if urban growth 
expansions are needed 
over the next 50 years. 
Neighbor cities Cities in 
the larger metropolitan 
area, but outside of 
Metro’s jurisdiction: 
Vancouver, Newberg, 
Sandy, etc.
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How much room is there for 
housing and job growth inside 
the UGB?
Committed to using land efficiently
To protect farms and forests, Oregon law encourages the 
efficient use of land already inside the UGB. This focus on 
making the most of what we have also keeps jobs, housing, 
shopping and services closer by. Future development will 
happen – not only on vacant land – but also through 
redevelopment or infill.

Redevelopment and infill have demonstrated their 
importance in recent years, accounting for 76 percent of the 
net new housing units in the Metro UGB in the 2007 to 2016 
time period, far exceeding previous forecasts. This is an 
important reminder of several points:

• Existing urban locations that are close to services and 
amenities are in high demand, so much so that economists 
have coined the phrase “a shortage of cities” (Cortright, 
Dow of Cities: Big data on the urban price premium, 2018).

• Encouraging redevelopment and infill is the means to 
address the shortage of cities and to reduce housing prices 
in these locations.

• Redevelopment and infill are not static. They are more 
likely in locations that are in high demand.

Buildable land inventory review process
Metro inventories buildable land through a comprehensive 
process that includes extensive review by city and county 
planning staff. Many local staff participated in Metro’s Land 
Use Technical Advisory Group (LUTAG), which assisted in 
the inventory. LUTAG began meeting in the summer of 2017 
and met regularly through spring of 2018.
Appendix 2 describes the methods that Metro used to 
estimate how much buildable land is inside the UGB. All 
cities and counties in the region had an opportunity to 
review the buildable land inventory used in this analysis. 
The inventory results are described in Appendix 2.
Though the inventory assumes that current zoning 
regulates allowable uses, it does not assume that all of that 
zoned capacity is viable in the next 20 years (there is zoned 
capacity for over 1.3 million homes in the UGB).
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The inventory begins with aerial photos locating vacant 
land. Subsequent steps account for environmental 
constraints such as steep slopes and wetlands.
Aside from vacant land, additional housing and jobs are also 
expected on some already-developed lands. There are a 
variety of uncertain market factors that may influence 
long-term redevelopment and infill potential. For that 
reason, redevelopment and infill potential are expressed as 
a range. 

Buildable residential land inside the UGB
The buildable land inventory for the Metro UGB includes 
capacity for 228,200 to 363,300 additional homes. The 
difference in the two numbers is attributable to 
redevelopment potential. Because of a variety of factors 
(infrastructure, market, neighborhood opposition, etc.), not 
all of this capacity may be development-ready in the 20-year 
planning period. 
Table 5: Residential buildable land range (source: Metro, in 
coordination with cities and counties)

Single-family 
homes

Multi-family 
homes

Total homes

Low 92,300 135,900 228,200
Medium 92,300 227,700 320,000
High 92,300 271,000 363,300

Note: single-family housing capacity is shown as a static number 
rather than a range since there are fewer market uncertainties than 
with multifamily redevelopment

Buildable employment land inside the UGB
Metro categorizes employment land as commercial or 
industrial according to adopted zoning. As documented in 
the 2014 Urban Growth Report, these categories are 
somewhat flexible and it is common to find commercial 
employment on industrial land. 

Commercial (non-industrial) employment land
There are 2,150 to 2,530 net buildable acres of commercial 
employment land inside the Metro UGB. Because there is 
uncertainty around redevelopment of land in mixed-use 
zones, these buildable acres are expressed as a range.
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Industrial employment land
There are 8,600 net buildable acres of 
industrial employment land inside the 
Metro UGB.

Large industrial sites
Expanding and attracting traded-sector 
businesses are important aspects to 
creating middle-income jobs. As an income 
tax dependent state, Oregon’s higher wage 
jobs generate revenue to fund schools, parks 
and other public services. The greater 
Portland region competes globally to attract 
these coveted jobs, so it is important to have 
development-ready sites where businesses 
can locate.

The 2017 update of the Regional Industrial 
Site Readiness project inventoried large, 
vacant industrial sites (over 25-net buildable 
acres per site) and is included as Appendix 8. 
The inventory is a subset of the previously 
described industrial land inventory. It finds 
65 large industrial sites inside the UGB and 
at varying stages of development readiness:

• There are 45 large industrial sites inside 
the UGB that may be available to the 
general market11.

• An additional 20 large industrial sites 
inside the UGB that are held by existing 
firms for potential future expansion.

The focus of the Regional Industrial Site 
Readiness project is to identify actions that 
must be taken to make these sites 
development-ready to produce jobs. The 
project finds that many large industrial 
sites have extensive needs including:

• infrastructure needs, particularly 
transportation improvements

• site assembly
• brownfield cleanup
• wetland mitigation

• annexation by cities
• willing seller.
These challenges mean that, of the 45 large 
sites that aren’t being held by existing 
businesses for future expansion:

• 10 sites are developable within a 6-month 
timeframe (Tier One)

• 11 sites will require 7 to 30 months to be 
made development-ready (Tier Two)

• 4 sites will require more than 30 months to 
be made development-ready (Tier Three).

Any sites added to the UGB would be Tier 
Three, requiring months of effort and 
substantial investment to make them 
development-ready.

11. The inventory identified 47 sites, but two of them outside the UGB, so they are not included here.

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 40 of 1024
METRO-0062



372018 Urban Growth Report

Conclusion
Since the draft UGR was released in July 2018, the Metro 
Council provided direction to Metro staff in Resolution No. 
18-4914, which accepts the Chief Operating Officer 
recommendation regarding the proposed expansion areas and 
directs staff to include conditions of approval that will ensure 
an appropriate mix of housing types in those areas. Based on 
that direction, staff has completed a regional Housing Needs 
Analysis, which can be found in Appendix 5A.
The Housing Needs Analysis identifies a need for additional 
land in the UGB to address single-family housing demand 
(attached and detached housing). The Housing Needs Analysis 
assumes the baseline (midpoint of the forecast range) 
household forecast as documented in Appendix 1 and the 
midpoint of the buildable land inventory range as documented 
in Appendix 2. 
It also assumes that the Metro UGB will “capture” a share of 
the larger 7-county household growth that is in keeping with 
historic and modeled rates. The analysis also assumes that 50 
percent of the new housing will be single-family housing 
(attached and detached), a rate that represents a continued 
long-term shift towards multifamily and single-family 
attached housing. The Housing Needs Analysis summarizes 
the regional need for additional single-family housing as 
follows:

The proposed 2,181 gross acres of UGB expansions will 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 will address the need for 6,100 
single-family homes. The proposed conditions of approval for 
the UGB expansion seek to enhance the variety of single-
family attached housing that will be allowed in the expansion 
areas. It is possible that the number of allowed housing units 
in each area will increase as a result.

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

7-county MSA new dwelling units (apply 5% vacancy rate) 293,000

Metro UGB new dwelling units (capture rate range = 67.2%) 196,900

Metro UGB new single family dwelling units (SF rate = 50%) 98,400

Metro UGB existing single family capacity (attached and detached) 92,300

Unmet single family dwelling unit (attached and detached) need 6,100
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As documented in the range buildable land estimates in 
Appendix 2 and scenario modeling described in Appendix 3, 
the existing UGB has ample land planned for multifamily 
housing. Today, 36 percent of existing housing is 
multifamily housing. That share is likely to increase over 
time as allowed under city and county zoning.
While no UGB expansion is required to accommodate 
multifamily housing growth, most of the proposed UGB 
expansions include some amount of multifamily housing to 
ensure that these areas provide a variety of housing choices 
and comply with the state Metropolitan Housing Rule.
Likewise, cities have often included multifamily housing as 
a means of decreasing infrastructure costs per home and to 
make more efficient use of land. To ensure that people of 
varied backgrounds can find housing in these new 
communities, the conditions of approval require each city 
to allow additional single-family attached housing options 
in locations planned for single-family housing in the 
expansion areas.
The draft Urban Growth Report included the Goal 14 
Locational Factor Analysis of Urban Reserves in Appendix 
7. Based in part on the results of the Goal 14 Analysis, staff 
has completed an evaluation (Appendix 7A) of a smaller set 
of urban reserves using the Metro Code requirements. 
These analyses support the Metro Council findings that the 
four urban reserve areas under consideration provide the 
best locations for expansions under the applicable factors 
and should be included in the UGB.
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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
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Brian Evans
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APPENDIX 1 – 2018 REGIONAL ECONOMIC FORECAST 

Executive Summary 

This appendix describes the Metro 2018-2038 Regional Economic Forecast (REF).  The forecast estimates 
future total population, employment, and employment by sector for the seven-county Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (MSA). 

Key Findings 

 A panel of experts, economists, and demographers found the forecast to be reasonably sound. 
 The Metro region has rebounded from the Great Recession.  
 The region added 45,000 new residents last year (2016), equal to 1.9% APR. This is the fastest 

annual growth since the Great Recession. 
 The tight labor market is leading to a Portland area unemployment rate below 4 percent 

(December 2017). Job growth has been robust since 2014. 
 Strong regional growth has lifted employment back above the pre-recession employment peak. 
 Going forward, both population and job growth are expected to continue at a moderated pace 

because the region is approaching its full potential and full employment.  
 Longer-term, the region will continue to see relatively stronger population growth (than U.S. 

trends) as net in-migration is expected to add to regional population – averaging 1.0% APR, 
(784,000 more residents in MSA between 2015 and 2045) 

 Job growth in the long-term is expected to trend with population, – averaging roughly the same 
1.0% APR, (406,000 more jobs in MSA between 2015 and 2045) 

State of the Region 

 The Great Recession is now well past. Job and population growth (see table below) have 
returned to pre-recession rates in recent years.  

 National, state and regional unemployment rates are approaching near-full employment – 
meaning that anyone looking for a job is likely able to find a job, but may mean a shortage for 
businesses looking to hire. 

 Strong real estate prices (charts below) indicate a growing economy with room to expand in a 
key blue-collar employment sector – construction. Surveys of local apartments show low 
vacancy rates and higher year-over-year rents. 

Annual MSA Population and MSA Employment  

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Population 2,265,725 
(0.7%) 

2,291,650 
(1.1%) 

2,324,535 
(1.4%) 

2,362,655 
(1.6%) 

2,407,540 
(1.9%) 

Employment 1,020,400 
(2.2%) 

1,044,800 
(2.4%) 

1,076,000 
(3.0%) 

1,111,900 
(3.3%) 

1,144,500 
(2.9%) 

Source: PSU and BLS (annual growth rate in parenthesis) 
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Housing Price Performance 

 Prices for homes are similarly showing strong appreciation – another indicator of a robust and 
healthy economy. 

Median Single-Family Price Indices:  Regional and Compared to 20-City U.S. Composite 

 
 

 Sources:  Regional Multiple Listing Service, Case-Schiller 

Economic Performance 

 
 Cargo shipments (charts below) through the Port of Portland indicate a prosperous, growing 

region. Air cargo is ramping up to activity levels before the recession.  Marine cargo (especially 
through Terminal 6) has not performed to expectations due to labor issues although it shows a 
capacity to rebound and contribute to regional job growth. 

Key Economic Indicators:  Yearly Cargo Tonnages  

 
Source: Port of Portland 

 Housing construction has rebounded since the Great Recession, very strongly for Multi-Family 
(charts below) 

 Average Single-Family permits issued in last 3 years = 6,400 units/yr; 20 year avg. = 8,050 
units/yr 

 Average Multi-Family permits issued in last 3 years = 6,700 units/yr; 20 year avg. = 4,100 units/yr 
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Key Economic Indicators:  Housing Permits by Type (Single Family and Multi-Family) 

  
Source: U.S. Census (Permits include Clackamas, Multnomah, Washington and Clark) Regional Economic  

Forecast Notes 

 Forecast prepared using up-to-date Census and Portland State University Population Research 
Center data 

 Forecast data sources include U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Bureau of Economics, Federal 
Reserve Board, and Census 

 U.S. growth projections derived from IHS Markit (August 2017 edition) and U.S. Census 
 Forecast contains uncertainty (see charts below). 

2018-38 Regional Baseline  

Forecast, Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro Metropolitan Statistical Area 

Year Population APR% Employment APR% 
2015 2,362,655 1.6 1,111,900 3.3 
2016 2,407,540 1.9 1,144,450 2.9 
2017 2,443,900 1.5 1,169,300 2.2 
2018 2,480,800 1.5 1,193,500 2.1 
2019 2,513,500 1.3 1,214,250 1.7 
2020 2,545,400 1.3 1,230,200 1.3 

 
2018-38 Regional MSA Population and Employment Histories and Forecasts 

 
MSA Population 

 
MSA Employment 

Source: history = {Census/ PSU and BLS;  forecast = Metro, Research Center, November 2017) 
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Forecast Comparisons 

How does this 2018 forecast change relative to the prior 2015 forecast? 

 This 2018 population forecast differs little from the previous Metro 2015 forecast. 
 The 2018 employment forecast projects roughly 8% less employment growth by 2038 than the 

previous 2015 forecast due to changes in the national economic forecast used as an input to the 
regional forecast. 

Forecast Comparison (Metro November 2017 Forecast v. Metro November 2014 Forecast) 

Total Population 
(in 1,000’s) 

2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Metro (2018 vintage) 2,362.7 2,545.4 2,691.5 2,822.5 2,940.4 3,046.7 
Metro (2015 vintage) 2,342.5 2,519.2 2,671.8 2,814.1 2,937.9 3,052.1 
% diff  0.9% 1.0% 0.7% 0.3% 0.1% -0.2% 
Total Employment 
(in 1,000’s) 

2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Metro (2018 vintage) 1,111.9 1,230.2 1,281.4 1,313.2 1,363.1 1,432.3 
Metro (2015 vintage) 1,100.0 1,228.1 1,311.6 1,399.8 1,484.5 1,571.3 
% diff  1.1% 0.2% -2.3% -6.2% -8.2% -8.8% 

 

How does Metro’s 2018 Regional Forecast compare to NERC’s November 2017 Forecast? 

 Both Metro and NERC economists agree that the differences between the two respective 
forecasts are not significant.  

 Both concur that sector level employment differences are also not large 

Total Population 
(in 1,000’s) 

2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Metro 2,362.7 2,545.4 2,691.5 2,822.5 2,940.4 3,046.7 
NERC 2,365.1 2,556.3 2,729.8 2,881.6 3,009.3 3,125.3 
% diff  0.1% 0.4% 1.4% 2.1% 2.3% 2.5% 
Total Employment 
(in 1,000’s) 

2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Metro 1,111.9 1,230.2 1,281.4 1,313.2 1,363.1 1,432.3 
NERC 1,111.9 1,223.6 1,272.1 1,319.3 1,367.8 1,417.3 
% diff  0.0% -0.7% -0.9% 0.6% 0.5% -1.5% 

 

 Both forecasts project construction to be the fastest industry growth sector. Both cite 
infrastructure development from state and federal sources along with non-residential 
construction as key drivers of construction in future years. 
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Why does the Construction sector grow strongly in Metro’s (and others’) forecasts? 

Construction exhibits greater volatility over its history 

The construction industry has a history of extreme volatility as compared to other industry sectors of the 
Portland economic region. Frequently, construction is a leading indicator. For example, during this last 
Great Recession, regional construction employment fell into negative growth 9 months before the 
broader regional economy showed any signs of negative growth.  In the 1980-82 Recession, the region 
also experienced a sharper negative decline in construction employment 3 months before the wider 
economy began losing jobs again. Swings in regional construction tend to be wider and deeper. This also 
often leads to recoveries that are sharply faster in the construction industry. 

 
Figure 1: Index of construction (blue) and total nonfarm employment (black), 1976=1, Portland MSA (source: BLS) 

The accompanying table shows the greater volatility in regional construction employment over total 
nonfarm payroll employment. 

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045

20
08

=1

U.S. spending on future homes, offices, medical facilities and 
infrastructure boosts construction jobs

U.S.
Construction
Jobs

Residential
Construction
Spending

Commercial &
Health Care
Construction
Spending

20151005009590858075

3.5

3.0

2.5

2.0

1.5

1.0

0.5

econpv/econpv[76:1] eexdpv/eexdpv[76:1]

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 51 of 1024

METRO-0073



Table 1: Portland MSA construction and nonfarm employment trends and cycles, percent change 

Period of 
contraction 
(or 
expansion) 

1976-
79 

1979-
83 

1983-90 1990-
93 

1993-
97 

1997-
2003 

2003-07 2007-
10 

2010-
now 

Construction 
employment 

+57.7% -46.6% +149.7% -48.8% +84.4% -19.3% +140.4% -36.2% +53.7% 

Total nonfarm 
payroll jobs 

+27.6% -11.0% +41.3% -2.4% +30.7% -3.2% +114.4% -9.6% +21.9% 

 

Upturns and downturns in table 1 may not coincide exactly with official recession periods as described 
by the National Bureau of Economic Research, the official arbiter of U.S. recessions. The swings reflect 
the troughs and peaks of construction employment in the Portland MSA along with similar cycles for 
total nonfarm payroll employment. 

Construction has seen faster growth over history 

Regional construction has added 44,700 jobs to the Portland MSA between 1976 and 2017. This is a 
202% increase for an average annual percent rate (APR) equal to 2.7% per year. At the national level, the 
increase has been 188% since 1976 or 1.5% APR. 

Projections of population growth rates between Metro, NERC and IHS Markit are very close 

 

Figure 2: Metro 2018 UGR Regional Forecast (November 2017 vintage), NERC MSA forecast (October 2017 vintage), IHS US 

Macroeconomic Outlook (August 2017) 

A few differences in construction job outlooks: 

 Metro forecast carries out a more optimistic regional outlook for construction growth in the 
short-run through about 2022 as compared to the NERC projection. 
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 The IHS national forecast (an input to Metro’s regional forecast) causes the Metro construction 
forecast to be more robust than the NERC forecast. The IHS U.S. forecast calls for very strong 
growth through 2024 before tapering off. In comparison, Metro is faster to 2018-19, but 
regional growth becomes slower compared to the IHS outlook. 

 The NERC forecast relies on a Moody’s U.S. outlook as a key input. 
 Metro is more optimistic of the current real estate expansion than NERC. The Metro forecast 

plays out the current construction expansion for a couple more years longer than the NERC 
forecast assumes. 

 NERC assumes a growth recession in between 2020 and 2026 before subsequently rebounding 
up and past population trend rates. 

 Metro assumes slower growth in between but not until 2027 and 2029 – three years shorter and 
later than NERC. The Metro assumption reflects the IHS national trend in timing. 

 In the long-run forecast phase 2030 to 2038, IHS projects a fairly strong employment rebound 
up to 2.2 percent APR. Both NERC and Metro follow, but the Metro forecast is about 20 to 30 
basis points1 higher. Metro forecast APR growth rates are not predicted to be as strong as the 
IHS projections, however. 

Construction employment history and projections are re-arrayed so that they have a common starting 
point among the Metro, NERC and IHS Markit forecast series. Year 2015 is selected as the base year.  

Metro Construction Employment Forecast in total is close to IHS and NERC  

 

Figure 3: A comparison of regional construction employment trends 

  

1 The relationship between percentage changes and basis points can be summarized as follows: 1% change = 
100 basis points, and 0.01% = 1 basis point. 
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 The NERC forecast is statistically no different than the Metro baseline (medium) growth 
scenario. 

 

Figure 4: Metro 2018 Employment High Growth, Metro 2018 Baseline, and Metro Low Growth Scenarios – comparing these 

to the NERC employment forecast (dotted line) 

 Metro constructs high and low growth series with its baseline forecast. The baseline forecast 
represents a most likely medium case trends scenario. The high and low series growth bands 
approximate a 95 percent confidence interval. (95 times out of 100, we would expect future 
development trends to fall between these two bands.) 

 The NERC forecast falls within Metro’s confidence interval. (This means that the Metro baseline 
and NERC forecast are not statistically different.) 
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The 2017 Regional Economic Forecast for Years 2018-2038 in Detail 

Overview 

As mandated by ORS 197.033 (Area population forecasts) and ORS 197.296 (Factors to establish 
sufficiency of buildable lands within urban growth boundary), Metro produces a regional forecast to 
satisfy the requirements of state periodic review and Metro’s urban growth management role. The 
regional forecast includes demographic, economic and employment details which Metro uses as part of 
the data for determining need for housing and employment. 

What’s new in the 2018 regional forecast? 

 The August 2017 IHS Markit U.S. macroeconomic outlook provides the national economic 
perspective underlying a detailed regional forecast through year 2047. The Metro forecast 
includes an arithmetic extrapolation of total population, households and employment to year 
2060. 

 Economic equations in the regional econometric model underlie the detailed regional forecast. 
Each equation was re-estimated and the overall model re-calibrated to reflect the latest 
historical data available as of September 2017 for employment (source: U.S. BLS), income and 
wages (U.S. BEA), input-output coefficients (U.S. BEA), and population (U.S. Census, Oregon and 
Washington). 

Regional Forecast Highlights 

 A panel of experts, economists, and demographers found the forecast to be reasonably sound. 
 The Metro region has rebounded sharply from the Great Recession and with regional job 

expansion at 91 consecutive months (as of Jan. 2018) and counting. 
 The region added 45,000 new residents last year (2016), equal to 1.9 percent. This is the fastest 

annual population growth since the Great Recession ended. 
 A tight labor market is leading to a Portland area unemployment rate below 4 percent 

(seasonally adjusted 3.7 percent in Jan. 2018).  
 Job growth has been robust since 2014. The MSA has added an average 32,000 jobs a year, 

peaking at 35,900 jobs added in 2015 alone. 
 Labor force participation is wide spread across the nation – U.S. black unemployment rate as of 

Feb.  2018 stands at 7 percent, Latino at 5.3 percent.  
 Strong regional growth has lifted employment back above the pre-recession employment peak. 

Current employment now stands at 1,168,400 jobs (Jan. 2018). Employment rose 2.4 percent in 
2017. 

 Going forward, both population and job growth are expected to continue at a moderated pace 
because the region is approaching its full potential and full employment.  

 Longer-term, the region will continue to see relatively stronger population growth (than U.S. 
trends) as net in-migration is expected to fuel regional population growth– averaging 1.0 
percent APR, (784,000 more residents in MSA between 2015 and 2045) 
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 Job growth in the long-term is expected to trend with population, – averaging roughly the same 
1.0 percent APR, (406,000 more jobs in the MSA between 2015 and 2045) 

 Inflation remains mild, despite robust national growth. This boosts the likelihood that the 
Federal Reserve will stay the course and continue with its current policy of slowly raising interest 
rates. 

State of the Region 

Nationally, the Great Recession ended in the summer of 2009. At the regional level, the recession – 
measured in terms of regional payroll employment growth – lingered for another year or so. The 
Portland MSA did not experience significant year-over-year job growth until the fall of 2010. Since then, 
the region has been adding jobs at a very high rate. Annual job growth peaked at 3.3 percent in year 
2015. The MSA registered a growth rate of 2.4 percent in 2017. The regional recovery continues apace 
with 91 months in a row of year-over-year job growth – becoming one of the longest expansion periods 
in the region’s history. 

Employment growth in the region has been wide spread, benefiting virtually all private industry sectors. 
The public sector has seen very little job growth since the end of the Great Recession, however. In the 
private sector, health care leads in absolute employment gains at over 30,000 additional jobs since the 
recession ended. This was followed by leisure and accommodation services (+25,000) and the 
construction industry (+20,000). On a percentage change basis, construction led all sectors at +45 
percent growth since the recession. Business services had a reading of +30 percent between the 
recession bottom and today (January 2018). 

Total payroll employment in the region should continue to see robust growth for the foreseeable future 
so long as economic conditions stay the course. Short-term economic indicators do not suggest a 
downturn or economic correction at this time. 

The following set of indicators strongly suggests steady growth in the near term. Even if these indicators 
take a sharp turn for the worse, there would still be a delay of at least a year before the onset of full 
recession for the broader regional economy. 
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Metro Region Core Solid Waste Disposal 
(12 month running tonnage total) 

 
Figure 5. (source: Metro) 

Chart shows 
regional tonnage 
now reaching pre-
Great Recession 
waste disposal 
figures. Since 
bottoming out in 
2012, the region 
has seen over 5 
years of steady 
growth. 
 
Garbage volumes 
are a reflection of 
current economic 
activity. 

 

Portland International Airport (PDX) Passenger Boardings 
(12 month running passengers total) 

 
Figure 6. (source: Port of Portland) 

 
Chart shows PDX 
commercial 
aviation 
passenger counts. 
 
Record boarding 
levels have 
continued since 
the end of the 
Great Recession. 
 
An indicator of 
positive tourism, 

business travel 
and a vibrant 
regional 
economy. 
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Air Cargo (PDX) 
(12 month running tonnage total) 

 
Figure 7. (source: Port of Portland) 

Chart shows PDX 
aviation cargo (in 
tons). Volume 
levels are still 
below the pre-
recession peak, 
but continue to 
grow steadily.  
 
An indicator of 
high value goods 
being shipped by 
air. Steady 
growth reflects a 
vibrancy in 
regional goods 
production, 
particularly in the 
high-tech sector. 

 

Marine Cargo Shipments (Port of Portland) 
(12 month running tonnage total) 

 

 
Figure 8.  (source: Port of Portland) 

Chart shows total 
tonnage of goods 
passing through 
the Port of 
Portland. 
 
With local labor 
issues resolved 
post-recession, 
goods moving 
through the Port 

are bouncing 
back sharply, 
more than half-
way back to pre-
recession peak. 
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Single Family Permits Issued (7-county MSA) 
 

 

 
Figure 9. (source: U.S. Census and Real Estate Center at Texas A&M) 

Permits for single 
family housing 
have steadily 
risen since the 
end of the 
recession, but 
new construction 
has been 
constrained by a 
limited inventory 
of immediately 
developable tax 
lots. 

 

Multi- Family Permits Issued (7-county MSA) 
 

 

 
Figure 10. (source: U.S. Census and Real Estate Center at Texas A&M) 

Permits for new 
multi-family units 
(apartments) 
have risen sharply 
since the 
recession. A surge 
in 2015 was due 
to developers 
applying to build 
before the city of 
Portland put into 
effect its 
inclusionary 
zoning ordinance. 
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Residential home prices 
(median sales price – nominal dollars and not seasonally adjusted) 

 

 
Figure 11. (source: RMLS, Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington counties) 

Chart shows the 
strong bounce 
back in regional 
median home 
prices after the 
housing market 
collapse which 
triggered the 
Great Recession.  
 
Prices are 

indicative of the 
return to robust 
housing demand 
and a post-

recovery of the 
regional 
economy. 

State of the U.S. Economy 

The U.S. economy is exhibiting little sign of overheating despite tight labor market conditions. Labor 
force participation rates across the board are trending back up. In another indication of tight labor 
market conditions, the overall unemployment rate for all adults has steadily shifted lower to the point in 
which many economists consider the country to be at full employment. As it stands, the U.S. 
unemployment rate is at 4.1 percent (Feb. 2018, seasonally adjusted). Unemployment had peaked at 10 
percent during the Great Recession. The youth and young adult (16 to 24 years of age) unemployment 
rate (seasonally adjusted) has fallen to 9 percent from a peak of 19.5 percent during the recession. Black 
and Latino youth unemployment rose to a peak of 33.4 and 24.2 percent, respectively, during the 
recession. Both unemployment rates have fallen sharply to readings now of 14.1 and 9.9 percent, 
respectively (Feb. 2018). 

U.S. gross domestic product (GDP in real dollar terms) readings edged up in 2017Q2 and 2017Q3. US 
GDP rose to 3.1 and 3.2 percent in the 2nd and 3rd quarters of 2017, respectively. Otherwise, U.S. GDP 
has been tepid for much of the current expansion. In contrast, it was not uncommon to see GDP gains 
after a recession to top 5 percent or more.  
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Figure 12. (source: U.S. Census) 

The U.S. economy is registering a stable boost in GDP growth resulting from the recent federal income 
tax cut and continued deregulation. However, a brewing trade war between the U.S. and its major 
trading partners could erupt and erase the gains from deregulation and tax cuts. Most indicators show 
an increase in economic sentiment. The Institute of Supply Management reports optimism from 
aggregate production indexes for the manufacturing (PMI) and non-manufacturing (NMI) sectors. Both 
indexes indicate the two sectors are expected to continue growing. The Federal Reserve’s statistics on 
productivity and output reinforce expectations of GDP growth for the near term. Both capacity 
utilization and industrial output measures show the U.S. still expanding. 

U.S. Gross Domestic Product (inflation adjusted) 
Seasonalized annual average rate (SAAR) 

 
Figure 13. (source: U.S. BEA) 

 
Chart shows U.S. 
GDP trending 
ahead since mid-
2016. GDP topped 
3.1% and 3.2% as 
recently as 
2017Q2 and 
2017Q3, 
respectively. 
Growth slowed to 
2.5% in 2017Q4. 
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National Association of Purchasing Managers Index (PMI)  

 
Figure 14. (source: Institute of Supply Management) 

 
A reading greater 
than 50 indicates 
the sector poised 
for growth to 
continue. The 
Feb. 2018 PMI is 
60.8. The non-
manufacturing 
index (NMI) for 
Feb. 2018 has a 
reading of 62.8. 
Both indicate an 
economy 
expanding. 

 

U.S. Capacity Utilization and Industrial Production 

 
Figure 15. (source: U.S. Federal Reserve) 

 
Figure 16. (source: U.S. Federal Reserve) 

U.S. capacity 
utilization* 
averages about 
80%. A reading 
above 75% is 
normally 
indicative of an 
expanding 
economy. U.S. 
production output 
rose 3.7% in Jan. 
2018 also 
indicating growth. 

* The capacity utilization rate measures the proportion of potential economic output that is actually produced. 
Displayed as a percentage, capacity utilization levels give insight into the overall slack that is in the economy at a 
given point in time. The greater the slack, the more economic “headroom” there exists for the economy to grow. 

Finally, consumer sentiment – a qualitative measure of how U.S. consumers are feeling about the 
economy’s prospects – indicates a favorable assessment of current economic conditions. The University 
of Michigan sentiment index rose to its highest reading since 2004, “a new all-time favorable 
assessment of current economic conditions”, according to a statement released by the study’s author. 
According to the news release, “the gain in the Sentiment index was among households with income in 
the bottom third”.  This suggests that the recovery is not just benefitting the rich and wealthy but hitting 
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consumers in lower income brackets and may provide longer term benefits to the economy if indeed the 
benefits of growth are more widely distributed in the economy. 

Consumer Sentiment Index (1966=100) 
(not seasonally adjusted) 

 
Figure 17. (source: University of Michigan) 

The index shows 
the degree of 
optimism on the 
conditions of 
spending in the 
U.S. economy. 
The readings have 
been generally 
trending upwards, 
meaning 
consumers are 
expressing 
confidence in the 
general direction 
of U.S. GDP.  

 

Regional Forecast Details 

The regional forecast in the near term is an extension of current national and regional economic 
conditions. Over the long-run, the regional economic forecast adopts a growth profile that is closely tied 
to characteristics incorporated to the regional population projection. This is not to say that national 
factors don’t play into the regional growth forecast, but divergences in population growth make the 
regional economic forecast grow a bit faster than its national counterpart. 

Near term, the regional forecast hews closely to national economic trends and the growth factors 
incorporated into the national forecast. The national forecast is provided by IHS Markit – an 
independent private forecast vendor. The national forecast drives near term trends in both population 
and employment projections for the region. The IHS Markit U.S. forecast is a trend projection, meaning 
business cycles are not modeled in the long-run trend projections except to play out the current 
business cycle. The national forecast assumes the current business cycle will taper down to its long-run 
growth rate and assumes the Federal Reserve will successfully balance near term growth against holding 
inflation in check.  As conditions play out over the long-haul, demographic factors play a more central 
role in guiding the long-term U.S. economic and employment projections. Demand can exceed or 
outpace growth in capacity in the short run, but in the long-run demand is controlled by how much 
supply or in the case of labor force how much population growth is expected. The regional forecast 
follows the business cycle assumptions contained in the IHS Markit short-run phase of the forecast, but 
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over the long-run the regional forecast is more closely tied to regional long-term population 
assumptions.  

Population Forecast 

A key difference between long run growth expectations between regional and national growth 
projections are the assumptions for domestic migration vs. immigration. Immigration has historically 
been a small factor in regional population growth, whereas immigration is a key driver in population 
expectations nationally. On the other hand, domestic migration assumptions are significant to the 
region. In the national outlook, immigration is held to the maximum allowed under federal regulations. 
This assumption and the assumption of lower fertility of existing Americans leads to population rates 
that are expected to drift lower. U.S. population growth before the Great Recession was about 0.9 
percent per year and fell to about 0.7 percent during the downturn and has yet to bounce back up. The 
Census and IHS Markit project U.S. population growth to rebound to 0.8 percent annually through 2020, 
but afterwards the demographic forces at play are expected to drive population growth in the country 
to below 0.5 percent per year by 2047.  

By 2038, the end year for the analysis period for this UGM cycle, U.S. population is expected to grow 
about 0.5 percent annually. The regional forecast calls for mildly faster population growth due to 
domestic net in-migration that is expected to bolster population. Regional population in 2017 rose 1.5 
percent. Over the long-run, population growth in the region is expected to taper off to about 0.7 
percent in 2038 and 0.6 percent per year by 2047. Fertility in the region is expected to be slightly higher 
because the population is a bit younger than at the national level due to a greater degree of migrants 
(who tend to be younger) making up the resident population. 

The following summary figures illustrate characteristics and trends belonging to the regional population 
forecast. Projections at the regional level are summarized at the 7-county metropolitan statistical area 
(Portland MSA). 

 
Figure 18 

 
Figure 19 

 
Figure 20 

(source: Metro Research Center – Baseline forecast scenario) 
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These charts are not traditional population pyramids, but rather population histograms which only show 
population by age without the gender breakdown. They indicate a population pyramid for the Portland 
MSA that displays near stationary growth. If not for relatively strong net in-migration, the region’s 
population going forward would show little growth. A stationary population is one that displays a near 
“rectangular” shape at the pyramid’s bottom. The bottom age brackets exhibit roughly equal 
percentages across its age cohorts and tapering off toward the top age brackets. These pyramids are 
often characterized in developed nations or regions, in which birth rates are low and overall quality of 
life is high.  

Portland area natural increase in population, which is the difference between births minus deaths, is 
predicted in the long-run to be below replacement. Annual population growth is almost evenly split 
between migration and natural increase in the near term, but as fertility rates steadily decline through 
the forecast and the number of total deaths rise (due to an aging population), the natural increase from 
the resident population is expected to fall.  Thus, regional population growth will become increasingly 
more dependent on domestic net in-migration to fuel growth.  

The population forecast encapsulates assumptions for slower annual population growth. This is evident 
in lower fertility rate projections from U.S. Census Bureau; higher mortality figures as a result of a 
population incrementally growing older each year (e.g., rising of median age), and proportionally lower 
regional net in-migration rates (i.e., relative to total population) projected for the future. Migration, 
population and employment trends are linked together in the regional forecast. These trends are 
consistent and reinforce themselves over time. 

For example, a slower migration rate relative to total population means that migration will provide a 
smaller impact on population growth. Slower population growth means relatively fewer individuals in 
the labor force and fewer consumers to drive demand for goods and services. A lower labor force count 
also means fewer workers earnings and on a relative basis a smaller economic footprint than otherwise. 
Lower personal income means the likelihood of less consumer spending. Less spending turns out to be 
less demand as well and so on. The cycle completes itself by reinforcing back on itself until the economic 
system settles to slower regional economic GDP growth. 
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Population by Age Group – Baseline Forecast Scenario 
Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA (Portland MSA) 

 
Figure 21. (source: Metro Research Center) – figures may not add due to rounding 

 
Population Forecast Comparison: (2018 vintage v. 2015 vintage) 
Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA (Portland MSA) 
Baseline Scenarios 
(in 1,000’s) 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 
Actual est. 
(PSU) 2362.7 

      

2015 vintage 2342.5 2519.2 2671.8 2814.1 2937.9 3052.1 n/a 
2018 vintage 2362.7 2545.5 2691.4 2822.4 2940.3 3046.6 3146.5 
(source: Portland State Univ., Metro Research Center – Baseline forecast scenarios) 
Figure 22 

The regional (MSA) forecast maintains growth rates slightly greater than the U.S. This is due in part to 
the region’s slightly higher fertility levels. The MSA has a somewhat younger median age and therefore 
proportionally more of its population still in its root setting years, which is to say that they are more 
likely to start a family and have more kids. Adding to this is the region’s continued ability to draw in 
more migrants than it loses to other states. These trends carry forward from an historical perspective. 
Due to the quality of life of this region, it has had a track record of attracting young and well educated 
migrants that have added to growth and resiliency of the Metro area. In the long run, these difference 

(in 1,000's) 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045

under 4 years old 152.4 161.7 168.4 173.2 176.9 179.8 182.5
5 to 9 years old 155.3 162.1 168.2 173.6 178.1 181.6 184.6
10 to 14 years old 156.3 162.4 167.4 172.7 177.6 181.7 185.3
15 to 19 years old 157 164.2 168.7 173.3 178.1 182.5 186.6
20 to 24 years old 163.6 174.9 179.1 182.8 186.7 190.7 194.9
25 to 29 years old 165.3 180.5 187.1 191.2 194.7 198.2 202.1
30 to 34 years old 165.7 179.4 188.4 194.3 198.6 202.1 205.8
35 to 39 years old 168.7 176.9 185.5 192.8 198.5 202.8 206.7
40 to 44 years old 172.2 175.8 181.5 188.6 195.1 200.5 205.1
45 to 49 years old 172.5 174.8 178.1 183.5 189.8 195.8 201.2
50 to 54 years old 166.1 171.3 174.4 178.4 183.7 189.7 195.5
55 to 59 years old 149.3 161.2 167.4 171.9 176.7 182.2 188
60 to 64 years old 123.4 142.1 153.7 161.1 166.7 172.2 178
65 to 69 years old 95.6 116.1 131.9 143.1 151 157.5 163.6
70 to 74 years old 71.2 88.5 105 118.6 128.9 136.9 143.8
75 to 79 years old 51.4 63.4 77.2 90.5 101.8 110.9 118.5
80 to 84 years old 34.7 41.8 51.3 61.8 71.7 80.4 87.8
85 years or older 42 48.4 58.1 71 85.7 101.1 116.5
TOTAL MSA POP. 2362.7 2545.5 2691.4 2822.4 2940.3 3046.6 3146.5
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start to narrow and as a result the forecast foresees that the difference in annual growth rates 
converging between the region and the nation. 

Population Forecast Growth Rates: (U.S. vs. MSA) 
Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA (Portland MSA) 
MSA Baseline Scenario and U.S. Baseline Trend 
(Annualized pct.) 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 
U.S. (IHS Markit) 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.5 
Region (Metro) 1.2 1.5 1.1 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.6 
(source: IHS Markit, Metro Research Center – Baseline forecast scenarios) 
Figure 23 

 

Population Net In-Migration Trend 
Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA (Portland MSA) 

 
 
Figure 24. (Portland MSA baseline forecast, source: Metro Research Center) 

Migration is forecasted to peak and moderate through the current regional business cycle. The 
projected trend in the long-run is expected to taper down to near the historical average net migration 
level.  

Population Forecast Scenarios (High, Medium or “Baseline” Low) 
Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA (Portland MSA) 
Total Nonfarm Civilian Employment 
(in 1,000’s) 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 
High  2600.6 2775.1 2938.5 2090.1 3229.7 3369.1 
Medium (Baseline) 2362.7 2545.5 2691.4 2822.4 2940.3 3046.6 3146.5 
Low  2441.5 2554.8 2652.7 2737.9 2806.2 2869.6 
(source: Metro Research Center – Baseline forecast scenarios) 
Figure 25 
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As there is always uncertainty in growth projections, Metro has prepared a “range forecast” that sets 
out high and low growth scenarios in addition to the likely baseline. These scenarios represent a 95 
percent confidence interval. The interval means that 95 percent of the time, the region can expect 
growth to fall between the high and low growth bands.  

Employment Forecast 

Overall employment growth is expected to trend with population, but individual growth rates among 
industries are expected to differ. Some of this difference is driven by economic/employment trends at 
the national level. This is incorporated through the IHS Markit U.S. forecast. Other regional trends owe 
to the region’s inherent advantages and concentration in certain industry categories, such as electronics 
(i.e., consumer and business electronics), advanced manufacturing (i.e., sportswear and apparel) and 
medical research. Baseline industrial job growth is projected to decline in the long-run, but demand for 
industrial real estate may not depending on future regional output and productivity. In summary, the 
regional economy will see growth but at a more moderate pace that reflects demographic factors. 

Employment Projections by Industry Supersectors 

Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA (Portland MSA) Baseline Scenarios 
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Figure 26 (source: Metro Research Center) 

Construction, health and education services and professional business services are the top 3 industries 
in terms of percentage growth rate. On an absolute scale, professional business services leads with 
83,000 more jobs between 2015 and 2040, followed by health and education services by adding 77,000 
jobs.  
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Employment Forecast Comparison: (2018 vintage v. 2015 vintage) 

Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA (Portland MSA) 
Baseline Scenarios 
(in 1,000’s) 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 
Actual est. 
(BLS) 

1111.92 
      

2015 vintage 1100.04 1228.14 1311.57 1399.79 1484.46 1571.29 n/a 
2018 vintage 1111.92 1230.20 1281.36 1313.21 1363.09 1432.33 1517.96 
(source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Metro Research Center – Baseline forecast scenarios) 
Figure 27 

The current 2018 employment forecast adjusts to faster-than-expected job growth in the near term. 
About 12,000 more jobs materialized in 2015 than expected. This is incorporated into the base year 
calculations for the 2018 vintage. The latest regional forecast grows a bit faster but tapers off more 
quickly than the 2015 vintage. This is mainly due to assumptions contained in the August 2017 IHS 
Markit U.S. outlook. The employment trend is thus slower in the 2018 regional forecast because the 
national forecast predicts slower GDP growth.  

The regional forecast still maintains faster growth compared to the U.S. outlook. Regional job growth is 
faster in the near term based on recent economic conditions. Although job growth is expected to taper 
off sharply after 2020, the region is expected to grow faster than the U.S. Overall job growth in the 
region will be faster in large part due to regional demographics and the industry mix of the region. 

Employment Forecast Growth Rates: (U.S. vs. MSA) 

Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA (Portland MSA) 
MSA Baseline Scenario and U.S. Baseline Trend 
(Annualized pct.) 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 
U.S. (IHS Markit) 1.7 1.4 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 
Region (Metro) 2.6 2.0 0.8 0.5 0.8 1.0 1.2 
(source: IHS Markit, Metro Research Center – Baseline forecast scenarios) 
Figure 28 

Employment Forecast Scenarios (High, Medium-baseline, Low) 

Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA MSA (Portland MSA) 
Total Nonfarm Civilian Employment 
(in 1,000’s) 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 
High  1335.9 1400.1 1440.7 1502.9 1587.2 1691.8 
Medium 1111.9 1230.2 1281.4 1313.2 1363.1 1432.3 1518.0 
Low  1135.3 1167.5 1182.9 1215.6 1264.4 1327.9 
(source: Metro Research Center – Baseline forecast scenarios) 
 
The regional high, medium and low growth scenarios (employment and population) draw from a 
statistically based approach which calculates a confidence band of two-standard deviations from the 
medium or baseline trend. Between the high and low scenarios, the difference equates to a 95 percent 
confidence interval with baseline representing the “average” trend for the growth band. 
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Regional Forecast Tables 

1. Comparison of Portland Metro's population forecasts and other forecasts 
2. 2018-38 MSA Population – baseline forecast 
3. 2018-38 MSA Household – baseline forecast 
4. 2018-38 MSA Employment – baseline forecast 
5. Range Projections: High, baseline, Low  – MSA Population 
6. Range Projections: High, baseline, Low  – MSA Households 
7. Range Projections: High, baseline, Low  – MSA Employment 
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Comparison of population forecasts  
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Comparison of employment forecasts  
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2018-38 MSA Population – baseline forecast 
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2018-38 MSA Household – baseline forecast 
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2018-38 MSA Employment – baseline forecast 
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Range Projections: High, Baseline (Medium), Low   
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Frequently asked questions about population and employment forecasting 

How does Metro develop its employment and population forecasts? 

We rely on computer models to forecast and help foresee future trends (and ranges) in employment 
and population growth in the region. The region is the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA (i.e., Portland 
MSA). Our computer model is a statistical, regression-based economic representation of the regional 
economy. The econometric model is integrated with a traditional cohort-component population model. 
The econometric portion of the model predicts regional employment, income and wage trends while the 
cohort model predicts regional population growth. (This econometric model also has tie-ins to 
MetroScope – an integrated land use distribution model – and a Travel Demand Model {TDM} to 
complete Metro’s suite of detailed socio-economic, land use and transportation models). 

What counties make up the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA? 

The U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) is responsible for the delineation of the counties that 
make up metropolitan statistical areas (MSA). The recent rendition of the Portland MSA includes the 
following counties in two states. 

Oregon counties: Washington counties: 
 Clackamas  Clark 
 Columbia  Skamania 
 Multnomah  
 Washington  
 Yamhill  

 
Metro updates its regional definition and associated models whenever there is an official change in MSA 
delineations. 

Why does Metro produce a forecast for the larger metropolitan area instead of just the urban 

growth boundary, counties and cities? 

Eventually, in coordination with cities and counties, Metro does produce forecasts for smaller 
geographies. However, we start with the seven-county MSA for several reasons, including: 

 The most current population and employment numbers from the federal government are for 
the MSA geography. We want to make sure we can tie our forecast to actual historic numbers. 

 We need to understand the larger context of the economic region before forecasting greater 
regional detail.  For example, about a third of workers living in Clark County work in Oregon. 

 We’re “showing our work” instead of jumping to forecasts for smaller geographies. 

What are the key assumptions for the regional population forecast? 

A population forecast is comprised of 3 primary components: 

 Births 
 Deaths 
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 (Net) Migration. 
 

Demographers use the term ”natural increase” to describe births and deaths added together. “Net 
migration” takes into account migration inflows minus migration outflows. The mechanics of any 
population model are simply adding together estimates of natural increases and net migration to arrive 
at a population forecast.  Extrapolating natural increase and net migration into future years yields a 
population forecast. 

The regional population forecast thus depends on projection rates for births, deaths and migration. The 
birth and death rate projections are assumptions derived from Census data and specifically adjusted for 
age. Race, ethnicity and sex are also major factors that affect birth and death rates. Differences caused 
by these factors are factored into the projections.  The migration component derives from a regression 
analysis that considers economic trends with observed net migration data and is integrated with the 
Metro economic forecast. (The notion being that migration ebbs and flows with business cycles and 
economic trends.) 

Birth rates – Metro relies on the U.S. Census Bureau to supply birth rate assumptions for future forecast 
years. These rates are age-adjusted according to the birth mother’s age. Because these birth rates are 
for the U.S., Metro re-calibrates these birth rates so that they align with historical age-adjusted birth 
rates observed in the Portland MSA for the last 15 years, but with greater weighting over the last 5 
years. 

Death rates – Metro relies on the U.S. Census Bureau and Centers for Disease Control (CDC) to supply 
death rate assumptions. These rates are adjusted according to age bracket. Because these death rates 
are for the U.S., Metro re-calibrates the death rates so that they align with historical regional age-
adjusted rates observed for the last 15 years, but more emphasis placed on the last 5 years. 

Net Migration – Metro bases its migration forecast on historical trends. The historical net-migration 
figures are derived from data provided by Portland State University Population Research Center. The 
Metro migration forecast is tied into the regional econometric model. We have found statistically 
significant socio-economic relationship between annual migration rates and the pace of regional 
economic activity. We exploit this relationship within the Metro regional econometric model to predict 
net migration flows to the MSA region. 

What data sources are used in preparing the population forecast? 

 Portland State University Population Center – basic county population estimates, 
https://www.pdx.edu/prc/population-reports-estimates  

 Washington State Office of Financial Management,  https://www.ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-
research/county-and-city-data  

 U.S. Census Bureau, National Population Projections,  https://www.census.gov/programs-
surveys/popproj/data/datasets.html  
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 Oregon county vital statistics, 
http://www.oregon.gov/oha/PH/BIRTHDEATHCERTIFICATES/VITALSTATISTICS/Pages/index.aspx  

 Washington State county vital statistics, 
http://www.doh.wa.gov/DataandStatisticalReports/VitalStatisticsData.aspx  

What are the main economic drivers for the regional employment forecast? 

The Metro regional employment forecast is based on projections from a structural econometric model. 
What this means is that for each key regional industry, we use statistics – i.e., regression analysis – to 
forecast what direction we think the employment in the industry will grow. The point is to define an 
econometric or statistical relationship between the dependent variable (industry employment) and a set 
of one or more independent variables. This statistical relationship typically describes how we 
understand regional employment will grow over time with expected variations in the independent 
variable(s). Metro keeps this regional econometric model up to date with the most recent data available 
as it prepares the regional forecast. 

For us to forecast regional employment trends, we need to have assumptions about future values for 
the independent variables in each regression equation. As we have done so in previous regional 
employment forecasts, we get future estimates for these independent variables from IHS Markit 
(formerly known as Global Insight). IHS is the leading provider of diverse global market and economic 
information. IHS is a global information company with world-class experts in the pivotal areas shaping 
today's business landscape, including energy, economics, geopolitical risk, sustainability and supply 
chain management. 

The IHS Markit 30-year long-term U.S. macroeconomic outlook serves up the economic drivers that are 
the cornerstone for the Metro regional forecast. The economic drivers (or variables) include: 

 forecasts of GDP and its components (e.g., consumption, investments, imports/exports and 
government spending) 

 interest and inflation rates 
 foreign exchange rates 
 production and productivity 
 demographics 

What data sources go into preparing the employment forecast? 

 IHS Markit - U.S. macro-economic drivers (variables include GDP components, interest rates, 
foreign exchange rates, inflation rates, production and productivity, etc.), 
http://www.ihs.com/index.aspx (data are proprietary and on paid subscription) 

 U.S. Census, http://www.census.gov/  
 Bureau of Labor Statistics, http://www.bls.gov/home.htm  
 Bureau of Economic Analysis, http://www.bea.gov/  
 Oregon Employment Department, https://www.qualityinfo.org/  
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How are the “range forecasts” created by Metro? 

To recognize that forecasts carry an element of uncertainty, Metro generates a forecast range for total 
regional population and employment by industry sector and sums the industry ranges for total regional 
employment. The ranges represent a 95% confidence interval that future employment and population 
for the region will fall within this growth band. Another way of saying is that 5% of the time we might 
expect growth to be faster or slower so that population and employment growth in these instances will 
fall outside of the confidence interval. 

Since the methodology for creating the population and employment forecasts are different, the 
approach for creating ranges plays to the strengths of each methodology. 

Population Range Methodology – The regional population forecast employs a standard cohort-
component approach for projecting future population growth. Recall that the cohort-component relies 
on a set of assumptions for age-adjusted birth and death rates and net migration. Since these are 
assumptions, it’s not difficult to imagine that these assumptions could be wrong (or have a standard 
error to each term, as a statistician would say). Further, if we imagine that each of these assumptions is 
in actuality a continuous random variable, then it is possible to assign a probability density function that 
describes the expected value of the population component rate assumptions and to then ascribe a 
standard forecast error that is akin to a standard deviation to account for some uncertainty in these 
assumptions. 

Having no prior knowledge of what the true shape of the probability density function is for the 
population components, we assert that the error distribution for each population component is 
normally distributed. A normal distribution is useful and a unique error distribution can be defined by a 
mean and a standard deviation. We assume that the expected values in the baseline forecast 
assumptions represent the mean of the normal distribution while the standard deviation is represented 
by estimating the standard error of the forecast for each birth and death rate component. 

Applying a monte carlo computation method, each population component is randomized 10,000 times 
and each time a new alternative population simulation is calculated. Because of the properties of a 
normal distribution, the chance of one of the alternative population forecasts is more likely to fall closer 
to the expected or mean value represented by the baseline population forecast than near the tail ends. 
By tabulating all 10,000 alternative population simulations into a crosstab, we end up having a 
population forecast range or interval. Within this interval, we can infer from the tabulation what 
percentage of forecast alternatives fall within 1, 2 or more standard deviations from the forecast 
baseline (or mean). By repeating the simulations many times and tabulating these results, we may infer 
from these random draws a confidence interval that is “bell-shaped”. 

Employment Range Methodology – The regional employment forecast is computed from a regional 
econometric model that is rooted in regression analysis. This means that for each equation there is a 
forecast standard error calculated from the regression. From here, it is straight forward to infer a 1- or 
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2-standard deviation forecast range for each industry sector. The range is computed by taking the 
baseline forecast as an anchor point and adding/subtracting twice the value of the forecast error. This 
range represents a 95% confidence interval or 2 standard deviations. 

What importance is attributed to the Metro baseline forecast for population and employment? 

The baseline population (and employment) forecast serves as an anchor point for the range forecast. 
The range represents statistically a confidence interval (typically 2 standard deviations or equal to 95%) 
for the uncertainty the forecaster has over the forecast. The confidence bands usually grow wider over 
time as the forecast years increase away from the forecast base year. Typically, the base year for 
demographic data is a decennial census year (e.g., 2010) and the employment and other economic 
variables will vary with most base years set in the case of this forecast as 2017 (part year). 

Why doesn’t Metro use the population estimates from PSU’s Population Research Center (PRC)? 

In fact, we do rely on estimates of population from PSU for analysis of historical migration and 
population trends. But don’t confuse population estimates as population forecasts (or projections) as 
PSU estimates are measures of current population levels and history. As the PRC says on its website, 
population estimates are annual population estimates prepared by the center as current year estimates 
for the years in the decade between the most recent decennial census and the next decennial census.  
(source:  https://www.pdx.edu/prc/population-reports-estimates) 

Why doesn’t Metro use the population forecasts from PSU’s Population Research Center (PRC)? 

Per state law, PSU is not to issue a population forecast for Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington 
county (ORS 195.033 (2) (a)). 

Is the Metro population forecast coordinated with PSU’s Population Research Center (PRC)? 
Yes. Metro and PRC review and share the component assumptions for population growth. Metro 
recently shared its forecast methodology with PRC and had them scrutinize the approach, component 
assumptions and review the forecast results for the baseline and range. This review occurred during 
summer 2016 in leading up to the current forecast. PRC staff also participated in Metro’s regional 
forecast review panel (see next question).  

Metro also actively participates in review of population estimates and forecast released by PRC. 

Was the regional forecast peer reviewed? 
Yes. Metro convened a panel of experts from the region to review the veracity of the 2018 regional 
forecast (and range). The panel met in November 2017. The agenda included a review of the Metro 
regional model, overview and discussion of the DRAFT regional forecast, and discussion of future model 
improvements. 

Members of the peer review panel included experts from Portland State University (PSU) Population 
Research Center, PSU Northwest Economic Research Center, Northwest Natural, Oregon Employment 
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Department, Washington Employment Security Department and a local private economic consultant. A 
summary of the panel’s discussions is included in the Urban Growth Report’s appendices. 

At the end of this appendix is a summary overview of the peer review proceedings, review and panel 
insights. 

Has the 2018 regional forecast been coordinated with local governments? 
As of calendar 2018 Metro coordinated with local governments informally via a technical advisory 
group. The regional forecast will be formally reviewed in coordination with local jurisdictions during 
Metro’s Distributed Forecast process which takes place after state acknowledgement of the Metro 
Council’s decision to adopt a regional forecast. When the time comes, the regional forecast will be 
distributed to traffic analysis zones (TAZ) for households and employment. In turn, TAZ estimates (which 
are smaller than census tracts) may be subtotaled to approximate population (or employment) by city 
limits. This work requires detailed coordination with cities and counties. 

What’s different about regional vs. county forecasts (or other smaller geographies)? 
Smaller geographies – even counties – historically experience broader growth trend fluctuations than 
regional or state forecasts. Bigger areas benefit from larger numbers that tend to smooth out local 
variations that are hard to predict and difficult to expect. We see the regional and county differences 
play out in the forecast because of specific geographic disparities and advantages. For example, why did 
the high tech economy sprout in Silicon Forest in Washington County and not Clackamas or Multnomah? 
This historical idiosyncrasy creates regional and subregional growth rate differences that show up in the 
county-level job forecasts but are smoothed over in a regional context. Migration and differences in 
housing preferences and the mix of housing supply in each county played a role in bolstering suburban 
population growth during the 1980’s and 90’s. This too led to variations between county vs. regional 
growth rates. 

What modeling tools does Metro use to prepare forecasts for areas smaller than the Portland-

Vancouver-Hillsboro metropolitan statistical area? Why? 
MetroScope, which is a mathematical economic/real estate model developed to analyze and simulate 
urban growth and predict future development patterns. It is what scientists call an integrated land use 
and transportation model. It is a market equilibrium model which is capable of forecasting where 
population and employment will locate in the future. It explicitly considers where people live and work 
in the future after taking into account regulatory (e.g., local zoning, urban reserves, urban renewal, 
system development charges, transportation investment), market trends, and socio-economic factors 
including future travel and commute accessibility, the price of real estate, and the availability of land 
supply for housing and industry growth. These are factors that a traditional cohort-component 
population model is not capable of assessing. 

The smallest geography for which Metro produces forecasts is the Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ). 
The TAZ forecast is primarily used by Metro and local area transportation forecasters and modelers. 
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TAZs are small areas – about ¼ the size of a typical census tract. There are over 2,100 TAZs in the 
Portland region. TAZ data is used as inputs in modeling congestion, transit, and traffic flows for 
transportation and corridor planning projects. Examples of recent uses include the Southwest Corridor 
Planning Project (SWCP), East Metro Connections Plan (EMCP), and updates to the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP). 

Why are forecasts sometimes inaccurate? 
Creating a forecast requires forecasters to make assumptions or guesses about events that have not yet 
occurred, and if those future actual events don't match our assumptions about them, the forecast can 
be incorrect. Forecasts are not always accurate because the models we use are necessarily 
simplifications of the real world. If events in the real world drift away from the theoretical and practical 
underpinnings of our models, the forecast results from our model will look very different from the 
events that unfold in the future. 

Forecasts can be inaccurate due to unforeseen fluctuations in the inputs we use to make the forecast. 
Even when we are able to predict these fluctuations, we may be wrong about the magnitude of change 
in these factors. Sometimes these fluctuations are simply measurement errors which are eventually 
revised or re-benchmarked according to better and more full accounting by federal and state statistical 
agencies. Regardless of the type of error – whether it’s measurement error or a judgment error about 
how input assumptions will impact future development trends – these discrepancies in what we call 
inputs are partly to blame for forecasts that differ from reality when the appointed time is reached. 

Moreover, the models are mathematical constructs of reality based on statistical relationships observed 
over many years. If these statistical correlations change down in the future then regardless of how 
accurately we predict the input assumptions, the changed relationship between the input drivers may 
lead the forecast outputs astray from actual future events. 

In sum, error sources include: 

1. Historical estimates could be wrong ( they are sometimes revised when more/better data 
become available) 

2. Socio-economic drivers / assumptions could be wrong (some variables used in forecasting 
employment are themselves forecasts with their own assumptions and uncertainty) 

3. Unanticipated and very large economic shocks which can’t be regularly anticipated (e.g., trade 
war, drought, recession) 

4. Statistical relationships computed from econometric data may not persist into the future and 
therefore could lead to wrong conclusions (e.g., structural changes in an economy, technological 
innovations, innate tastes and preferences). 
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Why do population forecasts seem more accurate than employment forecasts? 
Population forecasts generally are closer to actual trends because the factors that drive population 
change are more easily predictable, including future assumptions about mortality and birth rates and 
future migration levels.  

Mortality and birth rates vary over time, but generally these variations happen slowly and in relatively 
predictable patterns. Additionally, the differences between national rates and regional rates are 
generally similar so we can very reasonably rely on national data sets to predict regional natural 
population increases.  

Predicting migration is a more difficult problem and suffers from greater historical deviations. Moreover, 
past migration trends may not be directly comparable to future levels because of the potential for 
sweeping economic fluctuations that could swing the migration level wildly up or down according to 
regional business cycles. 

Why do employment forecasts have greater uncertainty? 
There is greater uncertainty in the factors that influence economic growth, so employment forecasts will 
tend to diverge more. Employment forecasts are generally less accurate because there is a wider set of 
variables yet we are able to model only a simplified version of reality.  There is also more uncertainty 
about the variables we use to predict regional employment. Besides more uncertainty in the input 
variables, the economic relationship between the regional economy and national/global economy is also 
subject to wider economic shifts. In other words, past performance is no guarantee of future results.  

 

How Accurate are Metro’s Regional Forecasts? 

Summary 

 Over long periods (ten to twenty years) Metro’s population forecasts have been within ten 
percent of actual population change at the Metropolitan Statistical Area geography (recent 
Metro forecasts have been higher than observed population growth by about 3% to 4% over ten 
to fifteen years; Metro’s 1985 forecast was 9.4% lower than observed population estimates 
twenty years later in 2005). 

 Although Metro’s regional forecasts are designed for twenty-year, long-term decision support 
and not short-term market timing, annual comparisons between past population forecasts and 
actuals/estimates are within an error band of about +/- 1 annual percent, excluding years for the 
Great Recession; 

 Employment forecasts contain more uncertainty than population forecasts:  Metro’s 1985 
forecast was only 3.3% low compared to 2005 observed employment.  However, a forecast 
created in year 2000 was over 20% higher than actual employment for the Great Recession year 
of 2010.  This emphasizes the point that Metro’s forecasts are long-term trend forecasts and do 
not capture outlier events. 
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Discussion of Historic Forecasts vs. Actuals 

Metro has looked back at three forecasts: those created in 1985, 2000, and 2010 (Metro staff 
sometimes refer to the forecast creation year as the forecast “vintage”).  Note that there’s not enough 
history gone by to make a legitimate comparison of the 2015 regional forecast.  

1985 vintage regional forecast 
The 1985 regional forecast shows a -9.4 percent forecast error in population. This is a pretty accurate 
forecast given that it has a less than 1% annual error rate (-9.4% / 15 years = -0.62%). The negative sign 
indicates population grew faster than projected. This is not surprising since the region experienced an 
unexpected higher level of migration in the late 80’s and early 90’s as “equity migrants” cashed out of 
lucrative homes in southern California and settled here in the Portland area due to its milder climate 
and attractive real estate opportunities. 

The 1985 regional forecast showed a miniscule percent forecast error in employment of -3.3 percent by 
the end of its 20 year forecast horizon in 2005. This forecast was remarkably accurate despite the 
economic turmoil (positive and negative) that played out during the 20 year time frame. 

Lastly, in terms of business cycle comparisons, both 1985 and 2005 are roughly at the same stage of the 
business cycle – i.e., both are trending up and somewhere in the middle of the peak and trough of their 
respective recessions. For trend analysis point of view, this is a fair comparison. 

2000 vintage regional forecast (2002/04 UGM) 
The 2000 regional population forecast shows a 3.2 percent forecast error in year 2010, and 4.1% error 
factor in year 2015. The average forecast error for the last 15 years (2000 to 2015) shows it be less than 
a 0.3% per year (4.1/15 = 0.273). 
 
The 2000 regional employment forecast shows an error margin of 22.1% in year 2010, and 15.9% in year 
2015. This shows the unanticipated effect of the Great Recession. Going into and at its deepest trough, 
the forecast error was greatest in 2010, but with the subsequent recovery, the error factor narrows by 
year 2015 when the recession has long ended. However, those lost years of economic growth will take 
longer to recover to pre-recession trends. 
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2010 vintage regional forecast (2010 UGM) 

In 2010, the MSA has been revised and is now defined as a 7-county metropolitan region (Clackamas, 
Clark WA, Columbia, Multnomah, Skamania WA, Washington, and Yamhill). 

The overall MSA population forecast error in 2015 is 3%, for an average annual error factor of 0.6%. The 
MSA employment forecast error in 2015 is -2.9%, for an average annual error of less than -0.6%. County-
level error rates show a wider variance because they represent smaller regions and are less diversified 
than the MSA as a whole. Therefore structural economic differences add to the higher error factor in 
some cases. 

  
 

Actual estimates for population are from PSU population research center. Actual job estimates are 
derived from the OR employment department. 
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November 2017 Regional Economic Model & Forecast Peer Review 

Peer Review Background 

A peer review of Metro’s regional macro-economic forecast model and its latest regional forecast 
(population and employment) was completed in November 2017.  The purpose of this peer review was 
to analyze the reasonableness of the forecast and to validate the soundness of the Metro regional 
model for forecasting long-term (at least 20 years) employment and population trends for the Portland-
Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA region.  The review was conducted by a panel of experts in the field at the 
request of Metro Research Center (RC) staff. Members of the peer review panel included: 

 Mr. Scott Bailey, Regional Economist, Washington Employment Security Department 
 Mr. Nicholas Chun, Population Forecast Program Manager, Population Research Center, PSU 
 Mr. Eric Hovee, Principal, ED Hovee LLC 
 Mr. Peter Hulseman, Senior Economist, Northwest Economic Research Center, PSU 
 Mr. Christian Kaylor, Workforce Analyst, Oregon Employment Department 
 Dr. G. Hossein Parandvash, Principal Economist, Portland Water Bureau 
 Dr. Thomas Potiowsky, Director, Northwest Economic Research Center, PSU 
 Mr. Steve Storm, Economist, Northwest Natural 

Research Center staff in attendance included Jeff Frkonja, director, Chris Johnson, manager, and Dennis 
Yee, Metro economist. 

The peer review panel focused their discussion first on a set of general questions regarding the forecast 
model’s general fitness for producing information that would be useful for urban growth management 
and travel demand modeling. The panel reviewed and discussed the soundness of the embedded input-
output strategy incorporated into the regression-based regional model. More broadly, the panel was 
directed to comment on uncertainty in the regional forecast and in particular to comment on the impact 
climate change might have on growth projections. 

The second part of the review focused on the forecast results from the regional model, assumptions and 
key economic and demographic drivers. Trends and forecast drivers were discussed in-depth by panelist. 
A key focus was on retail employment, construction activity and jobs trends. Because the Metro 
population model had undergone an extensive review by PSU Population Research Center 
demographers less than a year ago, the review of the demographic submodel in the regional model was 
more focused on household headship rate assumptions and projections for the distribution of 
households by income bracket. The review closed with a discussion and a few recommendations for 
future model enhancements.  

The following is a summary of comments from individual panelists. Names have been redacted. 
Comments have been edited for brevity and clarity and where appropriate additional context from 
Metro staff added [in brackets]. Similar ideas and recommendations – good, bad or indifferent – were 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 90 of 1024

METRO-0112



grouped together into similar themes.  Errors in the interpretation of panel reviews are the 
responsibility of Metro staff. 

Metro Regional Forecast 2017 Peer Review Questions 

Overall methodology:   

 Does the model perform the forecast functions needed in a reasonable and sound approach 
based on your understanding of the requirements of the model? 

There was consensus that Metro’s regional economic model is sound and reasonable applied 
meets Metro’s policy and forecast requirements. A peer review panelist aptly summarized the 
thoughts of the panel: “the objective is to forecast the economic measures . . . so it [the model] 
is a reasonable approach”. The methodology behind this model is overall sound. 

Over the short term - 10 years - the forecast appears quite reasonable to a panelist more 
acquainted with shorter forecast horizons. Other panelists seemed comfortable with the 
projection figures for the longer term period. 

A panel member well versed in Metro’s population submodel said the “structure of the 
population forecast model looks fine overall.” But he notes a “fairly minor issue” seems to exist 
between the last year of population history for retirement age residents in years 65 to 74 and 
the short-run forecast for this age group.  This discrepancy seems to disappear in later years of 
the forecast.  [Metro has reviewed this comment, made necessary adjustments in the current 
forecast to rectify this minor issue in the final forecast.] 

Metro staff asked for feedback and if the review panel had any concerns over the inter-industry 
demand variable (IDV) term in the regional model. This is further discussed in the next question. 
Other issues raised individually include possible presence of multi-collinearity, extensive use of 
autoregressive (AR) terms in the model specifications. [Metro will address these concerns in the 
next major model update. Multi-collinearity generally does not bias the forecast parameters, 
only distorts the magnitude of the standard error of the forecast. AR terms are needed to 
correct serial autocorrelation. This is a serious problem and is properly addressed with the AR 
function.] 

 Do you have any concerns about the approach of the inter-industry demand variable (IDV) as a 
means of incorporating an I-O function into a regression approach? 

Panelists were divided in their opinion of the efficacy of the IDV term. Some were highly positive 
and while others were a bit skeptical and a third faction wanted Metro to reformulate the 
industry output matrix to explicitly exclude industries such as tobacco, oil and gas, and 
chemicals, which are not major industries in the region. [The way the IDV term is constructed, 
industries with little or zero employment have negligible or zero influence on the IDV values. In 
future construction of the IDV terms, Metro will explicitly exclude the listed industries.] Overall, 
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the panel did not voice serious concerns with incorporating the IDV (inter-industry demand 
variable) strategy in a regression-based econometric model. The strongest critique seemed to be 
from panelists who were unsure of the IDV’s usefulness as a forecast indicator for future 
industrial growth. 

Pros:  A panelist said “the IDVs are a good way of capturing industry dependencies and increase 
the possibilities for scenario analysis . . . this [approach] especially helps to balance the long-
term forecast.”  

Skeptics: Other panelists, unfamiliar with the IDV term, voiced these specific concerns with the 
IDV approach: (1) it needs more economic justification, (2) may not be stable, (3) may be biased 
because of relatively under represented industries in the region (e.g., tobacco, chemical, oil and 
gas), (4) and more local I-O matrix should be used instead of national figures. The exact wording 
of panelist who had concerns with the IDV term is repeated below: 

o The use of IDV variables need[s] more economic justification.  Since the models are 
used for forecasting, the coefficient of the IDV variables [is] not as important.  
However, it is important to see how much of the variation in the dependent 
variables are explained by the IDV variables without the AR terms and whether the 
coefficients are stable.  As was also discussed, it is interesting to see how the IDV 
variables perform if the industries that do not exist in the MSA are excluded from 
the IDV “C” matrix [the C-matrix refers to the flow of dollars spent in an industry 
from all other industries at the national level – it represents the so-called input-
output of industry dependencies]. 

o I do see issues with the fixed effects -  I/O term approach, but don’t know the extent 
to which this limits model usefulness; i.e., industry homogeneity and fixed scaling. 
I’m curious on interpretations as to why coefficients of the lagged IDV term in the 
Manufacturing – Wood Products and Equipment and Manufacturing – Paper models 
are greater than 1.0, while less than 1.0 in other manufacturing employment 
models. 

In summary, Metro believes that the panel has no strong objections on use of the IDV as 
forecast driver. This is summarized in a quote from one of the panelists: “No real concerns.  I’m 
still not sure of the value-added by doing this and the extent that the I-O function approach 
increases forecasting accuracy.” 

 Climate change, migration and regional population growth – what is your recommendation for 
including (if any) climate change assumptions into the regional forecast?  

Panelists did not think that climate change effects should be explicitly incorporated into the 
model forecast, except for picking up naturally occurring effects that are already in recent 
migration trends.  One panelist stated that due to the inherent difficulties, the incorporation of 
climate refugee estimates would likely reduce the accuracy of the regional forecast and increase 
bias. 
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There remains too much uncertainty, not enough research, and lack of detailed information “to 
incorporate into a forecast model, let alone a model to measure climate effects on migration 
patterns” according to a regional forecaster on the peer review panel. He goes on to say: “the 
effects of climate change are discussed as if they are homogenous across time and space, but 
that isn’t the case. Coastal erosion and temperature fluctuations have different implications and 
parsing out climate change from the litany of factors influencing people’s decision to migrate 
has not been measured extensively.” Although some expect the Portland MSA to see an 
increase of in-migration, there is no certainty that this would be an outcome. It may be just as 
plausible that the region see more climate volatility and see instead an increase in out-migration 
said other panel members during the review. 

This was echoed by a second panel member who stated that climate change might mean more 
drought prone conditions in the northwest and if so, this could impact residential and industrial 
growth going forward. The implication is less economic growth, not more, here in the region. 

A panelist summarized well the opinion of the entire panel “. . . recommend not including any 
climate change assumptions in the regional forecast.” He goes on to state that the “population 
impact of climate change is already embedded in the historical data as a trend.” Also, other 
factors such as a major earthquake should also be considered in the regional forecast as equally 
relevant as climate change if climate impacts are included in the regional forecast. The 
implication is that these factors may actually offset one another. 

A panel member familiar with climate models indicated that the climate models widely predict 
the consequences of climate changes would occur in the second half of this century. This means 
that within the Metro forecast horizon, not much climate driven migration is likely to happen.  
However, catastrophic meteorological events (e.g., extreme hurricanes) still could occur 
whether because of climate change or otherwise could still impact the regional forecast. Out-
migration is of equal concern due to an earthquake in the region should be considered as well. 

 Regional forecast risk and uncertainty – what’s your expert opinion on how Metro is quantifying 
uncertainty in its regional forecast? Do you have suggestions on improving how we portray 
uncertainty to stakeholders and UGB decision makers? 

A scenario-based approach is preferred according to one panelist. He goes on to argue that 
developing high and low growth scenario bands should be derived from migration assumptions 
rooted on historic highs and lows carried forward, in his opinion. He appreciates the 
probabilistic approach used by Metro to quantify uncertainty, but finds this method less 
preferable to developing uncertainty bands based on constructing scenarios by alternating input 
assumptions to create the respective high and low growth scenarios. 

Another forecaster shared an opposite opinion. He favored the Monte Carlo forecast for 
estimating uncertainty bands that can be interpreted as confidence intervals. He stated that an 
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upside risk to regional population growth is “climate change, stronger than expected in-
migration, increased housing supply (ADU’s, SF units, MF units), getting another major 
employer”.  According to this same panelist, downside risks to the forecast include “climate 
change, national recession, a large employer like Intel downsizing in the region, natural 
disasters”. 

A peer review panelist suggests testing log-normal, Weibull or other distributions that are 
limited to positive random variables. [Presently, the Metro model utilizes normal distributions. 
Metro will investigate changing probability distributions before the next UGM cycle in 2024.] 

Finally, a panel member offered potentially two more risks inherent to the forecast. First, 
administrative changes to the classification of Portland area firms present a risk to the forecast. 
Government agencies assign one, and only one, classification to a single firm. As businesses in 
high tech areas shift their staffing, they can be reclassified. For example: It’s easy to imagine a 
large manufacturer shifting from being primarily a manufacturer to a design or engineering firm 
with a smaller manufacturing footprint. If enough manufacturers shift, even mildly, away from 
manufacturing toward planning, engineering, design, etc., then employment in the 
manufacturing industry could fall off dramatically, even as the total number of manufacturing 
workers may only decline modestly. It isn’t really possible to model or forecast this behavior, but 
should be considered as a forecast risk. 

Second, in the panelist’s individual opinion the population forecast for the region feels low. The 
growth rate going forward is well below what Portland has experienced historically. “I 
understand that these forecasts are in line with national population forecasts. However, I can 
think of three reasons to think we could experience significantly stronger population growth”.  

These added topics emerged through this line of inquiry: 

1) The Portland region has been an area of relatively high in migration for at least 50 years 
compared to the rest of the United States. As an extreme example, West Virginia has a 
smaller population today than it did in 1940, while Oregon has grown 4 fold since 1940. 
National population forecast models may not capture this variance among the US states. 

2) National immigration policy is impossible to predict. Compared to most developed 
nations, such as Canada, the United States has a relatively restrictive immigration policy. If 
immigration policies were to loosen in the next 10 years, it is possible we would see an 
measurable surge of population growth. As point of contrast, Vancouver BC is roughly the 
same size as Portland Oregon, with a much larger international immigrant community. 
About half of Vancouver’s population speaks a primary language other than English. Again, 
immigration policy change is impossible to forecast, but the potential for a foreign policy 
change presents a risk for much greater population growth in the Portland region. 
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3) Global climate change presents a serious challenge to the forecast. Many climatologists 
forecast an increase in severe climate events in the United States: hurricanes, flooding, 
arctic inversions, heat waves, drought, etc. Portland is unique in the United States for our 
temperate climate, relatively higher elevation and abundant clean water. It’s easy to 
imagine increased population growth as Portland becomes relatively more attractive to 
people around the United States living in harsher climates. Again, the effect of climate 
change on population migration is probably impossible to model, but should be considered 
as uncertainty in any population forecast. 

More-detailed forecast questions: 

 Retail growth trends – Global Insight perceives a sharp downturn in retail employment in the 
long-run, what is your opinion regarding the long-term trend of retail employment growth in the 
Portland MSA? 

Both the U.S. and regional forecast for retail employment growth expect major changes in 
employment due to online retailing. Short-term (about 10 years), the panel is in agreement that 
retail employment ought to decrease from current levels in the region.  

A panel member succinctly states the panel’s opinion: “I think there are many headwinds in the 
short and medium term for retail industry employment – such as retailers carrying high debt 
loads and increased productivity (which will require fewer workers). However, in the long run 
there is potential for the industry to look very different from today as different firms get 
reassigned into retail (e.g. cannabis). On top of that, it is difficult to see the demand for retail 
stores permanently disappearing.” 

“I think a long-term rate of growth in retail employment that is less than the rate for total 
nonfarm is probably right. While I’m thinking that a long-term downturn (extended period of 
decline) is not likely, retail employment as a shrinking proportion of total employment is highly 
likely.” 

 The region’s high-tech industry has been a key growth driver in this region for at least the last 
couple decades. There have been a few instances of “corrections” that have led to layoffs and 
industry slowdowns. The IHS Global Insight forecast pictures much slower growth in the long-
run for the U.S. industry. Will the region follow the national trend or are we different enough to 
go a different direction? If the regional high-tech sector begins to taper, what industry (or 
groupings) do you foresee replacing high-tech as the next key driver? 

All panelists recognize the important role of the high-tech sector in shaping regional events and 
regional trends. However, most were unwilling or unable to say with confidence how trends in 
the industry might unfold given that growth is essentially based on innovations and 
technological change, both extremely volatile and largely unknown. 
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Individual panel members are quoted saying: 

“The Portland MSA should have a similarly difficult time in the high-tech industry as hardware – 
which is the region's specialty – faces increased competition from firms abroad and new 
technology shocks. “ 

“Probably more like 30 – 40 years as a growth driver, [panelist was referring to how long 
computers and electronics would continue to be a key regional economic driver] I think that, 
while NAICS 334 may be less of a key driver, some service industry clusters may evolve that 
effectively replace the role 334 [334 = computer and electronics manufacturing] has played in 
recent decades for the Portland MSA; e.g., NAICS 5112/5415.” [5112 = software publishers; 
5415 = computer system design and related.] 

“We [MSA forecast] will follow the national trend with declining growth but not as fast declining 
as the US projection.  I thought that software (professional and business services and 
information) would be the next key driver, but now not so sure.  Let me stick with them and 
throw in health services…” 

“Water is a key input to many industrial processes, particularly the high-tech industry. The 
region’s relative abundance and purity may attract more high-tech firms to locate in this MSA. 
This might be a positive risk factor in the forecast.” 

 Household size (headship rate assumptions) – the average number of persons per household 
has been declining steadily with the onset of urbanization. The regional forecast generally 
expects a floor of about 2.4 persons per household. Can it realistically fall much lower? Does this 
seem reasonable as a long-term assumption? 

Panel members were divided over how much lower average persons per household (PPH) could 
fall. Those with strong opinions seemed evenly divided. 

Those in favor of assuming a PPH under 2.4 in the long-run cited the “live small movement” and 
“potential of ADU development”. [Point of clarification – according to a Census representative – 
ADU’s are a separate structure and so occupants residing in an ADU domicile is counted as a 
separate household.] Higher relative housing costs, an aging population, and additional delay in 
child births may add up to household sizes falling below 2.4, but this panelist did not think that 
they would fall below 2.0. 

Panelist in support of a 2.4 PPH floor cited the small impact that ADU development would have 
on the total housing stock and that this small proportion would not be enough to move the 
needle on average PPH for the whole MSA. The PPH for the 7 county MSA “has been fairly stable 
over time”. Moreover, a large share of ADU’s are not likely to be counted as primary residences 
because they are AirBnB units. Finally, the Metro forecast already assumes PPH to fall from 
today’s rate. This seems reasonable said half the researchers on the panel.   
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Another panelists goes on to explain his thoughts on the subject:  “there are many expected 
economic and demographic changes that should be coming in the next decade – such as baby 
boomers downsizing in retirement or aging in place (decreases household size) or Millennials 
starting families (increases household size) – which means the timing of these events is what 
should drive short term fluctuations. Surveys indicate that Millennials and iGen both have 
similar housing preferences to baby boomers; however, a falling fertility rate puts downward 
pressure on household size. Putting this all together, in the long-term I expect slightly smaller 
household sizes.” 

A panelist suggested looking to Western Europe or Japan for guidance on projecting PPH in the 
Portland MSA, but cautions that the U.S. has higher immigration levels so this might act as a 
counterweight against a steeper decline in regional PPH. 

A panelist summarized his and the opinions of others who agree with Metro’s household size 
projection: “I believe this assumption takes into account the aging population and changing 
behavior among ethnic groups.  You also have a delayed millennial impact coming.  So I would 
say [2.4 PPH is] a reasonable long-term assumption.” 

 
 Net migration (excluding potential climate change) – does the regional net migration outlook 

appear reasonable to you? 

Near term net migration projections (2016-19) in the Metro forecast are too low. “Recommend 
raising the forecast component to account for recent and anticipate rebound in migration 
inflows in the near term.  Near term fertility rates and thus the number of live births in the 
short-run may be a bit too robust.”  . . . “Long-term outlook of migration is fine” according to 
several panelists familiar with recent population details. 

A panelist bolstered the consensus by bringing up actual observations. Historically annual net 
migration as a share of population growth has ranged from 50% to 70%. The Metro net 
migration forecast seems reasonable given the historical range.  

A contingent of panelists believed the regional population outlook to be reasonable, but likely 
represented the low-end of a baseline forecast. “. . .would not recommend it [MSA population 
forecast] be any lower than it is right now.” [This comment was made with migration in mind as 
historically over half of annual population growth in the region has stemmed from net in-
migration. Going forward, net-migration is expected to contribute up to two-thirds of annual 
population growth. Implied by this comment is that projected migration is in their opinion on 
the low-end of a plausible range.] 

 Income distribution – the regional forecast doesn’t directly forecast the distribution of 
households by income bracket (we have another post-processor model that calculates this 
outlook), but we would be interested in your expertise on the direction and magnitude of how 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 97 of 1024

METRO-0119



the share of high, middle and low income brackets may be spreading wider (or not) in the long-
run. 

Panelists generally agree that income distributions will become more dispersed in the future, 
meaning a higher proportion of higher income households and lower income households at the 
expense of a smaller share of middle income households. In particular, the distribution is likely 
to skew more in the direction of a greater share of lower income households.   

A panel member stated his conclusions on the topic as “all national evidence points to this 
problem exacerbating and the income brackets spreading wider. There is no reason to believe 
this would be different for the Portland MSA.” 

A third panelist suggested that: “the spread could increase (“wider”) over a decade or two 
before stabilizing. I don’t know that I see it significantly contracting over Metro’s planning 
horizon”. 

A fourth panelist had a tad more optimism in that the equity distributions would not worsen as 
much as other panelist had feared: “I think the top quintile will continue to pull away while the 
relative positions of the other quintiles we stay close to what they are now, some further 
movement of the second highest quintile.” 

 

Questions for long-term model development:   

 Given your understanding of the forecasting needs and policy environment inherent in growth 
management, in your opinion, how important is it that Metro begins the development of a 
computable general equilibrium (CGE) model for this MSA?  

Some differing thoughts on CGE models and to extent to which they are a useful tool for 
informing policy. 

Pros: 

“A ‘quick look’ indicates there is a material literature on use of CGE modeling for regional 
planning. Acknowledging my understanding of needs is very imperfect, I suggest a rigorous 
assessment of the shortcomings of Metro’s current approach(es) in meeting the organization’s 
needs (gap analysis). If this indicates regional CGE modeling may be an improvement, it may be 
worth a deeper investigation of resources required for development. I can see that, with 
reasonably accurate parameters, CGE modeling is an improvement over the “regionalization of 
U.S. fixed effects” I/O approach incorporated within the employment models currently. 
However, GIGO and having a very good handle on border effects is essential. In summary, while 
I can’t see how this requires less in the way of planning resources (almost certainly more), 
developing and using CGE models potentially provides better forecasts.” 
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“General equilibrium models are more useful for structural analysis.  They might not perform 
well for forecasting purposes.  However, one can entertain estimating the equations as a system 
or consider using Vector Auto Regression models.” 

“For the same reasons as they have a CGE model for tax policy impacts at the state level, people 
are interested in policy impacts scenarios at the metro level.  Depending on how modeled, it 
would provide a richer dynamic analysis than what you can get from IMPLAN.  Hopefully it 
would also assist with those difficult supply impact issues. “ 
Cons: 

Computable general equilibrium (CGE) models tend to underperform more standard time-series 
models in forecasting, so I would not recommend developing a CGE model for that purpose. 
However, for policy analysis they can be a great tool as they take many economic factors into 
account. One concern I would have is that CGE models are very data dependent, and the smaller 
the region the less likely regional data exists. This means the model would have to base its 
estimations on national data, which could potentially bias the results if the Portland MSA 
behaved fundamentally different from the nation in certain ways.  

 Businesses and residents are free to migrate in and out of the region, however the regional 
model is unable to project the outlook of counterfactual examples of firms and residents who 
made the choice to migrate but did not choose the Portland MSA because of land supply or land 
use restrictions. Are there models that can be used to address this concern? 

Not too many comments, but these two from the review panel: 

“All models rely on data, and I am not sure data exists that get at this question. For me, a survey 
would be preferable to a model.” 

“You might be able to use the IRS migration data and look at everyone (sample) of people that 
moved and have a probabilistic regression (e.g., logit, probit) with 0 moved to Portland and 1 did 
not move to Portland.  Depending on the characteristics you could scrape from the IRS, you 
could see what factors might have caused people to not move to Portland.  What is still missing 
is not knowing if Portland was one of their choices, so this regression might not show anything. “ 

 Do you have any other suggestions for long-term model improvements? 

Only one suggestion from the panel members: “Trying different model forms:  Systems of 
equations and VAR and if possible, including more explanatory variables in the models.”  
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APPENDIX 2 – 2018 BUILDABLE LAND INVENTORY (BLI) 

Introduction 

This appendix presents revised data of the 2018 Buildable Land Inventory (BLI)1. This BLI incorporates 
three separate versions.  The different versions acknowledge uncertainty in future markets for 
redevelopment by using three different ways of estimating redevelopment capacity for residential and 
non-residential capacity; indeed the BLI should be considered a forecast in its own right given that 
uncertainty. Capacity estimates for vacant land are the same in each version. Summary BLI tables are 
tallied by local jurisdiction for each version. Metro Council’s 2018 Urban Growth Boundary decision will 
adopt one BLI, perhaps with values at or between the two endpoints specified in these versions. The 
three versions of the 2018 BLI provided key inputs to the forecast modeling described in UGR Appendix 
3. 

Local Review 

All cities and counties in the region were given several opportunities to review preliminary versions of 
this data. This BLI incorporates edits submitted by the local jurisdictions as a result of their review. Note 
that not all of this inventory would necessarily be utilized in the 20-year planning horizon. Additional 
market feasibility considerations are incorporated in the actual forecast modeling (see UGR Appendix 3) 
to which the BLI versions were inputs. 

Damascus BLI Note 

The area formerly known as the City of Damascus is no longer labeled as such in the BLI tables. The 
capacity of the former Damascus area is now tallied with unincorporated Clackamas County. As in the 
2014 UGR, only areas in the west of the former Damascus area are counted as buildable in the 20-year 
timeframe. This delineation is based on discussions in 2015 between Metro, Clackamas County, 
Damascus and Happy Valley and remains unchanged. 

Map 1, next page, illustrates the zoning and development concepts for the area formerly Damascus. 

Table 1, next page, displays the capacity assumptions based on the zoning details shown in the map and 
buildable land inventory assumptions.  

1 An earlier BLI draft was dated June 18, 2018. This document revises the BLI assumptions for the Basalt Creek area 
near Tualatin and Wilsonville. The revision increases the BLI estimate of industrial by +93.5 acres and commercial 
by +3.0 acres. The revision decreases the residential BLI: -834 units by converting SFR to IND designation; -32 units 
by converting SFR to COM designation; +28 units by converting SFR to MFR. 
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Map 1: Zoning and Concept Assumptions of former Damascus City area 

 

Table 1: Capacity Assumptions for the area formerly Damascus 

  

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 101 of 1024

METRO-0123



Tables 

 Residential BLI (Threshold and Statistical methods) 
 Employment BLI (Threshold and Statistical methods ) 

Maps 

 Vacant Residential 
 Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map - Threshold Price 
 Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map – Statistical Regression Method 
 Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map – Statistical Regression Method 3x 
 Vacant Employment 
 Employment Redevelopment and Infill Map - Threshold Price 
 Employment Redevelopment and Infill Map - Statistical Regression Method 
 Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map –Statistical Regression Method 3x 
 Land Banked Employment Land 
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Residential BLI 
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Employment BLI 

 

  

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 106 of 1024

METRO-0128
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Vacant Residential Map 
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Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map - Threshold Price  
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Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map – Statistical Regression Method 
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Residential Redevelopment and Infill Map – Statistical Regression Method 3x 
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Vacant Employment Map  
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Employment Redevelopment and Infill Map - Threshold Price  

 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 114 of 1024

METRO-0136



Employment Redevelopment and Infill Map – Statistical Regression Method  

 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 115 of 1024

METRO-0137



Employment Redevelopment and Infill Map – Statistical Regression Method 3x 
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Land Banked Employment Land Map
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2018 BLI DATA DICTIONARY AND GUIDANCE FOR USERS 

Field Name Description 
Page in this 
appendix 

Field Name 

Description 
 
 
 
From Assessor Files 
 
 
Notes: 
TLID records starting with "MFR" are aggregated taxlots based on Metro's 
Multifamily database.  Values and square footage are summarized for the 
entire complex 
In some cases, the Jurisdiction City has been modified to place all taxlots 
for a city within the same county 

Page in this 
document 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N/A 

TLID 

OWNER1 

OWNER2 

SITESTRNO 

SITEADDR 

SITECITY 

SITEZIP 

LANDVAL 

BLDGVAL 

TOTALVAL 

BLDGSQFT 

YEARBUILT 

COUNTY 

JURIS_CITY 
Existing Units (from Multifamily Database and Metro's internal 
singlefamily database) 

N/A 

UNITS 
Existing Units (from Multifamily Database and Metro's internal 
singlefamily database) 

N/A 

Vac_Area 
The vacant area of the parcel (as determined by Metro's Vacant Land 
Inventory) 

24 

Vac_Pct The percent of taxlot that is identified as vacant 24 

slope25_Area 

Environmental Takeouts.  In order to not double-count area, the following 
hierarchy is established:  Floodway, Slopes >25%, Title 3, Title 13, 
Floodplain. ** 
 

26 
 

T3_Area 

T13_Area 

floodway_Area 

floodplain_Area 

unconstrained Taxlot area minus constraints  27 

net_no_ROW unconstrained minus an allowance for Right-of-way and other set-asides. 28 

min_lot_size the minimum lot size as determined by Metro's Zoning Classifications**** N/A 

max_lot_size 
the maximum lot size as determined by Metro's Zoning 
Classifications**** 

N/A 

unit_density 
the expected unit density for multifamily development as determined by 
Metro's Zoning Classification**** 

N/A 
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Field Name Description 
Page in this 
appendix 

MUR_MFR_District 
Determines Strike Price by area.  MFR/MUR:  Central City: 130/130; 
Corridors: 70/80; Eastside Urban: 70/80; Suburban: 10/12; Gateway: 
24/24 

32 

PDX_Harbor Portland Harbor Access Land [yes/no*] 28 

Subarea_3 Subarea #3 for Industrial Land strike price designation 37 

max_cap Does a taxlot mean the Maximum Capacity rule  [yes/no*] 29 

max_units 
The maximum zoned capacity of a taxlot as determined by unit_density or 
min_lot_size and unconstrained area. 

28-32 

MUR_MFR_Redev 
does a MUR/MFR taxlot qualify under the strikeprice for redevelopment 
[yes/no*] 

32 

COM_IND_Redev 
does a COM/IND taxlot qualify under the strikeprice for redevelopment 
[yes/no*] 

36-37 

RES_PCT MUR Residential/non-residential split 
38  

(splits modified 
in 2018) 

LAND_BANK 
How many Sq Ft of vacant land are land banked in developed COM/IND 
properties (converted to acres in net_emp_acres for these taxlots.) 

37 
N/A - Model 

Outputs 

infill_units units available through infill or redevelopment. 

net_new_units 
output of BLI Model (Strike Price) note: this field will be identical to the 
"net_units_strike_price" but is left in the database for scripting purposes. 

net_units_strike_price output of BLI Model (Strike Price) 

net_units_regression output of BLI Model with regression analysis on MUR/MFR Redev parcels 

net_units_regression3x 
Output of BLI Model with regression analysis modified to reflect the 
recent surge in development in the City of Portland. 

net_res_acres output of BLI Model (Strike Price) 

net_emp_acres 
output of BLI Model (Strike Price) note: this field will be identical to the 
"net_emp_acres_strike_price" but is left in the database for scripting 
purposes. 

net_emp_acres_strike_price output of BLI Model (Strike Price) 

net_emp_acres_regression output of BLI Model with regression analysis on MUR/MFR Redev parcels N/A 

net_emp_acres_regression3x 
Output of BLI Model with regression analysis modified to reflect the 
recent surge in development in the City of Portland.  
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Field Name Description 
Page in this 
appendix 

ZONE_CLASS Metro's Zone Classifications N/A 

ZONE_GEN Metro's Generalized Zoning  

centers 
is the tax lot in a designated Regional or Town Center [yes/no*] Used in 
Commercial Land Redev strike price determination 

36 

VAC_DEV 
Is the tax lot classified as Vacant or Developed or to be ignored by model 
*** 

N/A 

VAC_DEV2 Is the tax lot classified as Vacant or Developed (Generalized) N/A 

FIPS Census Tract N/A 

NOTES Note for special cases/manual edits N/A 

Shape_Length GIS shape perimeter N/A 

Shape_Area GIS shape area N/A 

regression_prob_9year Probability of tax lot redeveloping in the next 9 years N/A 

regression_prob_20year Probability of tax lot redeveloping in the next 20 years N/A 

TAZ 

Transportation Analysis Zone Designation 
Fields to collect input from Local Review of database 

N/A 
N/A 

Local_Units 

Local_Emp_Acres 

Local_ZONE_GEN 

Local_ZONECLASS 

Local_Comment 

Local_Reviewer_Name An override of the regression probability based on local input  

Local_probability An override of the regression probability based on local input  

Local_update Was the record updated by a local jurisdiction [yes/no*]  

Local_rerun_model 
Did the local jurisdiction provide new information that required a rerun of 
the model. (i.e. a change in zoning class) [yes/no*] 

 

Local_override 
Did the local jurisdiction provide numbers that should override model 
output [yes/no*] 

 

Adu_probability The probability that a single family tax lot could accommodate an ADU 31 

 

* 1=yes, 0=no   

** for 2018 BLI, Floodplain has been added and are treated the same as Title 3 in terms of deduction. 

*** VAC_DEV2 has only "VAC","DEV","IGNORE".  VAC_DEV has more detail about why a taxlot is 
classified as "IGNORE" 

 CEM  Cemetery (RLIS ORCA**** subcategory)  
 EXEMPT Tax Exempt properties from County Assessors  
 GOLF  Golf Course (RLIS ORCA**** subcategory)  
 HOA  Home owner association (RLIS ORCA**** subcategory)  
 ORCAO* Other open space ((RLIS ORCA**** subcategory)  
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 PARK  Park (RLIS ORCA**** subcategory)  
 RAIL  Rail yards and properties  
 ROW  Private Drives and Rights-of-way  
 SCHOOL School  
 SML  Small tax lots (less than 1000 sq ft.)  
 UTILI*  Utility owned properties.  

 

The regression-based redevelopment capacity is a more statistical approach than the threshold method, 
and thus requires more interpretation at the individual tax lot level.  The regression analysis was 
designed to produce capacity estimates that make sense in aggregate.  To understand the results of the 
regression analysis at the tax lot level, data users may wish to examine the two primary fields that are 
used to calculate the “expected” residential capacity, i.e. the maximum zoned capacity (max_units) and 
the probability of redevelopment for each lot (regression_prob_20year).  For developed lots, we also 
account for existing units on the site (UNITS) and for MUR zoned lots the calculation also factors in the 
MUR split (RES_PCT). 

ADU capacity is also reported in probabilistic terms.  Each single family tax lot in Portland is assigned a 
small probability of having an ADU built there.  These numbers make more sense in aggregate than for 
each individual tax lot. 

General Methodology for determining the 2018 Urban Growth Report’s Buildable Land 

Inventory (BLI) 

Background 

Under state land use regulations, Metro is required to ensure that its regional plan contains sufficient 
buildable land within the urban growth boundary (UGB) to accommodate estimated housing needs for 
20 years. Metro is mandated to conduct this analysis at least every 6 years in its Urban Growth Report 
(UGR). The UGR is a basis for the Metro Council’s urban growth management (UGM) decision. A 
technical underpinning of the UGR is its buildable land inventory (BLI) which includes vacant and 
redevelopable land supply estimates. This document provides a summary of the capacity assumptions 
and a methodology description of how land supplies are estimated.  

During the winter of 2017/2018, all local governments in the region were given an opportunity to review 
the draft BLI and to suggest revisions to the results. These revisions reflect local knowledge about 
specific tax lots and properties.  More detailed information on changes to the 2018 BLI methods and 
recent development trends can be found in a separate UGR appendix.   

Forecast analytics for the UGR go through additional steps to determine how much of this buildable land 
inventory may be market feasible in the 20-year planning timeframe.  See Appendix 3 for forecast 
results. 
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Peer review of methods 

During the fall and winter of 2017 and 2018, Metro staff worked closely with a land use technical 
advisory group (LUTAG) that included about 20 planners from jurisdictions around the region as well as 
other stakeholders to update the regional BLI methodology originally developed in 2014. This work built 
on efforts undertaken to develop a BLI that was an input assumption for the 2035 Distributed Growth 
Forecast, which was adopted by the Metro Council in the fall of 2016 (ordinance #16-1371). The 2018 
BLI benefited from that extensive engagement with local jurisdiction planners.  In many instances, the 
advisory group discussed the ambiguity inherent in developing 20-year capacity estimates, particularly 
on a regional scale. On several topics, the group advised Metro that there was not a clear “right” or 
“wrong” answer, but helped Metro staff to arrive at methods that are, on the whole, reasonably sound  
for a regional analysis, and that use the best available information. 

Uncertainty in the BLI 

Metro produced two versions of the multifamily and mixed use capacity for the 2018 BLI using two 
different methods, to produce a range of possible outcomes. These two versions of the BLI are used to 
develop different scenarios in the UGR forecast analysis. The range BLI acknowledges the uncertainty 
around future market conditions as well as how developers and property owners will respond to those 
conditions.  The low end of the range BLI is based on a statistical analysis of recently observed 
development trends, while the high end is estimated using the same methods as the 2014 UGR.  

General methodology 

Step 1: Identify vacant tax lots (and complement developed tax lots) by zoning class 

Step 2: Remove tax lots from the BLI that don’t have the potential to provide residential or employment 
growth capacity (e.g., parks) 

Step 3: Calculate deductions for environmental resources2 

Step 4: Calculate deductions for “future streets”3 

Step 5: Calculate BLI estimates (BLI includes capacity estimates for vacant and redevelopment) 

a) Single Family Residential (SFR) 
b) Multifamily residential (MFR) and Mixed Use Residential Capacity (MUR) 
c) Employment (industrial4 and commercial) 

2 Environmental resources considered include Metro’s Title 3, Title 13, FEMA flood way and flood plain, and steep 
slopes over 25%.  
3 The BLI accounts for future streets on a tax lot-by-tax lot basis. The buildable area of each tax lot is reduced on 
the basis of individual tax lot size. 
4 Large, vacant industrial sites (25 or more net buildable acres) were inventoried in a separate process that relied 
on work done as part of the 2017 Regional Industrial Site Readiness Project, which was a partnership between 
Metro, the Port of Portland, Business Oregon, the Portland Business Alliance, NAIOP, and local jurisdictions. The 
inventory of large industrial sites was updated in the fall of 2017.  It is included as Appendix 8 to the UGR. 
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Identify vacant and developed land by zoning (or comp plan) 

Issue: 
The BLI methodology treats vacant and redevelopment as separate categories for clarity and to avoid any 
double counting of capacity on the partially vacant lots. However, Metro’s vacant lands inventory (a basis 
for the BLI) includes some “partially vacant” land. 

Solution: 
The region’s buildable land inventory is sorted into redevelopment and vacant capacity (the 
identification screens / filters are inherently different). Tax lots that were previously categorized as 
“partially vacant” are categorized into one or the other condition (i.e., vacant or developed for purposes 
of counting regional capacity). Developed tax lots are subjected to economic screens (described in this 
document) to determine whether they should be counted as potential redevelopment capacity. 

 
Vacant land definition5: 

 Any tax lot that is fully vacant (Metro aerial photo) 
 Tax lot  with less than 2,000 sq. ft. developed AND developed part is under 10% of entire tax lot 
 Tax lots that are 95% or more “vacant” from the GIS vacant land inventory6 

 
Developed land definition: 

 Part vacant / part developed tax lots are considered developed and will be treated in the 
redevelopment filter 

 
Rationale: 
Categorizing tax lots as vacant or developed (and potentially redevelopable) more closely aligns the 
inventory approach with that of other local governments and state administrative rules, which refer to 
vacant and redevelopable land. Lands previously defined as “partially vacant” are still inventoried, but 
are simply redefined to fit into the vacant or developed categories. Tax lots with fewer than 2,000 sq. ft. 
developed and a developed part that is less than 10% of the entire tax lot are considered completely 
vacant with the understanding that tax lots with this condition resemble a fully vacant tax lot. The 
developed portion would minimally impact new development. In case of tax lots in employment zones 
that do not pass through various redevelopment filters, for relatively large tax lots greater than 1 acre, 
we apply a final screen to include “land banked” parcels into the BLI. 

Remove tax-exempt lots, parks 

Issue: 

5Small inconsistencies in the alignment of the tax lot GIS layer and the vacant/developed GIS layer create slivers 
along property boundaries.  In order to deal with this issue, any tax lot that is 95% or more vacant is considered 
“fully vacant”. 
6 GIS tax lot layers change over time as the counties update their parcel base.  Because of this, over time, the 
vacant land layer may develop inconsistencies, resulting in slivers of vacant or developed land that intrude on 
adjacent tax lots.  Setting a 95% threshold prevents full vacant tax lots from being categorized as “developed”. 
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Some vacant tax lots (e.g., parks) should not be recognized as carrying capacity for employment and/or 
housing going into the future.  

 Solution: 
Remove the following types of tax lots from the residential (and employment) BLI based on Assessor 
PCA code designations, owner names, assessed values and other data sources: 

 Tax exempt with property codes for city, state, federal and Native American designations 
 Schools 
 Churches and social organizations7 
 Private8 “streets” 
 Rail properties  
 Tax lots under 1,000 sq. ft. (0.023 gross acres) 
 Parks, open spaces and where possible private residential common areas 

 
Use the best available GIS data to remove parks, rail yards and railroad properties, major petroleum, 
natural gas lines and BPA power line right of ways.  Parks is a data layer maintained by Metro that 
includes all parks in the region (e.g., community parks, regional parks, open space areas, golf courses, 
private common areas, and cemeteries).  

 
EXCEPTIONS: 
Included in Residential Capacity Calculations the following list of exemptions: 

 Housing Authorities (not just Portland) 
 
Included in Employment Capacity Calculations the following list of exemptions: 

 Port of Portland 
 Portland Development Commission 

 
Rationale: 
Tax lots that are not capable of supporting future employment and/or housing because of use 
restrictions should be removed from the BLI. 

Calculate Environmental Constraints 

Issue: 
Local governments vary in how they implement environmental regulations found in Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan Title 3 (Water Quality and Flood Management) and Title 13 (Nature in 
Neighborhoods). Moreover, estimation of residential housing capacity of tax lots (TL) with 
environmental impact may vary substantially on a case by case basis. Typically, density transfers from 
the environmentally impacted portion of a tax lot to the unconstrained part of the tax lot may vary 
significantly depending on the environmental impact and city regulations. 

7 Based solely on tax exempt codes. 
8 This was used for SFR, MFR and MUR zoning only.  It proved problematic for COM and IND zoning 
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The capacity calculations for environmentally constrained tax lots recognize residential density transfers 
and Title 13’s more flexible protections, which are applied on a site-by-site basis during the 
development review process. Generally, under Title 13, development is to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
(in that order) designated habitat areas. Typically, precise delineations of habitat conservation areas are 
identified during the site development process. Therefore, the data and BLI calculation methods are 
more appropriate at a higher geographic scale than individual tax lots. The residential capacity 
computation (though accurate at a regional or subregional scale) may NOT accurately portray the 
precision needed to calculate the environmental deduction for each tax lot. This may also affect the 
calculation for the transfer of density from the environmentally constrained area to the unconstrained 
part for individual tax lots, but we believe that on balance, the variance in the calculation of net density 
and net residential capacity offset each other over the entire region. 

A BLI technical working group was asked to provide advice on how to handle capacity assumptions in 
Title 13 areas. The group agreed that counting full residential capacity was not appropriate, but that 
discounting all capacity was not appropriate either. Metro staff then sent an e-mail inquiry out to all 
local jurisdictions in the region to determine their jurisdictions’ historic development experience in Title 
13 areas. Metro staff received varied responses with many caveats that preclude meaningful 
summarization. In the end, this inquiry did not produce a clear answer. Aside from the fact that Title 13 
gets interpreted on a site-by-site basis, another challenge is that local implementation of Title 13 is fairly 
recent, which means that there is not a lot of development experience from which to draw (particularly 
in light of the Great Recession). Given this ambiguity and the fact that Title 13 areas comprise a 
relatively small portion of the region’s single-family zoned vacant land (approximately 5.5%) and even 
less of its multi-family zoned vacant land (approximately 0.5%), Metro staff determined that the most 
reasonable approach was to rely on percentages found in the Title 13 Model Ordinance. This is the best 
available information and is being used on the advice of the BLI technical working group. 

 
Solution: 
Most areas that are considered environmentally sensitive fall into multiple categories of overlap 
including Titles 3 and 13, or are in a floodway or flood prone soils, or include steep slopes or some other 
ecosystem feature. Metro employs an environmental hierarchy to classify the environmental features to 
avoid double counting the capacity deduction for the BLI. BLI reductions will reflect the higher assumed 
protections when environmental features are overlapping. 
 
Methods differ for single-family, multi-family, and employment lands. Generally, using the best available 
GIS data: 

 Remove 100% of the area of floodways  
 Recognize environmental constraints such as slopes over 25% and as defined by cities and 

counties under Title 3 and Title 13. In many instances, the delineation of the environmental 
buffers are GIS modeled data; where available we utilize environmental buffers from local 
government GIS data 
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 By assumption, permit 1 dwelling unit (DU) per residentially-zoned (SFR, MFR, MUR) tax lot if 
environmental encumbrances would limit development such that by internal calculations no 
(zero) dwelling units would otherwise be permitted (“essentially avoid takings”) 

 
As a result, we define the following land area calculations (used in formulas below): 
Vacant buildable = Calculated area of TL – utility easements – parks – railroads – tax exempt sites 
Net unconstrained9 = vacant buildable – environmental constraints 
 
The “calculated area of TL” is the GIS calculation of area (sq. ft.) of the tax lot as defined in Metro’s GIS 
tax lot data layer. (Generally, individual tax lots are not affected by utility easements, parks, railroads or 
other tax exempt uses, but on a regional scale, these factors add up to be somewhat significant and 
therefore handled in the regional BLI calculations for the UGR capacity estimates.) Environmental 
constraints are handled as follows (by land use type): 
 
Single-family residential 

1. Floodways: 100% removed 
2. Slopes > 25% and Title 3 treated the same way: 100% removed 

a. If tax lot > (or equal to) 50% constrained, follow the ”maximum capacity rule” (defined 
below) to add back units10 

b. If tax lot is <50% constrained, assume 90% of unconstrained area is in BLI (i.e., apply 
10% discount to vacant buildable acres)11 

3. Title 13: 50% of Title 13 constrained acres removed from BLI (consistent with Title 13 model 
Ordinance). 

4. Floodplain: 100% removed 
5. Assume at least one unit per tax lot, even if fully constrained 

 
Multi-family residential 

1. Floodways: 100% removed 
2. Slopes > 25%: 100% removed 
3. Title 3: remove 50% of the constrained land with the other 50% considered buildable 
4. Title 13: 15%  of Title 13 constrained acres removed from BLI (consistent with Title 13 Model 

Ordinance) 
5. Floodplain: 50% removed 
6. Assume at least one unit per tax lot, even if fully constrained 

  
Industrial and commercial 

9 This is the calculation for SFR, MFR and MUR.  The calculation for COM and IND is a 100% deduction of 
environmental constraints. 
10 This add back represents Metro’s approach for estimating / calculating the density transfer to mitigate the loss 
of potential development productivity for dwelling units. 

11 Based on feedback from BLI working group, including local experience. 
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Employment zoned land applies a simple approach of netting out all constrained land. This is based on 
the input of the BLI technical working group, which indicated that constrained areas are typically 
avoided altogether by new commercial or industrial employment uses. 
 

1. Floodways: 100% removed 
2. Slopes >25%: 100% removed12 
3. Title 3: 100% removed with the exception of the Portland Harbor Access Land where a 70% 

discount rate is applied13 
4. Title 13: 100% removed 

Calculate deductions for “future streets” 

This BLI methodology sets aside a portion of the vacant land supply (not redevelopment supply) in order 
to accommodate future streets and sidewalks. This assumption is calculated on a per tax lot basis: 

 Tax lots under 3/8 acre assume 0% set aside for future streets 
 Tax lots between 3/8 acre and 1 acre assume a 10% set aside for future streets 
 Tax lots greater than an acre assume an 18.5% set aside for future streets 
 Industrial (IND) zoning assumes a 10% set aside regardless of size. 

 
The basis for these net street deduction ratios derive from previous research completed by the Data 
Resource Center and local jurisdictions for the 2002 UGR. 

Calculate single-family residential capacity 

Rationale: A multi-step approach has been developed that accounts for environmental impacts and 
provides a means for explicitly estimating potential transfer of density from the constrained portion of a 
tax lot to the unconstrained portion. The approach corrects for over estimation of partial single-family 
(SF) capacity by rounding down capacity estimates to a whole number.  
 
If a vacant tax lot is unconstrained by environmental impacts, the formula is simply to compute the 
maximum number of whole dwelling units permitted by the zoning district. 
 
Example: 10,500 sq. ft. tax lot and zoning district allows a minimum lot size of 5,000 sq. ft.  (10,500 / 
5,000) = 2.1 dwelling unit capacity rounded down to 2.0 DU 
 
Our approach for both redevelopment and vacant tax lots otherwise considers the potential to achieve 
transfer of density from areas in a tax lot constrained by environmental considerations. Two (2) different 
capacity calculations are made on vacant SF tax lots to account for environmental constraints. The DU 
capacity for each tax lot is the minimum calculated by the two methods, with a floor of at least 1 SF unit 

12 For the large industrial sites inventoried in Appendix 8, a threshold slope of >10% was used. 

13 Based on input from City of Portland staff. 
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per tax lot14. The floor is an allowance for any vacant and fully constrained tax lot in order to recognize 
the development potential of 1 DU capacity in the BLI. 
 
Calculations: 
The maximum capacity rule is applied to single-family tax lots with environmental constraints (slopes 
greater than 25% and/or Title 3 constraints and/or Title 13 constraints). The rule would take the 
minimum number of units based on these guidelines: 

1. Tax lot size / minimum zoned lot size; or 
2. Unconstrained portion of lot / 2000 sq. ft. (1000 sq. ft. in Portland) 15 

 
Example of environmental conditions of one tax lot given two different constraint scenarios: 

 11,000 sq ft lot 
 5,000 sq ft minimum lot size zoning 

 
Scenario A: 

 6,500 sq ft unconstrained 
 4,500 sq ft environmentally constrained 
 If unconstrained: 11,000/5,000 = 2 units maximum 
 With constraint: 6,500/2,000 = 3 units possible 
 Applying maximum capacity rule: 2 units (zoning maximum takes precedence) 

 
Scenario B: 

 2,500 sq ft unconstrained 
 8,500 sq ft environmentally constrained 
 If unconstrained: 11,000/5,000 = 2 units maximum 
 With constraint: 2,500/2,000 = 1 unit possible 
 Applying maximum capacity rule: 1 unit possible (constraint overrides zoning maximum) 

Single-family residential developed land methods (infill): 

Rationale: There are a finite number of single-family tax lots in the region. As a result, over the next 20-
year period, it may become increasingly attractive for homeowners of oversized SF tax lots to subdivide. 
Any single family zoned tax lot with a developed SF home was subjected to 1) an oversize tax lot screen 
to determine if the tax lot exceeded today’s zoned minimum lot size (per Metro’s regionalized zoning 
crosswalk table); 2) if the ratio of entire tax lot square footage to the minimum zoned lot size is between 
2.5 and 5, an additional economic-based filter is used to remove from the BLI any lots with high-valued 
SF homes meeting this criteria. A $300,000 building value is assumed as an appropriate threshold for 

14 Note: This only applies to vacant tax lots.  If a tax lot is already developed and environmental constraints would 
not allow any additional units to be built, it can have a minimum capacity of zero additional units. 

15 Assuming 2,000 sq. ft. in the above calculations was a recommendation of the 2035 Growth Distribution 
subcommittee (and 1,000 sq. ft. for areas in Portland), which was based in part on a review of regulation, physical 
dimensions (i.e., building footprint) of a prototypical higher density SFR development form, and practical 
development knowledge. 
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removal from the SF infill supply. The intent is to recognize that owners of large tax lots with relatively 
expensive homes are not likely to subdivide their tax lot. 
 
SF Infill Filters: 

 Must have single family zoning (per Metro’s standardized regional zone class) 
 If the tax lot is zoned SFR and classified by Metro as developed, it was assumed that one (1) SF 

unit presently exists on the tax lot regardless of what’s indicated on the assessor’s land use 
code.  The one exception to this rule is for tax lots in SFR zoning that have current land use for 
an apartment (according to Metro’s MF database), and these parcels were not considered in 
calculating infill potential for single family infill supply (Rationale for this was that any infill of 
such land use would by zoning yield a SFR unit with the concomitant loss of the MFR units, 
which we believed unlikely). 

 Lot size threshold > 2.5 times the minimum zoned lot size (2.2 for City of Portland only); lots 
greater than 2.5 times (or 2.2 for Portland) would be added to the SF infill supply, except: 

 Lots that meet the size thresholds are run through an additional economic eligibility filter before 
being included in the SF infill supply. In addition to meeting the size threshold, the assessor’s 
real market building value must be below $300,000 to be counted in the SF infill supply. 
Rationale: lots with really expensive homes would be excluded from the SF infill supply. 

 Tax lots with an oversize threshold exceeding 5 (anywhere in region) are passed through into 
the infill supply regardless of building value. Rationale is that the remaining buildable area is 
close to an acre or more and real estate economics being what we expect would very likely see 
significant infill pressures. 

Example: an existing developed SF tax lot that’s 13,000 sq. ft. and a minimum lot size for the zone class 
of 5,000 sq. ft.  13,000 / 5,000 = 2.6; this TL is eligible for infill with the capacity for 1 more DU (2.6 – 1 
= 1.6  rounded down yields 1 more infill unit). 
 
Calculations of eligible infill tax lots and the additional net DU added: 
The net additional infill SF DU is the minimum of calculated by the following 2 computations. Many SF 
tax lots end up with zero additional infill units. 
 

1. Additional DU infill= (Calculated area of TL  – max lot size) / min lot size (rounded down to a 
whole number); can equal 0 

 
2. Additional DU infill = (net unconstrained sq. ft. / 2,000 sq. ft. (1000 sq. ft. in Portland)), rounded 

down to a whole number; can equal 0 
 
Calculated area of TL = GIS calculation of the tax lot 
Max lot size = in the GIS tax lot layer database, each single family zone class has, by definition, a top-end 
value for lots to be classified for each SF residential category 
Min lot size =  in the GIS tax lot layer database, each single family zone class has, by definition, a low-end 
value for lots to be classified for each SF residential category (please refer to the Metro “Standardized 
Regional Zone Class” table. 
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Net unconstrained sq. ft. 16 = vacant buildable – environmental constraints 
 
Single-family residential Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs): 

Over the past several years, the construction of Accessory Dwelling Units, particularly in the City of 
Portland has increased.  These units are limited in size (800 sq. ft. maximum in the City of Portland) and 
provide an additional unit on single-family lots.  In order to estimate a future supply of ADUs, Metro 
undertook an analysis of existing ADUs and used these locations to estimate new ADU construction by 
geographic location. The resulting probabilities of ADU development range from 0% in some zones to 9% 
in others, with higher concentrations in inner neighborhoods of N, NE, and SE Portland.  These results in 
the database are represented as a percent probability (i.e. “0.15” units equates to a 15% chance that a 
single ADU will develop on a property.)  Taken together, the total projection is around 4,400 new ADUs 
over 20 years, which are treated as multifamily long term rental housing units for modeling purposes.   

 
Calculate multi-family residential capacity (including mixed-use residential) 

Method for Vacant and Redevelopment Capacity Calculation (MFR and MUR) 

If the tax lot is zoned MF (or MUR) and vacant, the BLI capacity estimate is simply the number of units 
per acre permitted by the zoning class multiplied by the vacant buildable acres, which in the case of the 
unconstrained tax lot is the area of the tax lot.  

If the tax lot is zoned MF and vacant, but it is partly constrained by an identified environmental set aside 
(such as local ordinances implementing Title 3 or Title 13), the formula for estimating the BLI capacity 
tests the available size of the unconstrained part of tax lot to determine how much theoretically 
permissible density could be transferred to the unconstrained half. (See formula in this section.) 

Redevelopment Rationale: In order to meet the goals of the “range BLI” described above, two different 
types of redevelopment filters are applied to each developed tax lot within a regional MF or MUR zone 
class. These filters are: 

1. Threshold  or “Strike” Price, a term-of-art used to indicate the price at which it becomes cost 
effective for a developer to consider a site for redevelopment, and 

2. “Historic Probability”, referring to a statistical regression analysis based on historic observations 
to determine the probability that a property will redevelop based on recent trends of observed 
redevelopment. 

Threshold or “Strike” Price Method 

In order to be added to the multifamily redevelopment BLI, the redevelopment would have to add at 
least 50% more units over the number of units which already exist, or produce at least 3 units total. The 

16 This is the calculation for SFR, MFR and MUR.  The calculation for COM and IND is a 100% deduction of 
environmental constraints. 
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rationale is that developers would not tear down and redevelop an apartment or condo units unless he 
could yield a significant gain in rents and dwelling units.  A threshold of 50% was recommended by the 
land use committee that advised Metro staff on the BLI assumptions for the distributed growth forecast. 

 Redevelopment of multi-family structure must add at least 50% more units; if it doesn’t, the tax 
lot is not counted 

 If the structure is a commercial (or industrial) building or single family dwelling unit (in an MFR 
or MUR zone), the redevelopment must yield at least 3 or more dwelling units 

 Redevelopment must pass through an economic filter first before evaluation of additional DU 
through redevelopment (see below for economic filter thresholds) 

 
Different economic redevelopment thresholds are assumed to determine which sites in today’s MUR or 
MFR zone classes might be eligible for adding to the redevelopment portion of the BLI. These economic 
filter thresholds are described next. 
 

Multifamily and Mixed Use Residential Redevelopment filter: 

The economic screen for determining which tax lots could potentially be candidates for redevelopment 
is based on a ratio of total real market value17 (land and improvements) divided by area of the tax lot 
(square feet). If the real market value per square foot is less than the threshold price, the tax lot is 
assumed eligible for redevelopment. The rationale for the thresholds is that developers have a profit 
motive. For the purposes of this BLI, it is assumed that developers may want to redevelop a property if 
the potential profit justifies property acquisition costs. Strike price values were developed in 
consultation with economic consultants and the BLI technical advisory group, which included developers 
with market knowledge. The strike prices are based on current market conditions, but are pushed to a 
modest degree to acknowledge that demand (and willingness to pay) will increase over the 20-year 
timeframe. As depicted in Table 2 and Figure 1 below, strike prices vary by market subarea. 
 
 
Table 2: Residential redevelopment strike prices by market subarea (for MFR and MUR zone classes) 

 Redevelopment threshold price per square foot (land and 
improvements) 

Market Subarea18 Multi-family zoning Mixed-use residential zoning 

Central City $130 $130 
N/NE Portland central corridors $70 $80 
Eastside urban $70 $80 
Gateway $24 $24 

17 Source: county tax assessors 

18 During 2014 Local Review, the City of Portland identified the Gateway district as an area that did not fit these 
general rules for redevelopment.  Therefore, a strike price of $24/sq. ft. was applied in Gateway based on several 
real-world redevelopments that have recently occurred in Gateway. 
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Suburban $10 $12 
 

 
Figure 1: Mixed-Use Residential and Multi-Family Residential redevelopment market subarea analysis geographies 

 
These economic filters define the BLI’s supply of tax lots that may redevelop over a 20-year timeframe. 
The UGR goes through a separate step of using land use and transportation modeling to estimate what 
portion of that redevelopment supply is likely to redevelop over the 20-year timeframe. Using these 
numbers, this redevelopment supply is then expressed in the UGR needs analysis. 
 
Formula for calculating density transfers on environmentally constrained tax lots (for MFR and MUR 

Redevelopment and Vacant tax lots): 

 

If (unconstrained > 50% of total lot) => apply zoning density to entire tax lot. 
Else the buildable area = unconstrained area * 2: Apply zoning density to buildable area. 
 

Note: the deduction for environmental constraints is defined in previous sections of this report. 

 
Density Transfer Rationale: 
A tax lot with a majority of it unconstrained, a full density transfer is assumed from the constrained 
portion to the unconstrained. Therefore capacity is estimated as the zoned density and the lot size of 
the entire site. 
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The capacity estimated for a highly constrained tax lot is calculated differently. In this case, a density 
transfer is allowed, but the adjusted buildable capacity is based on the unconstrained area and 
multiplied by a factor of 2 and then applying the zoned density to this adjusted buildable area. For 
example, if a 10,000 sq. ft lot has a constrained area of 6,000 sq. ft., the method would assume that the 
zoned density would be applied to 8,000 sq. ft.   
 
This approach is a modification to the previous BLI which set a minimum threshold of 10,000 sq. ft. in 
order for a density transfer to be allowed.  Research indicated this was having the effect of limiting 
development capacity on urban lots with high-density zoning where an unconstrained lot with a size of 
9,999 sq. ft would get low density capacity, whereas a lot with 10,000 sq. ft. would get full capacity. 
 
Statistical Analysis (Regression) Method 
 
Discrete choice regression analysis is a statistical method to determine which characteristics affect the 
likelihood of a particular outcome, positively or negatively, and by how much.  This analysis uses 
observations of past redevelopment to predict future redevelopment, as a function of tax lot and 
neighborhood attributes.  The output of the analysis is a tax lot-based probability that the specific tax lot 
will develop. This probability is then multiplied by the zoned capacity of the tax lot. For instance, if a tax 
lot has a zoned capacity of 200 units, and the historic analysis produces a probability of 0.07 (7% 
likelihood of redevelopment), the number of units assigned to the tax lot would be 14 (7% of 200).   
 
Additionally, unlike the threshold method, which is either a “yes it has capacity” or “no it does not have 
capacity”, the historic approach assigns a capacity to MUR/MFR zoned tax lots that are currently not 
built to full zoned capacity, even when the likelihood is very small.  Because of this, the totals need to be 
aggregated to a larger geography.  As an example, if there is a subdivision of 10 existing single family 
homes, but the zoning allows for duplexes (one extra unit), the historic method might assign a 10% 
probability that each of those would develop as a duplex.  The output would be a net of 0.1 units to each 
of the ten tax lots.  When aggregated as a whole, a net result is 1 new unit for the entire subdivision. For 
more information on the historic approach, please see the “Historical Redevelopment Analysis” section 
below. 
 
Statistical Analysis (Regression) Method 3x 
 
As discussed later in the Historical Redevelopment Analysis section of this document, the regression 
analysis was performed on data from 2007 through 2015.  However in 2016, 2017, and 2018, large scale, 
multifamily development, primarily within the City of Portland has seen an exceptional increase over 
historic trends.  In order to attempt to account for this fact, this method assumed a redevelopment rate 
of 3 times higher than the standard Statistical Analysis Method.  This results in a higher capacity for the 
urban core, although it is still less than the results produced by the Threshold Price Method. 
 

Employment Capacity Calculations for Commercial and Industrial  

Method for Vacant and Redevelopment Capacity Calculation 

The vacant land supply is identified using Metro’s vacant land inventory, which is derived annually from 
aerial photo information. Capacity to accommodate employment is determined by zoning (i.e., 
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industrial, commercial, multiple use employment and mixed use residential zone classes). Similar to the 
residential BLI, the employment BLI estimate includes capacity from vacant land and potential 
redevelopment.  
 
The employment BLI removes a select set of tax lots (vacant and developed) that for a variety of reasons 
should not receive any capacity calculations (e.g., parks and open spaces and other defined easements). 
These tax lots are removed from the employment inventory much like the residential inventory. They 
receive no carrying capacity for employment (or residential) uses. 
 
The supply of employment land is measured in acres.  All tax lots with commercial and industrial zoning 
were subjected to a series of preliminary screens first, as for residential, to exclude the following types 
of properties, for example: 

 Tax exempt properties (except for Port and PDC codes) 
 Schools19 
 Rail properties 
 Parks and open spaces20 

 
The unconstrained buildable area, net of environmental and other constraints was calculated as follows: 

Vacant buildable = Calculated area of TL – utility easements – parks 
Net unconstrained = Vacant buildable –100% of environmentally constrained area 

 
Tax lots that have been identified as part vacant (at least ½ an acre undeveloped) are considered 
developed and go through a set of redevelopment screens/filters in order to identify which tax lots have 
the potential to redevelop during the next 20-year time horizon. 
 
Because “part vacant” land is now being classed as “developed” in this approach, there remain some tax 
lots with large vacant pieces that do not get through the economic filters and into the redevelopment 
supply. The assumed economic threshold values which identify which tax lots have potential to be 
redeveloped are not well suited and calibrated to identify partially developed tax lots with significant 
amounts of undeveloped real estate. A final screen for these so called “land banked” parcels was 
applied by adding back into the redevelopment supply the net unconstrained vacant portion of any lot 
with at least 1 acre of unconstrained vacant land.   
 
In these cases, these two steps, the preliminary screening calculation of unconstrained area, are 
sufficient to identify the employment capacity on vacant land.  For the redevelopment supply, the 
developed tax lots are subjected to a set of economic criteria shown in Table 3 and Table 4.  Tax lots 
must meet both criteria (size and strike price) to be considered eligible for the redevelopment supply in 

19 Metro maintains a school GIS data layer which will be used in screening out land for the BLI. Note: abandoned 
school properties or school sites that are no longer actively used as a school (and considered surplus) will be 
included in the BLI. 

20 Metro maintains a parks and open spaces GIS data layer (i.e., ORCA = open recreation and conservation area) 
which will be the data source used in screening out land for the BLI. 
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the BLI. To be included in the BLI, the unconstrained area of a tax lot must be larger than the threshold 
acreage AND it must have a square foot value less than the applicable strike price. 
 
The rationale for the tax lot size thresholds is that a developer would be less likely to redevelop a small 
tax lot because there are likely to be higher construction costs associated with fitting the development 
on a small parcel. Additionally, by their very nature, small parcels are not likely to produce 
redevelopment supply that is significant in the context of a regional BLI. 
 
The rationale for the strike price thresholds is that developers have a profit motive. They may redevelop 
a property if the potential profit justifies property acquisition costs. Redevelopment strike prices were 
developed with the assistance of economic consultants and the BLI technical working group. 
 
Table 3: Commercial redevelopment economic filter by market subarea 

COMMERCIAL LAND 
  Redevelopment strike price ($/sq ft for 

land and improvements) 

Zone class Tax lot size (acres) 
greater than 

Regional Centers, 
Town Centers, 

Station 
Communities21 

Everywhere else in 
UGB 

Central Commercial 
(CC) 

.249 $15 $12 

General Commercial 
(CG) 

.249 $15 $12 

Commercial 
Neighborhood (CN) 

.249 $15 $12 

Commercial Office 
(CO) 

.249 $15 $12 

Note: Downtown Portland is zoned MUR, so is handled with the residential redevelopment methods. 

 Real market value from county assessors is used for calculating values 

 

Table 4: Industrial redevelopment economic filter by market subarea 
INDUSTRIAL LAND 

  Redevelopment strike price ($/sq ft for land and improvements) 

Zone class Tax lot size (acres) 
greater than 

Entire UGB Subarea #322 Everywhere else in 
UGB 

Light Industrial (IL) .99 $5 - - 
Heavy Industrial (IH) .99 $5 - - 
Office Industrial (IO) .99 - $10 $7 

21 Officially adopted center boundaries were used where possible. In other cases, analysis geographies were used. 
In the case of Station Communities, the Station Community buffers, as depicted on the 2040 Map, were used. 

22 As depicted in Figure 1. 
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Campus (business 
park) Industrial (IC) 

.99 - $10 $7 

Note:  Real market value from county assessors is used for calculating values 
 
These economic filters define the BLI’s supply of tax lots that may redevelop over a 20-year timeframe. 
The UGR goes through a separate step of using land use and transportation modeling and historic data 
to estimate what portion of that redevelopment supply is likely to redevelop over the 20-year 
timeframe. Using these numbers, this redevelopment supply is then expressed as a range in the UGR. 
 
Mixed Use capacity estimates (splitting residential and commercial capacity on MUR zoned tax 

lots) 

More and more tax lots in the region are designated in mixed use residential (MUR) zones. Predicting 
whether MUR-zoned areas throughout the region will be developed as residential or commercial (or 
what mix of the two) is a challenge. MUR districts in the Metro region almost universally do not require 
vertical mixed use, which is to say ground floor retail/service or office uses with above floor apartments 
(or condos). Horizontal mixed use, on the other hand, are a mix of retail, service, office and residential 
apartments – a mix then of employment and residential land uses usually on separate tax lots. 
 
 
MUR residential/non-residential capacity split formula: 
Employment capacity in mixed use residential areas, measured in acres, is calculated from the dwelling 
unit capacity determined in the residential supply.  For tax lots with MUR zoning: 

 Total effective acres = Total additional units allowed if 100% of lot is used for residential * 
acres per unit required at maximum zoned density 

 Residential effective acres = ResSplit * Total effective acres 
 Employment effective acres = EmpSplit * Total effective acres 

 
For the purposes of determining the residential/non-residential split, Metro performed an analysis of 
observed development from 2007 through 2015 in mixed use zones.  Sub-regions were developed (in 
consultation with local jurisdictions) as displayed in the Figure 2 below. 
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Figure 2: Residential/Commercial Shares Applied to Mixed Use Residential (MUR) zoning in 2018 BLI  

New urban area capacity 

“New urban areas” are those areas that have been added to the UGB in recent years that do not yet 
have urban zoning or adopted comprehensive plans23. Consequently, planning documents, rather than 
GIS analysis, are typically the basis for how capacity in new urban areas is handled in the BLI. Possible 
sources of information include: 

 Draft comprehensive plans 
 Adopted concept plans 
 Draft concept plans 
 Conditions of approval that were attached to the UGB expansion. 

23 This marks a change from the 2009 UGR, which asserted that any area that was added to the UGB from 1998 
onward was a new urban area, even if zoning ordinances had been adopted. The new method considers a 
narrower set of areas to be new urban areas. All other areas are handled according to the standard BLI methods 
described in this paper. 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 137 of 1024

METRO-0159



The UGR goes through a subsequent step of determining, in consultation with local jurisdictions, what 
portion of the region’s capacity is likely to be developed in the 20-year timeframe. Examples of sources 
of information that can inform those determinations are local staff knowledge, status of planning and 
infrastructure provisions, market-based modeling, and the 2035 Growth Distribution. Please refer to the 
GIS shapefile for case-by-case capacity estimates when comprehensive plans or zoning plans were not 
used in calculations (i.e., in deference to other local input). 
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Historical Redevelopment Analysis 

Background 

This section supplements the “General Methodology” section above by providing more detail on an 
historic analysis of redevelopment within the Metro region and how that historic knowledge informed 
the creation of the two versions in this version of the 2018 BLI. The previous 2015 BLI threshold or 
“strike” price redevelopment capacity estimation method was an evolutionary step that staff repeated 
in the 2018 BLI to create one version (or endpoint). Staff supplemented the threshold approach with a 
separate statistical analysis of multiple years of historical observed data.  The historical analysis more-
explicitly meets state law requirements for looking back over at least five years of data, responds to 
stakeholder and expert review advice that Metro’s process take a robust look at redevelopment 
potential, and acknowledges uncertainty about the future by providing another BLI endpoint across a 
range of potential existing capacity.  The historical analysis also gives a more nuanced picture of factors 
that influence redevelopment because it avoids the so-called “cliff effects” in the threshold approach 
(e.g. that threshold approaches either count lots as redevelopable or exclude them entirely based solely 
on a single price point).  As shown below, redevelopment is a critical part of future housing capacity in 
the Metro region so understanding its history helps Metro plan for the future.   

2007-2015 redevelopment and infill trends in the Metro region 

Findings Summarized 

In general the region depends increasingly on production of residential units on re-developable land and 
on producing more housing from multifamily (MF) development forms.  These trends are important for 
analysts and policy-makers to recognize; it takes both specific private investments and public policy 
enablement to re-utilize already-built lands in ways that increase housing production.  The private and 
public choices affecting redevelopment occur in a market environment where the laws of supply and 
demand interact to determine whether home-builders actually build and consumers actually buy or 
rent. For example, recent market reporting in the general media suggests that the production of multi-
family housing may not continue at its recently intense rate due to typical real estate business cycles.  In 
fact, the typical cyclicality of the multifamily market (and by Metro’s definition all redevelopment 
produces MF) motivated Metro staff to choose 2007-2015 as the analysis period to cover pre-recession 
through post-recession years and by so doing to capture a complete business cycle.  

Notable observations gleaned from analysis of the 2007-2015 observed redevelopment activity include: 

 Post-recession annual housing production in the Metro UGB continues to trend toward pre-
recession levels: in 2015 the region produced about 9,000 total dwelling units vs. a pre-
recession peak of about 12,000 units per year (up from the 2010 low of about 3,000 units/year) 

 Production of housing in Mixed-Use/Residential (MUR) and multifamily (MF) zoned areas 
continues to rise:  in 2015 MUR+MF production together was twice that of SF production (in 
2007 SF production was more than MUR+MF combined) 
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 In the three years ending 2015 the region increased the efficiency of its land utilization—annual 
acreage developed and redeveloped remained fairly flat while number of units in both 
infill/redevelopment and vacant land development increased. 

 In the nine-year period 2007-2015 the region produced almost 27,000 housing units through 
redevelopment (about 3,000 per year on average), almost 14,000 from infill, and about 13,000 
from vacant land development for a total of about 54,000 units in that span of time. 

 Portland contributed the vast majority of redevelopment and infill units but redevelopment (and 
infill) has added to overall residential production in many cities throughout the region. 

Background 

In 2015 the Research Center (RC) began development of a Land Development Monitoring System (LDMS, 
part of the Regional Land Information System) to examine development trends in the Portland 
metropolitan region over time.  The 2018 version of LDMS examines land change over time via a “look 
forward” approach.  This approach starts with the earliest year in which none of the concerned lands 
changed and tracks every concerned taxlot through 2015 data to assess how “parent” parcels developed 
into “children” as a dynamic measure of land change.   

This analysis has some limitations given its sourcing in assessor records and Metro’s ability to “clean” 
the data: in general readers should assume a plus or minus five percent uncertainty when looking at the 
historical figures. 

Note that the 2014 Urban Growth Report (2014 UGR) used a slightly different definition of 
redevelopment while this 2018 report uses definitions adopted for BLI development, so numbers below 
are not exactly comparable to the 2014 UGR. 
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Findings in Detail 

Observed Housing Unit Production inside the 2016 UGB 

In general, the data in figure 3 show that, during the recession, building slowed, but is climbing back up 
toward pre-recession levels.24   

 

Figure 3: Housing units built from 1996 to 2015 inside the current Urban Growth Boundary.  Source: LDMS child dataset. 

 

24 The time period of this graph overlaps with the graph of new housing by year shown in the 2014 Urban Growth 
Report, appendix 5.  The data above shows a slightly higher total housing count by year than the 2014 UGR due to 
improvement of methods and refinement of available data sources.  
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Observed Single-Family and Multi-Family Production 

From 2007 to 2015, the market produced about 54,000 new housing units inside the Urban Growth 
Boundary.  This production level is below the historic norm. 

During the recession, slightly more single family (SF) housing was built than multifamily housing, but the 
latest up-swing in the real estate cycle produced a higher proportion of mixed-use-residential (MUR) 
and multifamily (MF) development than SF.  The general trend of mixed use and multifamily post-
recession is up; single-family has trended up but at a slower rate.  In year 2015, for example, MUR plus 
MF production taken together was about twice SF production.  This is notable change from pre-
recession patterns. Note that the difference between multifamily and mixed-use, as defined in this 
study, is that mixed-use has on-site commercial in addition to residential units on a single development 
site (from mixed-use field in the multifamily housing inventory). 

 
Figure 4: New units built from 2007 to 2015 inside the current Urban Growth Boundary, by housing type.  Source: LDMS child 
dataset.  Multifamily defined as properties in multifamily database (including ADUs) with no on-site commercial.  Mixed use 
residential defined as properties in multifamily database with on-site commercial.  Single family defined from property codes 
in tax lot data.  Note that ADU’s appear in the Multifamily category in this chart, while ADU parent structures appear in the 
Single Family bars. 

Observed Housing Density 

Build density of single family housing varied slightly over the study period, with a peak of 7.6 units per 
gross acre in 2015, and a low of 6.7 units per gross acre in 2009.25  The average density of SF built over 
the study period was 7.2 units per acre.  Comparatively, the overall density for all existing single-family 
housing inside the UGB is 4.1 units per acre (or 4.7 units/acre excluding rural residences). 

The density of multifamily and mixed-use units can be highly variable by year, as the total number of 
projects is relatively small and a single high-density development can greatly influence the average in a 
given year.  During the period of 2007-2015, the average density of non-mixed-use multifamily housing 
units was 34 units per acre, and the average density of mixed-use was 112 units per acre.  (Mixed-use is 
again defined as commercial and residential on a single property, and the density as reported here 

25 While these density values differ from the 2014 UGR, the trend and the average are comparable 
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reflects the density on a single property site, not the overall density of zoning classes, as discussed 
below in the MUR splits.) 

 

 

Figure 5: Housing density (per gross acre) by year from 2007 to 2015 inside the current Urban Growth Boundary, by housing 
type.  Source: LDMS child dataset.  Multifamily defined as properties in multifamily database with no on-site commercial.  
Mixed use residential defined as properties in multifamily database with on-site commercial.  Single family defined from 

prop codes in tax lot data. 

Observed Vacant Land and Redeveloped Land Usage 

For the purposes of this study (gathering information to enhance BLI methods) the same definitions 
were used as in the BLI process.  In the BLI, if a property is more than 5% developed (more than 5% of its 
area is developed in the vacant land inventory) then it goes through a series of redevelopment filters to 
assess its redevelopment potential.   The same definition was made for this analysis, using the 
developed area of the parent lot (Table 1): If more than 5% of the parent lot was considered developed 
in the 2001 vacant land inventory, then any new construction was classified as either redevelopment or 
infill.  Any new construction on a parent lot that was less than or equal to 5% developed was classified 
as vacant land consumption.26 Also in the BLI, on developed land, infill is only possible within land zoned 
SFR, and any construction on previously developed land in all other zoning categories are defined as 
redevelopment.   This results in all construction in SFR zoning being designated as either a vacant land 
consumption or infill, and construction in all other types of zoning classified as vacant land consumption 
or redevelopment. 

26 This definition differs from that of the 2014 Urban Growth Report, and produces a very different result.  The 
2014 UGR describes how its methods differ from that of the BLI. 
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Within this definition, 24% of new units were built on vacant land, while 50% were redevelopment and 
26% were infill.  In terms of consumed land area, the majority of the land for residential construction 
was used by infill projects (51%), vacant land accounted for 29% of land consumed.  Redevelopment 
used the least amount of land (21%, 790 acres), but in this same area it contains half of the total units 
built (over 26,000) from 2007 to 2015 because MF and MUR construction can typically attain much 
higher densities than SF new and infill construction. See Table 1 for a summary of land absorption and 
unit production by type. 

Table 5: Housing acres and units built from 2007 to 2015 by BLI land development type, from zoning-based classification 

 
Redevelopment Infill Vacant land 

Total 

units 26,750 13,850 13,100 53,700 
acres 790 1,925 1,085 3,800 
percent of units 50% 26% 24% 100% 
percent of land 21% 51% 29% 100% 

       

BLI Land development type definitions (based on zoning classification) 

The 2014 Buildable Land Inventory used the development type definitions shown in Table 2, which are 
based on the zoning of each tax lot.  The 2018 BLI retains these definitions.  Most accessory dwelling 
units (ADUs) are constructed on SFR-zoned, previously-developed single-family lots and therefore 
classified as infill. 

Table 6: Definitions of land development types, based on current zoning and % of parent lot that was developed in 2001. 

 >5% of ‘parent’ property developed 
in 2001 vacant land inventory 

>=95% of ‘parent’ property 
vacant in 2001 vacant land 

inventory 
2001 parent lot 

currently zoned SFR  All ‘child’ lots are infill  

All ‘child’ lots are vacant 
land consumption All other parent lots All ‘child’ lots are redevelopment 
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Figure 6: Total residential acres (top) and Housing units (bottom) built from 2007 to 2015 inside the current UGB by BLI-
defined development type based on current zoning. Source: LDMS child dataset, with % developed from parent property.  
Accessory dwelling units are primarily included as infill, as they are most often built on previously developed single-family 
lots. 

 

Real-world Examples Illustrate the Redevelopment Typology 

Below are three examples of the types of observed redevelopment and how they are classified in this 
study.  The first (Figure 7) shows an area of Happy Valley that was mostly rural in 2007 and saw many 
new single family homes built in recent years, as well as an apartment complex (bottom right) and some 
commercial development (bottom left).  Only the large parcels that had no previous developed area (no 
old farm buildings) are being classified as vacant land consumption (shaded green area, threshold set at 
95% vacant in 2001 vacant land inventory).  2001 tax lots that were more than 5% developed in 2001 
have children classified as redevelopment (shaded purple), or infill (shaded blue).  The distinction 
between infill and redevelopment is based on the current zoning of the parent lot.  Previously 
developed lots that had their largest area zoned as SFR are classified as infill while lots that had their 
largest area zoned anything else are classified as redevelopment.  This method of classification is 
consistent with the BLI, which necessarily only includes parent lots and predicts the types of children 
that may be developed. 
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Figure 7: Example of rural development- The left side shows aerial imagery from 2001 and the right side imagery from 2017.  
Parent properties that saw some type of development from 2007 to 2015 are outlined.  Areas outlined in green were 
considered vacant in 2001.  Areas outlined in blue were developed prior to 2001.  Only new construction that occurred on 
parent lots with very little prior development (>95% vacant land in 2001) are considered as a vacant land consumption (child 
lots shaded green).  Other new construction on previously developed parent lots (parent >5% developed in 2001) are 
classified as infill (parent with current zoning mostly SFR), or redevelopment (parent with current zoning mostly MFR/MUR). 
Source: LDMS parent and child lots, development types using the zoning-based definitions and 95% rule described above. 

 

Figure 8: Example of downtown Portland high-density development.  The left side shows aerial imagery from 2001 and the 
right side imagery from 2017.  Parent properties that saw some type of development from 2007 to 2015 are outlined.  
Properties outlined in green were considered vacant in 2001.  Properties outlined in blue were developed prior to 2001. The 
north portion of the Pearl District was considered vacant land, but most of the downtown area was developed prior to 2001.  
Many new high-rise buildings were constructed between 2007 and 2015, and are classified as either redevelopment (shaded 
purple) or vacant land consumption (shaded green). Source: LDMS parent and child lots, development types using the 

zoning-based definitions and 95% rule described above. 
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The second example is the Pearl District in north Portland.  The northeast portion of the area shown was 
considered vacant in 2001 (child lots shaded green). Note the majority of the rest of this downtown 
Portland area was developed prior to 2001.  Several new high-rise apartment/condo buildings are 
visible, as well as new commercial buildings (both shaded purple).  Note that in this image, while the 
entire area is currently zoned MUR, the child lots pictured include some commercial-only lots with no 
housing. 

The final example is in southeast Portland.  Many single family homes have been added as infill between 
other existing homes, including accessory dwelling units in addition to many older homes that have 
been replaced with a newer, often larger, home on the same lot (all shaded blue).  Only one lot in this 
image was classified as vacant land consumption (shaded green).  Some commercial and mixed-use 
redevelopments in MUR/MFR zoning are also visible along the major roadway (shaded purple).   

 

 
Figure 9: Example of infill and redevelopment in SE Portland. The left side shows aerial imagery from 2001 and the right side 
imagery from 2017.  Parent properties that saw some type of development from 2007 to 2015 are outlined.  Properties 
outlined in green were considered vacant in 2001.  Properties outlined in blue were developed prior to 2001. Only one single 
family home in this example is classified as a vacant land consumption (shaded green), the majority of new single family 
homes built in this area are considered infill (shaded blue), whether they were a 1:1 replacement home, a group of homes on 
a subdivided planned development, an ADU added to a previously existing home, or a single home built on a single lot split 
from an older home.  Some redevelopment is also present (shaded purple), and includes construction of new commercial 
and multifamily properties. Source: LDMS parent and child lots, development types using the zoning-based definitions and 
95% rule described above. 

Housing Unit Production by Standardized Regional Zoning Class 

Over the past 9 years, the most residential units built have been in the regional MUR9 and MUR10 
standardized zone classes (most of which lie in Portland), the highest density zoning for multifamily 
housing in the region.  This zoning class tends to see mostly redevelopment rather than new 
construction on vacant land.  However, the largest area of land consumed by residential development 
has been by single family housing in zone classes SFR4, 5, and 6. In general, the higher zoning classes 
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saw higher density zoning, as expected.  See the metadata in RLIS Discovery for definitions of zoning 
classifications. 

 

Figure 10: Units built 2007 to 2015 by current zoning classification.  Source: LDMS parent dataset. 

 

Housing Unit Production by Jurisdiction 

Over the past 10 years, the largest producer of new housing units is the City of Portland (~1/2 of all new 
units).   

 

Figure 11: Housing units built by city/unincorporated county for areas inside the Urban Growth Boundary from 2007 to 2015. 

Source: LDMS parent dataset.  Jurisdiction based on current city boundaries. 

Under the definitions of this study most recent Portland housing construction is classified as infill or 
redevelopment.  A small proportion of the new housing inside the City of Portland is classified as vacant 
land consumption, but other jurisdictions have a greater proportion of their total new units built on 
vacant land. 
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Figure 12: Units built by city/unincorporated county for areas inside the UGB from 2007 to 2015, by development type.  
Source: LDMS parent dataset.  Jurisdiction based on current city boundaries, development type from zoning-based 

classification consistent with BLI methods. 

 

2007-2015 Data Collection Methods and Caveats 

Methods 

The LDMS “look-forward” approach uses ArcGIS scripting in Python to make comparisons between past 
and present data layers through spatial relationships.  The Metro Research Center maintains historical 
archives of RLIS publications (Regional Land Information System).  The main layers used for this analysis 
are the tax lot parcel data, the Multifamily Housing Inventory (first published in 2010), and the Vacant 
Land Inventory, with other layers being added as needed for summarization.  These layers taken 
together with added data (e.g. rental price information) comprise the Land Development Monitoring 
System (LDMS). 

The first process step for the look-back approach is a year-by-year combination of the Vacant Land 
Inventory.  The process starts with the most recent vacant land, and progressively adds in where areas 
were vacant in previous years.  The Vacant Land Inventory is tax lot-based and the rules applied to the 
data state that “once an area is developed, it stays developed”.  The data layer produced is a year-by-
year record of vacant land consumption for the region (see limitations section below for caveats).   

The next step combines the current tax lot data and the current Multifamily Housing Inventory into a 
single layer.  Using the multifamily housing polygon instead of the tax lot avoids the problems that arise 
(in evaluating the assessed value per unit, for example) when a single multifamily complex spans 
multiple tax lots.  The same is done to the 2001 tax lot layer, replacing multifamily built up to 2001 into 
the 2001 tax lots.  Comparisons are then run forward and back to quantify the changes between the two 
time periods (e.g. total # of units built on parent tax lot, total acres developed).   

Each new development is classified as VACANT LAND CONSUMPTION (construction on vacant land), 
INFILL (single-family construction on previously developed land), or  REDEVELOPMENT (any other type 
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of construction on previously developed land).  To qualify as vacant land consumption, the “parent” lot 
must have been at least 95% vacant in the 2001 vacant and developed lands. 

The “takeouts” for right-of-way and parks are calculated for each “parent” lot by comparing to current 
parks and tax lot right-of-way data.  An “unaffected acres” is calculated for lots where the sum of the 
newly developed lots, the right-of-ways and the parks acreage sums to less than the total parent 
acreage.  This unaffected area could be a previous structure that wasn’t touched, or a portion of the lot 
remaining vacant. 

Known limitations in the observed dataset 

There are known errors in the Vacant Land Inventory that can be categorized into two groups: (1) 
developed lots that have reverted back to vacant and (2) vacant lots that have changed to “developed” 
without any documentation.  These two types of errors account for a small percentage of the overall 
data, but at a tax lot-level analysis (as LDMS is) single-site errors become apparent.  The first type of 
error (developed becomes vacant again) can lead to land that was actually developed at a point in the 
past being labeled as a vacant land consumption when it converts to developed a second time.  The 
second type of error (vacant becomes developed for no reason) is mostly filtered out in this analysis by 
other factors, but can lead to overestimation of the total acres consumed by development in a year.  
Staff estimates the total error due to these situations to be less than +/-5%. 

Research Center staff built the process largely around the tax lot parcel data and particularly the 
YEARBUILT field as an indicator of change.  There is a time lag in the recording of many tax lot attributes 
of at least 1 year, and therefore only data up through 2015 was used for the BLI work even though 2016 
data is now available and reported in UGR Appendix 5. 

For some commercial and industrial properties, year of construction is not present in the tax lot data.  
Vacant land consumption can be a stand-in for the year of construction in greenfield development, but 
there are few indicators for change on already developed commercial and industrial land.  Therefore, 
this study likely underestimates the amount of commercial/industrial redevelopment that has occurred. 
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Producing the range BLI 

As noted, the 2018 BLI includes two versions of multifamily and mixed-use redevelopment capacity that 
were estimated using two different methods.  This creates a range of potential housing capacity to 
acknowledge the uncertainty around future market conditions as well as developer and property owner 
response to those conditions.  The low end of the range BLI is based on the historical analysis described 
above while the high end is estimated using the same threshold method as the 2014 UGR. 

Estimating Redevelopment for Lower Endpoint of BLI Range 

To estimate the statistical redevelopment capacity in the 2018 BLI, Metro analyzed the LDMS 
redevelopment data summarized in a prior section of this report using binomial logistic regression 
models with Census tracts as zones and tax lots as the units of analysis.  Metro tested several models 
then presented one with the best fit to LUTAG for discussion.  Metro staff refined the model in light of 
LUTAG feedback (although Metro lacked sufficient time to incorporate some good suggestions such as 
including an explanatory variable of distance-to-nearest-regional-center for non-Portland locations).  A 
separate section below provides full mathematical documentation and validation of the regression 
model. 

Redevelopment occurs differently in different places 

The redevelopment regression model found that 2007-2015 redevelopment in the Metro region differs 
across two broad geographies—Portland and close-in small cities vs. all other areas.  

Figure 13: Redevelopment Market Geographies 
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Redevelopment in Portland is driven by four main factors 

Regression modeling of the historical data found four highly-significant variables that explained the 
likelihood of a tax lot developing within Portland proper: (1) the distance to the Portland CBD in miles, 
(2) the size of the property, (3) the property’s value (land + improvement value) relative to the average 
value of all lots in its neighborhood (Census tracts represented neighborhoods), and (4) the average 
value of properties in the neighborhood relative to the average values of all neighborhoods in the 
region.  Those four factors had approximately the following effects as shown in the 2007-2015 data: 

1. The closer to the CBD the more likely built lands are to redevelop. 
a. The average observed distance of a lot within Portland from the CBD is 4 miles; 
b. For example, a lot ¼ that distance (one mile) from the CBD is almost twice as likely to 

redevelop. 
2. Larger lots are more likely to redevelop. 

a. The median observed redeveloped lot size (prior to redeveloping) was 0.116 acres; 
b. For example, a lot nine times that big is twice as likely to redevelop. 

3. Properties lower-valued than their neighbors are more likely to redevelop. 
a. For example, relative to a property with an average value for its neighborhood… 
b. …a property with assessed value per square foot half that is 30% more likely to 

redevelop. 
4. Properties in neighborhoods with the average neighborhood property value lower than the 

regional average property value are more likely to redevelop. 
a. For example, a property in a neighborhood within which the average property value is 

half that of the regional average… 
b. …is 45% more likely to develop. 

Redevelopment outside Portland is driven by three main factors 

1. Larger lots are more likely to redevelop… 
a. …with larger lot size more strongly increasing redevelopment likelihood than in Portland 

2. Properties lower-valued than their neighbors are more likely to redevelop… 
a. …with local value differences having a weaker effect than in Portland (lots with a slightly 

higher value outside Portland would have the same probability of redevelopment, all 
else being equal). 

3. Properties in neighborhoods with average property values lower than the regional average 
property value are more likely to redevelop… 

a. …with differences to regional values having a stronger effect than in Portland (lots in 
higher-value neighborhoods outside Portland are slightly less likely to redevelop than 
lots in Portland in similar value neighborhoods, all else being equal). 

In future UGM cycles Metro proposes to test additional models.  The idea of including the distance to 
the nearest regional center for non-Portland geographies has merit but requires careful thinking and 
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model iteration to determine which centers matter to which geographies, requiring more time than 
available in the 2018 UGM cycle. 

Historical analysis applied to create the 2018 BLI Lower End 

Metro applied the historically-based, probabilistic redevelopment forecasting method to the raw BLI 
inputs using an expected value approach.  This applies to each tax lot the regression-estimated 
probability (number between zero and one) that the lot will redevelop, multiplied first by the lot’s 
maximum zoned capacity then by a factor to expand to a twenty-year time frame (since the probability 
is only for an observed nine-year time span).  For example, this method forecasts that a lot with a zoned 
capacity of 100 units and a fifteen percent probability of redeveloping within nine years would produce 
33.3 dwelling units over a 20-year time (0.15 x 100 x 20 / 9).  The method uses the maximum zoned 
capacity to account for the likelihood that as the region continues to grow and densify, developers will 
more likely build additional units per tax lot. 
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Estimating Redevelopment for the for Upper Endpoint of BLI Range 

For the high endpoint of the 2018 BLI Metro applied the method from the 2014 BLI.  That approach 
compares the current real market value per the tax lot’s area in square foot to a “strike price”:  if the 
real market value (RMV) is less than the strike price then the tax lot is considered to be part of the 
redevelopment capacity at the maximum zoned capacity.  Figure 14 below reproduces the 2014 BLI 
strike prices27 and the geographies at which they apply. 

Figure 14: Threshold Strike-Price Method Adopted from the 2014 BLI 

 

27 For more detail on the strike price method see 2014 Urban Growth Report, Appendix 2:  Methodology for 

determining the 2014 Urban Growth Report’s buildable land inventory. Available at 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/urban-growth-report  
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Historical and threshold methods compared 

Metro developed the historically-based regression analysis approach to leverage the new data in LDMS 
which was not available at the time the 2014 “threshold” method was developed.  The relative effects of 
the two methods can be seen in the following three histograms showing the number of lots that 
redeveloped over the observed time period (blue), overlaid on the total number of developed tax lots in 
MFR and MUR zoned areas (green) by total assessed value per square foot.  The charts show that only a 
very small fraction of the developed lots in any assessed value category actually redeveloped over the 
nine year period. There is evidence that a larger share of lower valued lots redevelops, but 
redevelopment is not assured for all potentially re-developable tax lots. Redevelopment is observed at 
higher assessed property values, but again not all tax lots re-develop. 
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Figure 15: Histograms of 2007-2015 Observed Tax lot Redevelopments for Portland (top), Areas Outside Portland (middle), 
and Portland CBD (bottom) 

In contrast, the strike price method assumes that all of the properties below a price threshold are 
eligible for redevelopment while no properties above the price threshold would redevelop.  The 
histograms below repeat the total tax lots histograms for the suburbs and central city overlaid with the 
properties that meet a hypothetical strike price threshold.  Note that this analysis uses 2001 property 
values per square foot, so these numbers are not directly comparable to threshold prices used in recent 
iterations of the BLI, but any threshold demonstrates how the strike price methodology works in 
practice.  For illustration purposes the histograms below apply strike prices of $10 per square foot in the 
suburbs and $20 per square foot in the central city.  
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Figure 16: Histograms of Hypothetical Strike Price Estimate of Lots that would Redevelop for Areas Outside Portland (top), 

and Portland CBD (bottom) 
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The following two histograms show the application of the expected value regression approach described 
above to 2018 BLI tax lot inputs (note that these are not comparable to the historic data shown above).  
These plots clearly illustrate that the regression estimates a distribution of potential redevelopment 
across a spectrum of assessed values. 

 

 

Figure 17: Histograms of Estimated 2018 BLI “statistical analysis” Version Redevelopable Tax lots by Price Bin 
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Mixed-Use-Residential (MUR) proportion assumptions 

 

Metro staff analyzed the observed development data from LDMS to update the assumed proportion of 
land zoned mixed-use-residential (MUR) that would develop as housing units.  Metro applies this 
assumption to all developable or re-developable MUR lands to estimate the maximum possible 
residential and employment capacity in those lands for the BLI. Staff generally refer to these 
assumptions as the “MUR splits.” 

Metro first used the 2007-2015 LDMS data to summarize and compute observed average proportions by 
jurisdiction, then reviewed those results with a Land Use Technical Advisory Group (LUTAG) made up of 
staff representing county, city, state, and private organizations. The review produced consensus that the 
2018 BLI should apply different MUR splits at somewhat finer geographic detail than in the 2014 BLI but 
not at the level of all individual cities.  The resulting assumptions appear in map form below. Jurisdiction 
review of these assumptions beyond LUTAG participants resulted in some minor adjustments for small 
areas that are not reflected in this map (e.g. Villebois in Wilsonville).  

In general the underlying analysis examined all tax lots within the MUR zoning type that changed in the 
period 2007-2015.  Staff summarized the identified tax lots by geography to compute the total acres and 
units (if applicable) of residential and non-residential properties by geography.  Residential properties 
with on-site commercial space had their area counted only as residential acres.  Staff computed the 
share of commercial and residential land within each geography from total acreage rounded to the 
nearest 5%.  Staff made minor adjustments to some proportions based on input from LUTAG members 
based on their local knowledge of recent trends and future plans. 

Both 2018 BLI versions were produced using these MUR proportions.   
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Figure 18: Thumbnail Map of MUR Residential/Commercial Proportions (see separate attachment for large scale version) 
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Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) 

Observed accessory dwelling unit production 

Metro’s ADU analysis is based on data provided by city governments for 1995 to mid-2017.  Roughly 
98% of permitted ADU development over this time period has occurred within the City of Portland (see 
Table 3 below).  Note that the City of Portland has created ADU development incentives and is also on 
the upper margins of achievable rents.  ADU development represents roughly 3% of the total residential 
unit development in Portland-Vancouver MSA (total MSA permitted residential units / permitted ADUs). 

Table 7: Observed Accessory Dwelling Unit Production in Metro UGB, 1995 through mid-2017 

YEAR PORTLAND HILLSBORO 
OREGON 

CITY GRESHAM 
LAKE 

OSWEGO TROUTDALE WILSONVILLE BEAVERTON 

1995 10 
 

      

1996 3 
 

      

1997 7 
 

      

1998 26 
 

      

1999 32 
 

      

2000 26 
 

   1 
 

1 

2001 30 
 

     1 

2002 25 
 

     2 

2003 30 
 

     1 

2004 39 
 

     1 

2005 30 
 

2 
 

   2 

2006 38 
 

2 
 

   2 

2007 38 
 

     1 

2008 31 
 

     3 

2009 26 
 

     1 

2010 86 
 

     1 

2011 133 
 

  1 
 

  

2012 164 2 
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2013 201 
 

 1 
 

 4 1 

2014 263 3 
 

1 1 
 

  

2015 483 2 1 
 

   1 

2016 615 1 
 

2 
 

 3 
 

Mid-
2017 350 2 

 
3 

 
  1 

 
        

 2686 10 5 7 2 1 7 19 
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Estimating future capacity for accessory dwelling unit (ADUs) 

There is uncertainty around the future of ADUs as a source of long term housing in the region. Some 
state and local policies have recently changed; for example Portland waives system-development 
charges (SDC) for ADUs and state law was updated to require permit approval within 100 days for ADUs 
purposed for affordable housing. Likewise, in its Residential Infill Project, the City of Portland is 
considering allowing more than one ADU per single-family home. The potential for ADU development 
outside of inner Portland is unknown and, per a PSU survey of ADU owners – a minority of units are 
currently used for temporary lodging (e.g. Airbnb) rather than longer term housing. In the long term 
Metro plans to more closely track ADUs and in the future to perform analysis similar to that described 
above for redevelopment. 

In the short term, Metro staff included ADUs in the 2018 BLI by using observed data to calculate a rate 
of ADU development that varies spatially. This method was only applied for the City of Portland, as other 
cities do not yet have a track record of producing significant numbers of ADUs even though their plans 
allow for ADU construction. The rate of ADU development is based on five years of data (2012-2016) 
and varies geographically across groups of census tracts (Ezones).  The five-year rate of ADU 
development was calculated as the number of ADUs built divided by the number of single family homes 
in each zone.  These were converted to 20-year rates (multiplied by 4) and then applied to all eligible 
single family homes, meaning homes that were not already counted as potential infill or redevelopment 
in the BLI. The resulting probabilities of ADU development range from 0% in some zones to 9% in others, 
with higher concentrations in inner neighborhoods of N, NE, and SE Portland.  The total projection is 
around 4,400 new ADUs over 20 years, which are treated as multifamily long term rental housing units 
for forecasting purposes. 
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Figure 19: 2018 BLI 20-Year Probability of ADU Development 
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Derivation of the “Historical Redevelopment Analysis” method  
 

Discrete Choice Regression Concepts 

Discrete choice regression analysis is a statistical method to determine which characteristics affect the 
likelihood of a particular outcome, positively or negatively, and by how much.  This analysis uses 
observations of historical redevelopment to predict future redevelopment, as a function of tax lot and 
neighborhood attributes.  There are many unobserved factors in redevelopment decisions; for example, 
is a property owner ready to cash in on price appreciation so they can retire or relocate?  Is the lease for 
a large tenant in a commercial property expiring?  Is a business planning to relocate within or outside of 
the region?  These idiosyncratic attributes cannot be measured, so we should not expect to be able to 
predict exactly which tax lots will redevelop over time with a high degree of accuracy.  But we can use a 
discrete choice model to estimate which properties have a higher probability of redeveloping over time 
based on measurable variables like lot size, price, and location attributes. 

Estimating the Redevelopment Regression Model 

Using the LDMS data set of observed land use changes over the last nine years, we evaluate the tax lot 
and neighborhood characteristics that make redevelopment more likely to occur in the future.   The 
regression analysis is based on 2001 tax lots and the land use changes observed in the forward looking 
LDMS approach.  We limited the data set to tax lots that were “developed” by the 95% rule in 2001, and 
also fall within mixed use or multifamily zoning (based on current 2017 zoning and Metro’s crosswalk 
from local to regional zone classes).  All records within this set of developed tax lots that saw new 
development happen between 2007 and 2015 were flagged as “redevelopment” while the remaining 
lots saw no change.  This data set was analyzed using binomial logistic regression with the outcome 
variables “redevelopment” coded as 1 and “no change” coded as 0.  While the tax lot is the unit of 
analysis, several of the explanatory variables were defined at or relative to the neighborhood 
surrounding the tax lot. The census tract is used as a proxy for neighborhood attributes. 

For the final regression model, we divided the data into two regions, Portland and the suburbs.  Portland 
has experienced a higher rate of redevelopment than the surrounding cities, so it is important for the 
analysis to allow for this higher baseline level of redevelopment independent of tax lot characteristics.  
We tested a variety of geographic configurations for the regression data sets and found the two broad 
categories to provide a good balance of geographic specificity and sufficient observations.   The 
explanatory variables included in the model are: 

1. LogRelValue – the total assessed value of the tax lot relative to the average assessed value for all 
lots in MFR or MUR zoning in the surrounding census tract (zero values excluded) 

2. LogTractValue – the average assessed value for the census tract in which the tax lot is located 
relative to the average tax lot value in the region (all zoning, zero values excluded) 

3. LogLotSize – acreage of the tax lot prior to any subdivision or redevelopment 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 166 of 1024

METRO-0188



4. Miles – distance to the Portland CBD (calculated as the centroid of 2010 Census tract number 
41051005100 in the Pearl District) 

The first three variables are included in the model as natural logs to correct for skewed distributions in 
these attributes.  The distance variable is important for the Portland model, but not meaningful for the 
suburban jurisdictions so it is excluded from the final model for the suburbs.  Future analysis might 
explore including a distance term to suburban regional centers for the suburbs model.  Summary 
statistics for the data sets show that redeveloped parcels are on average larger and cheaper per square 
foot relative to parcels that did not redevelop over the observed time period. 

Figure 20: Summary statistics for the analyzed data sets 

Portland No change Redeveloped Total 

Observations 28,228 1,309 29,537 

Mean lot size (acres) 0.257 0.353 0.261 

Median lot size (acres) 0.116 0.168 0.116 

Mean value per square foot (2001) $40.11  $21.51  $39.29  

Median value per square foot (2001) $22.97 $15.98   $22.60  
 

Suburbs No change Redeveloped Total 

Observations 15,919 513 16,432 

Mean lot size (acres) 0.568 2.747 0.636 

Median lot size (acres) 0.172 0.537 0.176 

Mean value per square foot (2001) $24.62  $9.27  $24.14  

Median value per square foot (2001) $18.27  $6.91  $17.78  
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Figure 21: Parameter Estimates from the Regression 

Suburb Coefficients: 

              Estimate Std. Error z value Pr(>|z|)     

(Intercept)   -3.49263    0.08497 -41.105  < 2e-16 *** 

LogRelValue   -0.40199    0.03312 -12.139  < 2e-16 *** 

LogLotSize     0.44765    0.03293  13.595  < 2e-16 *** 

LogTractValue -0.60083    0.12665  -4.744  2.1e-06 *** 
 

Portland Coefficients: 

              Estimate Std. Error z value            Pr(>|z|)     

(Intercept)   -1.87405    0.10060 -18.628 <0.0000000000000002 *** 

Miles         -0.20010    0.01813 -11.035 <0.0000000000000002 *** 

LogRelValue   -0.42255    0.02690 -15.710 <0.0000000000000002 *** 

LogLotSize     0.35714    0.02961  12.061 <0.0000000000000002 *** 

LogTractValue -0.55361    0.06314  -8.768 <0.0000000000000002 *** 

--- 

Signif. codes:  0 ‘***’ 0.001 ‘**’ 0.01 ‘*’ 0.05 ‘.’ 0.1 ‘ ’ 1 

All variables are highly statistically significant in both models.  The distance variable was dropped from 
the suburban model because the estimated coefficient was very small and not statistically significant.  
Both of the price variables have a negative effect on redevelopment, so more expensive land is less 
likely to redevelop.  Lot size has a positive effect on redevelopment, so larger lots are more likely to 
redevelop.  In Portland, properties that are closer to the city center are more likely to redevelop. 

The intercept term has the interpretation of being the baseline rate of redevelopment, while the other 
explanatory variables allow the probability of redevelopment to vary across tax lots.  Ideally, we would 
like to have more explanatory power in the other variables instead of the intercept, but redevelopment 
is difficult to predict on a limited set of attributes that are consistently observable across properties.  
The following examples illustrate how the probability of redevelopment would vary with tax lot 
attributes in Portland.  The first example indicates that a hypothetical average tax lot in an average tract 
would have about a 3% probability of redevelopment.  The other examples show that as the tax lot gets 
bigger, closer to the city center, or cheaper for a developer to purchase, this probability increases. 

 

Figure 22: Examples of Parameter Effects on Redevelopment Probability 

Example 1 (median lot size) 
 

 Example 2 (1 acre lot) 
 

Lot size (acres) 0.116 
 

Lot size 1 

Relative tax lot value 1 
 

Relative tax lot value 1 

Relative tract value 1 
 

Relative tract value 1 
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Miles 4.07 
 

Miles 4.07 

Probability of redevelopment 3.05% 
 

Probability of redevelopment 6.37% 
 

    

Example 3 (1 mile from city center) 
 Example 4 (value 50% of average in tract & 

1 mile from city center) 

Lot size (median) 0.116 
 

Lot size (median) 0.116 

Relative tax lot value 1 
 

Relative tax lot value 0.5 

Relative tract value 1 
 

Relative tract value 1 

Miles 1 
 

Miles 1 

Probability of redevelopment 5.50% 
 

Probability of redevelopment 7.24% 
 

    

Example 5 (tract value 50% of average in region) 
 Example 6 (value 50% of average in tract & 

tract value 50% of average in region) 

Lot size (median) 0.116 
 

Lot size (median) 0.116 

Relative tax lot value 1 
 

Relative tax lot value 0.5 

Relative tract value 0.5 
 

Relative tract value 0.5 

Miles 4.07 
 

Miles 4.07 

Probability of redevelopment 4.42% 
 

Probability of redevelopment 5.84% 

 

Model fit 

Overall, the model is very good at producing accurate probabilities of redevelopment in aggregate; in 
other words it is well calibrated.  The model is moderately successful at identifying exactly which tax lots 
have a higher probability of redevelopment, i.e. it has moderate discrimination ability.  One measure of 
the model’s discrimination ability is the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve, which plots the 
probability of a false positive vs. a false negative as the probability cut-off point changes.  The bottom 
left hand corner of the graph represents a probability cutoff of 0, which increases along the curve to a 
maximum of 1 at the top right hand corner.  Along the diagonal line, the model would have no ability to 
discriminate between the lots that actually did redevelop and those that did not.  The area under the 
curve (AUC) in this case would 0.5.  The closer the line gets to the top left hand corner of the chart, the 
better the discrimination ability of the model.  A perfect fit would have an area of 1 under the curve.  
The following graphs show the ROC curves for Portland (left) and the suburbs (right).  The area under 
the Portland curve is 0.69 and the area under the curve for the suburbs is 0.77.  What this value means, 
for example, is that given any two observations in the suburbs, one that redeveloped and one that did 
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not, there is a 77% chance that the predicted probability of the redeveloped lot is higher than the 
predicted probability of the lot that did not redevelop. 

Figure 23: Area-Under-the-Curve Goodness of Fit Plots 

     Portland (AUC = 0.69)           Suburbs (AUC = 0.77) 

  

For additional testing of the fit of the model, the regression was run multiple times using an 80% sample 
of the data for each subarea (the “training” data set) and holding back 20% (the “testing” data set).  This 
test evaluates the stability of the coefficients over different subsamples (checking for influential 
observations) and allows for predicting the redevelopment outcome on the 20% sample that is not 
included in the model estimation.   

There are a couple of ways to measure the fit of the model for the testing data.  First, we could set a cut-
off probability above which we predict redevelopment to occur.  For example, we could say that all lots 
with a probability above 10% are predicted to redevelop while no change is predicted on the remaining 
lots.  Using this measure we can produce a confusion matrix that cross-tabulates the predicted 
outcomes vs. the observed outcomes.  The confusion matrices for one set of the sample regressions are 
included below.  They show relatively high rates of both false positives and false negatives (the 0/1 and 
1/0 cells).   

Figure 24: Regression Model Confusion Matrices 

Suburbs 
 

  Portland 
 

 

 predicted    
 

predicted  

observed 0 1 
Total 

observed   observed 0 1 
Total 

observed 
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0 

307
0 

11
2 3182   0 

541
4 160 5574 

1 85 23 108   1 230 26 256 

 Total 
predicted 

315
5 

13
5 3290 

  Total 
predicted 

564
4 186 5830 

 

As noted though, we should not necessarily expect to accurately identify exactly which tax lots 
redeveloped.  The model does do a good job of predicting how many tax lots redeveloped over the 
study period.  The following tables show the number of tax lots predicted to redevelop over five 
different 80% sample regressions, applying the resulting models to the 20% withheld testing data.  The 
predicted tax lots are calculated by adding up the predicted probabilities of redevelopment across all 
observations. 

Figure 25: Regression Model Validation Against Test Data 

 
Suburbs 

 
    Portland 

 
   

 
Tax lots   Shares 

 
Tax lots   Shares 

Sample 
Total 

lots 
Obs 

redev 
Pred 

redev   
Obs 

redev 
Pred 

redev 
 Total 

lots 
Obs 

redev 
Pred 

redev   
Obs 

redev 
Pred 

redev 

1 3262 90 105   2.8% 3.2% 
 

5864 260 261   4.4% 4.5% 

2 3348 104 102   3.1% 3.0% 
 

6009 256 270   4.3% 4.5% 

3 3309 115 103   3.5% 3.1% 
 

5826 257 261   4.4% 4.5% 

4 3218 93 103   2.9% 3.2% 
 

5863 271 259   4.6% 4.4% 

5 3315 107 103   3.2% 3.1% 
 

5913 257 263   4.3% 4.5% 

Average 3290 101.8 103.2   3.1% 3.1% 
 

5895 260.2 262.8   4.4% 4.5% 

 

We can also look at the distribution of observed and predicted redevelopment across various summary 
geographies and zoning classifications.  For example, the following chart shows the distribution across 
zoning classes for one 80% sample regression.  These numbers reflect the results of applying the model 
to the 20% testing sample.  The results are reasonable across all of the geographies, with a better match 
in Portland than in the suburbs.  This makes sense since there is a wider variety of zoning densities in the 
observed redevelopment across the suburban areas. 
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Figure 26: Distribution of observed vs. predicted redeveloped lots by Metro zone class 

 

 

We conducted other tests of the model fit as well, including estimating the model for various subarea 
geographies and the region as a whole.  These regressions indicated that the two final models are in fact 
different and should be estimated separately, particularly the intercept term and distance to the city 
center.  We also estimated models using only the last five years of redevelopment (2011-2015) rather 
than the full nine years.  This resulted in a lower predicted rate of redevelopment because many of the 
redevelopment observations in our data set occurred in 2007.  Finally, we applied different coefficients 
to the BLI data from our 80% sample regressions to evaluate sensitivity of future capacity to model 
specification.  
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Application to the BLI 

To apply the regression model to the BLI, we calculate for each eligible tax lot the probability of 
redevelopment using the estimated coefficients.  We first need to calculate the necessary attributes for 
each tax lot, including the log of the relative tax lot value, log of the relative tract value, log of lot size, 
and distance to the city center for the Portland observations.  This is a logistic regression, so the 
probability of redevelopment is calculated as:  

𝑃(𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙𝑜𝑝𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡) = 𝑒𝑥′𝛽1 + 𝑒𝑥′𝛽 

where the exponent is calculated from our regression results as (for the suburbs): 

𝑥′𝛽 = 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑝𝑡 + 𝛽1𝐿𝑜𝑔𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 +  𝛽2𝐿𝑜𝑔𝐿𝑜𝑡𝑆𝑖𝑧𝑒 + 𝛽3𝐿𝑜𝑔𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 

This probability is estimated using an observed data set that covers nine years.  In order to expand this 
to a 20-year probability, the original value is multiplied by 2.2, with an upper limit set at 100% 
probability of redevelopment.  This expanded probability can then be multiplied by the maximum zoned 
capacity on each lot (minus any existing development) to get an “expected” number of units.  Typically 
these probabilities are small, so the expected units will be spread across a large number of tax lots.  This 
is in contrast to the strike price methodology that would select all specified tax lots below a particular 
value threshold and count the full zoned capacity on those lots.  The aggregate capacity estimates from 
applying both the regression and strike price approaches are shown below.  
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Table 7: Redevelopment Statistical Analysis and Threshold Price Results in the 2018 BLI, with 2014 BLI Redevelopment 

Estimates for Comparison 

 

* Note that the 2014 BLI covers different future time period than the 2018 BLI and includes additional 

capacity for Damascus. 
 

Unincorporated Multnomah County redevelopment included in Portland number in 2018 BLI  
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The following two charts show the number of lots that redeveloped over the observed time period 
(blue), overlaid on the total number of tax lots (green) by total assessed value per square foot.  What is 
clear from these charts is that a very small percentage of the developed lots in any value bin actually 
redeveloped over the nine year period.  And while a larger share of the lower valued lots redeveloped, 
we observe redevelopment across a wide range of values. 

Figure 27: 2007-2015 Observed Redevelopment vs. All Developed Tax lots by Price.  All Portland (top chart), areas outside 

Portland (middle chart)  
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Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 176 of 1024

METRO-0198



The regression approach produces patterns of predicted redevelopment across tax lot values similar to 
what was observed in the LDMS data.  More lots are predicted to redevelop in lower value bins, but a 
small amount of redevelopment is predicted to occur on higher value tax lots as well.  The first three 
charts below depict tax lots, while the last two depict residential units. 

Figure 28: Predicted Redevelopment in the 2018 BLI Statistical Version.  For Portland (top), Areas Outside Portland (middle), 

and Region Altogether (bottom) 
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Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 178 of 1024

METRO-0200



Figure 29:  Regression-Forecast Redeveloped Units vs. Max Zoned Capacity (top) and Strike Price Method (bottom)  

 

 

 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 179 of 1024

METRO-0201



APPENDIX 3 – GROWTH FORECAST FINDINGS 

This appendix provides future-oriented decision-support information about the various decision options 
open to the Metro Council in the 2018 Urban Growth Management process. 

Land Use Forecast Tool Overview  

MetroScope, the region’s land use allocation model 

Metro uses MetroScope, an integrated land use and transportation computer model, to produce 
indicators of future land use performance to support Metro’s Urban Growth Boundary decision. 
MetroScope systematically forecasts where future employment and housing are likely to locate in the 
Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA. The model simulates market interactions leading to household and 
employment location choice given a set of capacity inputs (e.g. the Buildable Land Inventory capacity, 
city-proposed UGB expansion capacity, and other development supply assumptions) and demand inputs 
(total population and job growth from the regional-level macro-economic forecast). It estimates supply 
as a result of simulated market behaviors and produces outputs including housing prices; household 
location choices by zone, type (single-family or multi-family), and tenure (own or rent); and employment 
locations by zone by employment land type. MetroScope’s geographic zones are Census tracts or 
groupings thereof.  See appendix 2 for a description of the BLI and appendix 1 for information about the 
regional forecast.  Other model input assumptions appear below.  

The location choice for housing in MetroScope’s market simulation depends on: 

1. The location and amount of housing capacity, type of housing (SF or MF), tenure (own or rent) 
by census tract 

2. Household characteristics (i.e., household size, income, householder age, and whether the 
household includes children) 

3. Proximity to work locations and choices 
4. Relative home (or rent) prices 

In the same way, location choice for employment land need depends upon: 

1. The location and amount of industrial and commercial land by location (i.e., e-zone) 
2. Industry characteristics (i.e., by industry classifications in the NAICS system) 
3. Proximity to labor force, proximity to industrial clusters and employment agglomeration 
4. Relative real estate prices 

The model groups job together by category into building type affinities and matches these to available 
supply to spatially allocate employment demand. 

Metro convened a peer review of MetroScope in the autumn of 2018 which generally concluded that 
the model is sound for regional-level decision support and recommended additional model 
improvements. 

Complete model method documentation, a validation report, and a summary of the peer review can be 
found at: https://www.oregonmetro.gov/forecasting-models-and-model-documentation . 
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Methodological Foundations and Model Limitations  

1. MetroScope’s market simulation: 
a. Assumes that future employment land and residential consumption preferences will 

follow past observed behaviors.   In other words, households’ and firms’ tendencies will 
not change but inputs (supply, amount of growth to plan for) may change; 

b. Does not account for outside-MSA location options; 
c. Does not explicitly consider racial and ethnic demographics. 

2. Market segment information on residential (primarily income and household size) and non-
residential (building type) is available from this model but must be interpreted with caution 
since MetroScope was not validated at the market segment level. 

MetroScope Data Structures and Timing Assumptions 

Land use inputs to the MetroScope model have several key characteristics:  

Capacity – inputs are in housing units for residential land, acres for employment land. 

Zoning – inputs follow Metro Standard Regional Zoning (SRZ) categories. Each residential zone class has 
an associated density in units per net buildable acre, chosen to be consistent with information from 
each city expansion proposal. 

Census tract -- the model’s geographic unit of analysis (including for city-proposed UGB expansions) is 
2010 census tracts.   

Year Infrastructure Available –Metro assumed that all housing capacity in the city-proposed expansions 
would be available by Year 2023 and that housing production within the existing UGB would be 
absorbed consistent with historically-observed production rates. 
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Forecast Process Overview 

Scenario Approach 

Metro Council directed staff to provide decision options for the 2018 Urban Growth Management 
process. In response staff examined the ranges of choices and uncertainty in three key forecast inputs:  
(1) the range of possible overall regional growth in people and jobs, (2) a range of possible contributions 
of existing within-UGB capacity for housing and commercial construction, and (3) expanding or not 
expanding the urban growth boundary (UGB) based on proposals solicited from interested cities.  Note 
that any city-proposed UGB expansions would be made into acknowledged urban reserves. The ranges 
for growth and existing capacity account for uncertainty in the various forecast assumptions. 

Staff formulated different scenarios by combining different “settings” of those three key inputs.  The 
“settings” used included: 

 Growth = High, Medium, and Low versions of the Regional Economic Forecast (high and low 
represent roughly a 95% confidence interval around the medium or likely version) 

 Existing Capacity = High, Medium, and Low versions of the Buildable Land Inventory (“low” = 
based on 2007-2015 historical redevelopment trends, medium = historical method @ 3 times 
greater likelihood of redevelopment, high = threshold price method) 

 All or None of the city-proposed UGB Expansions 

See Table 7: UGM Scenario Inputs for details on scenario inputs. 

In all, staff tested 14 scenarios tested produced from variations of the above inputs. Model outputs for 
many of the scenarios were in nonrealistic ranges, indicating that those scenarios were impractical in 
the real world. Four scenarios emerged from the tests that appeared tenable based on values of the 
indicators; staff observe that those four scenarios offer a definition of the range of decision options.  
Indicators for the selected scenarios appear further below.  

Note that the results from these scenarios are purely informational until the Metro Council makes a 
decision later in 2018.  That decision will specify the “settings” that the region will plan for in terms of 
growth and existing capacity utilization, and whether or not to accept the various cities’ expansion 
proposals. 

How to interpret forecast results from this forecast series 

This series of scenario forecasts uses a “reference” scenario as an analytic comparison case to other, 

more-realistic future scenarios.  The reference scenario should not be interpreted as a realistic possible 
future because its outcomes are untenable (i.e. the model had to operate outside of its viable range). 

The forecast findings contain uncertainty.  Numbers are best used for comparison purposes rather than 

as absolute values, since cumulative uncertainty is at least plus or minus ten percent. 
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Forecast inputs and assumptions, including city-proposed UGB expansions 

Common Inputs Across All Scenarios 
Table 1: UGM Scenario Assumptions  

 

 

Neighborhood Score Assumptions: 

The neighborhood score is constructed as a relative index of neighborhood attractiveness after netting out the effects of 
accessibility, property value, lot size, and other directly measurable qualities. The neighborhood scores in areas added to 
the Metro UGB since 1997 may not have reflected recent urbanization, so the scores for the relevant census tracts were 
adjusted. Because development in the city-proposed expansion areas may change substantially from what exists today, 
the scores in the census tracts that approximate the city proposed expansions were revised to reflect the urbanization 
proposals (see next section for details) 

Source: Metro Research Center, May 2018 
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Translating city-proposed UGB expansions into MetroScope formats 

Residential and employment capacity for the proposed UGB expansion areas were provided by the jurisdictions in their 
“Letters of Interest” and in other communications.  Note that given the accelerated timeline of the 2018 process the 
final city concept plans may differ slightly in detail (e.g. number of housing units) from the Letters of Interest. At the 
regional scale of analysis such minor differences will have no noticeable effect on the forecast indicators. 

Since the jurisdictions did not yet provide the detailed zoning information that would be part of future comprehensive 
plans, Metro Research Center staff needed to translate the submitted generalized concept assumptions into RLIS 
(Regional Land Information System) standardized zone categories and density assumptions needed to run the 
MetroScope land use model.  Additional input assumptions were required for mixed-use categories, i.e., MUR (mixed-
use residential) splits. 

Draft versions of the translated assumptions were sent to the jurisdictions for review and if necessary revision. Care was 
taken to make the resulting model inputs reflect the intent of each jurisdiction’s city-proposed expansion provisions. 

The data were incorporated into this first round of forecasting UGM (urban growth management) scenarios.  The input 
assumptions are solely for the UGM process, and have not been used for any distributed forecast allocation.  

Step 1:  Metro determined which census tract(s) the expansion area occupies.  In the case of multiple tracts, an 
approximate split of the total CITY-PROPOSED capacity was estimated based on geographic area. 

Step 2:  Jurisdictions confirmed the fraction of the total buildable acres in the expansion area that goes into each of four 
land use types:  Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Mixed-Use Residential (a combination of Multi-Family 
Residential and Commercial).  

Step 3:  Defined a number of Residential "design types”, and their shares of the total residential capacity.  The design 
types are defined by the share of land between single family and multi-family land types, and the density to be applied 
for each type.  Metro proposed an initial set of design types, which were approved or modified by the jurisdictions.   

The following tables summarize the methodology and assumptions for the 4 city-proposed expansion areas by Census 
tract (MetroScope’s geographic unit of analysis). The map below illustrates the location of the city-proposals. 
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Map 1: City-proposed expansion areas 

  

Table 2: Summary table of city-proposed capacity assumptions 
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Table 3: Capacity worksheet – Hillsboro Witch Hazel expansion 

 

Table 4: Capacity worksheet- Wilsonville Frog Pond expansion 

 

Jurisdiction Res. Design Types: Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Total

Expansion Area Share of Res. Acres 55% 45%

Census Tract 323 Share of SF 50% 100%
% in Tract 100% SF Units/Acre 12.5 7.3

Total SF Units 251 240 491

Total Net Acres 73
Share of MF 50% 0%

Share of Total Acres: MF Units/Acre 17.8
Residential 100% Total MF Units 357 0 357

Commercial 0%
Industrial 0%

Mixed Use Res 0% MUR, % Acres in MF n/a
MUR Units/Acre

Total MUR Units 0 0 0

MUR, % Acres in Comm. n/a
Commercial Acres 0.0 Total Units 608 240 0 848

Hillsboro

Witch Hazel

Jurisdiction Res. Design Types: Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Total

Expansion Area Share of Res. Acres 20% 40% 40%

Census Tract 227.02 Share of SF 100% 100% 100%
% in Tract 100% SF Units/Acre 12.5 9.7 8.7

Total SF Units 335 520 466 1,321

Total Net Acres 134
Share of MF 0% 0% 0%

Share of Total Acres: MF Units/Acre

Residential 100% Total MF Units 0 0 0 0

Commercial 0%
Industrial 0%

Mixed Use Res 0% MUR, % Acres in MF n/a
MUR Units/Acre

Total MUR Units 0 0 0 0

MUR, % Acres in Comm. n/a
Commercial Acres 0.0 Total Units 335 520 466 1,321

Wilsonville

Frog Pond
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Table 5: Capacity worksheets – Beaverton Cooper Mtn. expansion 

 

Jurisdiction Res. Design Types: Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Total

Expansion Area Share of Res. Acres 10% 40% 50%

Census Tract 318.04   (West part) Share of SF 90% 90% 90%
% in Tract 75% SF Units/Acre 10.9 8.7 6.2

Total SF Units 266 848 755 1,869

Total Net Acres 271
Share of MF 10% 10% 10%

Share of Total Acres: MF Units/Acre 33.4 33.4 33.4
Residential 100% Total MF Units 90 362 452 904

Commercial 0%
Industrial 0%

Mixed Use Res 0% MUR, % Acres in MF n/a
MUR Units/Acre

Total MUR Units 0 0 0 0

MUR, % Acres in Comm. n/a
Commercial Acres 0.0 Total Units 356 1,210 1,207 2,773

Jurisdiction Res. Design Types: Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Total

Expansion Area Share of Res. Acres 10% 20% 70%

Census Tract 318.13   (East part) Share of SF 100% 100% 100%
% in Tract 25% SF Units/Acre 17.4 8.7 6.2

Total SF Units 206 206 513 925

Total Net Acres 118
Share of MF 0% 0% 0%

Share of Total Acres: MF Units/Acre

Residential 100% Total MF Units 0 0 0 0

Commercial 0%
Industrial 0%

Mixed Use Res 0% MUR, % Acres in MF n/a
MUR Units/Acre

Total MUR Units 0 0 0 0

MUR, % Acres in Comm. n/a
Commercial Acres 0.0 Total Units 206 206 513 925

Beaverton

Cooper Mtn.

Beaverton

Cooper Mtn.
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Table 6: Capacity worksheet - King City expansion 

  

Jurisdiction Res. Design Types: Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Total

Expansion Area Share of Res. Acres 50% 50%

Census Tract 319.08   (West part) Share of SF 50% 50%
% in Tract 40% SF Units/Acre 12.5 6.9

Total SF Units 381 212 593

Total Net Acres 128
Share of MF 50% 50%

Share of Total Acres: MF Units/Acre 12.3 12.3
Residential 95% Total MF Units 375 375 750

Commercial 0%
Industrial 0%

Mixed Use Res 5% MUR, % Acres in MF n/a
MUR Units/Acre

Total MUR Units 0 0 0

MUR, % Acres in Comm. 20%
Commercial Acres 1.3 Total Units 756 587 0 1,343

Jurisdiction Res. Design Types: Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Total

Expansion Area Share of Res. Acres 50% 50%

Census Tract 319.07   (East part) Share of SF 50% 50%
% in Tract 40% SF Units/Acre 12.5 6.9

Total SF Units 556 308 864

Total Net Acres 187
Share of MF 50% 50%

Share of Total Acres: MF Units/Acre 12.3 12.3
Residential 95% Total MF Units 547 547 1,094

Commercial 0%
Industrial 0%

Mixed Use Res 5% MUR, % Acres in MF n/a
MUR Units/Acre

Total MUR Units 0 0 0

MUR, % Acres in Comm. 20%
Commercial Acres 1.9 Total Units 1,103 855 0 1,958

King City

King City

King City

King City
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Scenario-Specific Inputs 
Table 7: UGM Scenario Inputs 

 

Source: Metro Research Center, May 2018 

Assumptions are for research purposes only and do not reflect a UGM decision or future UGB expansion decision by the 
current or future Metro Council. 

Note that existing capacity totals differ slightly between the MetroScope inputs summarized above and the Metro BLI, 
which has its focus on the UGB, because of small production differences needed to account for ex-urban MetroScope 
geographies. 
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Residential Forecast Results – PRELIMINARY 2018 UGM Scenario Findings 

Historical and Census Reference Information  

Data specifically for the Metro UGB, particularly long-term history, is not usually available. Statistics for 
comparing Metro UGB performance substitute the Tri-county region (comprised of Clackamas, 
Multnomah and Washington) for the UGB. 

Table 8: Tenure (home ownership rate) of Metro Tri-county (Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington) 

 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 
Own 193,240 253,532 280,524 348,353 392,329 
Rent 107,201 155,231 184,143 221,108 245,864 
 
ownership% 

 
64% 

 
62% 

 
60% 

 
61% 

 
61% 

 
SF% of new 
households 
over 10 
years 

 
 

 
1970-80 

56% 

 
1980-90 

48% 

 
1990-00 

65% 

 
2000-10 

64% 

Source: U.S. Census 

Decennial census readings of tenure for the Tri-county region indicate a long-term stability of 
homeownership rates over the 40 years of data. The decade-to-decade change rate reveals some 
variability in the SF choice made by new households, falling between 48% and 65%. 

Table 9: Structure Type share (SF = single family, MF = multi-family) of Metro Tri-county (Clackamas, Multnomah, and 

Washington) 

 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 
SF 233,013 311,185 333,013 396,868 443,781 
MF 67,428 120,315 131,654 172,593 194,412 
Single-
family% 

 
78% 

 
72% 

 
72% 

 
70% 

 
70% 

Marginal 
change in 
SF% 

 
 

 
1970-80 

60% 

 
1980-90 

66% 

 
1990-00 

61% 

 
2000-10 

68% 
Source: U.S. Census 

The decennial census readings indicate an “average” single family final demand of about 70% and 30% 
for multi-family units. The SF marginal (or change between decades) indicates a range between 60% and 
68% over the long-term period. The swings in marginal single family share appears to be somewhat 
correlated with regional real estate and business cycles. In decades of faster growth and an increase to 
economic prosperity, the marginal rate tends to rise. Changes in the federal tax code and interest rates 
may have also contributed to affordability during these periods making home buying more attractive. 
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Table 10: Median Owner Housing Unit Value (price in 2015 inflation adjusted dollars) 

 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 
Census Value $ 89,910 $ 102,307 $ 184,584 $ 131,112 $ 240,076 $ 325,416 
Annual %chg.  1.3% 6.1% -3.4% 6.2% 3.1% 
Source: U.S. Census 

The decennial census reports homeowner housing values and gross rents. Housing values and rents are 
figures reported by Census surveyees. Gross rents are a measurement of reported monthly rents which 
also include an imputation of home heating utility costs. The statistics in the nearby tables have been 
adjusted for inflation.  The adjusted values show the purchasing power dollar value for year 2015 prices 
using the U.S. urban all-items consumer price index (CPI). 

In the last 50 years, real median home values reported in the Census have risen 262%, while reported 
median rents rose just 59%. 

Table 11: Median Gross Rents - monthly (rent in 2015 inflation adjusted dollars) 

 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 
Rent $ 583 $ 725 $  783 $ 795 $  926 $  928 
Annual %chg.  2.2% 0.8% 0.2% 1.5% 0.0% 
Source: U.S. Census 

 

Figure 1: Rolling 20-year Metro UGB capture rate; Average = 61% (data: 1979 to 2017) 

The Metro UGB capture rate shows an average reading of 61% based on data from 1979 to present. This 
reading is of population growth within the Metro UGB and compared to MSA level population growth. 
The data points in the capture rate histogram show fluctuations in the 20 year capture rate on an annual 
rolling basis. Swings in the capture rate tend to move in a direct relationship with real estate and 
regional economic business cycles. This capture rate statistics is based on Census, PSU, ESRI Business 
Analyst figures and Metro Data Resource Center compilation of this data. 
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2018-2038 Growth Scenario Forecast Indicators 
Table 12: Scenario Alternatives & Key Findings 

  

History 0 1 2 3 4

1830 1831 1843 1835 1841
Line 1 GROWTH MED MED LOW MED MED
Line 2 CAPACITY LOW HIGH LOW HIGH MED
Line 3 UGB EXPANSION NO NO NO YES YES
Line 4 FUTURE EXPANSIONS NO NO NO NO NO

UGM Metrics:

Reference 
Trend
 "No 

Action 
Plan"

Depend 
on 

existing 
capacity

Plan for 
low 

growth

Depend on 
existing 

cap. w/ city 
UGB adds

Hedge 
dependencies 

on existing 
cap.  w/ UGB 

adds
Figure 1 2018-2038  UGB Household Capture Rate (7- county) 61% 64% 72% 63% 72% 71%

Historic Reference Period 1979-Present

Figure 2a 2018-2038   Share of New Units by Tenure,   Owners 64% 41% 41% 53% 42% 42%
2018-2038   Share of New Units by Tenure,   Renters 36% 59% 59% 47% 58% 58%
Historic Reference Year for ALL households:  (1990-2010 Census)

Figure 2b 2038   Share of Units by Tenure,   Owners 59% 55% 54% 57% 54% 54%
2038   Share of Units by Tenure,   Renters 41% 45% 46% 43% 46% 46%
Historic Reference Year for ALL households:  2016 (ACS 1-year)

Figure 3a 2018-2038   Share of New Units by Type,   Single Family 64% 38% 30% 49% 31% 32%
2018-2038   Share of New Units by Type,   Multi-Family 36% 62% 70% 51% 69% 68%
Historic Reference Year for ALL households:  (1990-2010 Census)

Figure 3b 2038   Share of Units by Type,   Single Family 68% 60% 56% 63% 56% 57%
2038   Share of Units by Type,   Multi-Family 32% 40% 44% 37% 44% 43%
Historic Reference Year for ALL households:  2016 (ACS 1-year)

Figure 4a 2038 Percentage of SF Capacity Remaining N/A 0% 9% 12% 9% 8%
Figure 4b 2038 Percentage of MF Capacity Remaning N/A 6% 36% 40% 38% 29%

Figure 5a 2010-2038  SF Housing Price, Relative Increase 207% * 250% 161% 222% 292%
Figure 5b 2010-2038  MF Housing Price, Relative Increase 23% * 76% 63% 67% 94%

Historic Reference Period 1990-2010 (extrapolated to 28 years)

Figure 6a 2010-2038  SF Housing Price, Annualized Percent 4.7% * 5% 3% 4% 5%
Figure 6b 2010-2038  MF Housing Price, Annualized Percent 0.8% * 2.0% 1.8% 1.9% 2.4%

Historic Reference Period 1990-2010

2038 MEDIAN = $69,706

Figure 7a 2038  Average Owner Monthy Housing Cost $1,784 * $3,771 $2,881 $3,488 $4,257
Figure 7b 2038  Average Renter Monthy Housing Cost $1,258 * $2,189 $2,049 $2,111 $2,383

Historic Reference Year for ALL households:  2016 (ACS 1-year)

Figure 8a 2038  Average Owner Monthy Housing Cost, % of Income 30% * 65% 50% 60% 73%
Figure 8b 2038  Average Renter Monthy Housing Cost, % of Income 30% * 38% 35% 36% 41%

(Median Income Households)
Historic Reference Period: HUD benchmark

1830 1831 1843 1835 1841
* Scenario produced unrealistically indicators (such as price apprication), indicating that land markets
and the public sector would seek other solutions in the future such as the other four scenarios.
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Chart 1: Forecast % Housing Unit Capacity Remaining within UGB in Year 2028 by Type 

 

Chart 2: Forecast Housing Unit Price Apprciation 2018-2028 by Type, as APR 

 

History: Single-family (SF) = 4.7% APR; Multifamily (MF) = 0.8% APR (Census: 1990-2010) 
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Chart 3:  Forecast Year 2038 Total UGB Housings Unit Tenure Share 

 

Chart 4: Forecast Tenure Share of New Housing Units 2018-2038 

 

Homeownership rate history = 64% (Census: 1990-2010) 
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Chart 5: Forecast Type Share of All Housing Units in 2038 

 

Chart 6: Forecast Type Share of New Housing Units 2018-2038 

 

Structure type history: 64% SF; 36% MF (Census: 1990-2010) 
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Forecast Indicators Interpretations summary 

Scenarios that suggest a viable “decision space” for Metro Council 

Forecasts tested fourteen combinations of the growth, existing capacity, and expansion options describe 
above.  Not all scenarios can be considered tenable potential futures.  Staff identified the reference 
scenario (Scenario Zero) as representing recent historical trends carried forward (likely growth, low 
dependence on existing capacity, no UGB expansion or other public sector actions). Four of the other 
scenarios produced findings within or close to the range of historical values of the forecast indicators; 
staff suggest that those four scenarios define a tenable range of decision options for Council: 

1) “Depend on existing capacity”: Medium (Likely) growth / High existing capacity / No-expansion 
2) “Plan for low growth”: Low-growth / Low (historical) existing capacity / No-expansion 
3) “Depend on existing capacity with choices added via city proposals”: Medium (Likely) growth / High 

existing capacity / All city-proposed UGB expansions 
4) “Hedge dependence on existing capacity and add housing choices via the city proposals”: Medium 

(Likely) growth / Medium existing capacity / All city-proposed UGB expansions 

Staff based their suggestion on several factors.  First, indicators for the four suggested scenarios (1 
through 4 above) show APR price appreciation for SF (3% to 5%) and MF (1.8% to 2.4%) in the range of 
historical values.  The scenarios also show remaining MSA SF capacity close to/greater than 10% and 
ample MF capacity.  Note that, in contrast, the reference scenario shows no remaining SF capacity and 
only about 5% MF capacity (which, given location preferences and other factors is essentially no 
remaining capacity).  This highlights the need for more housing production than past trends have tended 
to produce (as tested in the other four scenarios) since the reference scenario is not a realistic possible 
future. 

General Observations from the Forecast Scenarios 

The reference scenario makes clear--by forecasting essentially no capacity left with a corresponding 
spike in price appreciation--that the region will need to increase housing production beyond historical 
production trends if it is to house its likely future population.  Conversely, if decision-makers choose to 
plan for growth at the lower end of the forecast uncertainty band, then the Scenario 2 forecast suggests 
that historical housing production trends could be sufficient with no need for additional production from 
a UGB expansion. 

Choosing to plan for likely growth would require--as tested in forecasts for Scenarios 1, 3, and 4—
greater than historical housing production.  This could be achieved by depending entirely upon existing 
capacity producing high numbers of housing units (especially through redevelopment) with no UGB 
expansion (Scenario 1), depending on high production with all or some city-proposed expansions to vary 
the housing choices (Scenario 3), or depending on medium-high production from existing capacity with 
some or all city-proposed expansions to provide additional choices (Scenario 4).  Since high production 
levels from existing capacity depend upon MF redevelopment which in turn depends on having a strong 
economy (akin to the high end of the growth uncertainty range) Scenario 4 could be labeled a 
conservative dependence upon existing capacity. 
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Mix of Type and Tenure is Worth Thinking About 

Staff observe that the forecast findings do suggest that decision-makers should reflect carefully on the 
housing choices (type and tenure) provided across the array of tenable alternatives.  The forecasts tend 
to find that while consumers are probably willing to substitute MF for SF to a certain extent, that 
substitutability has limits: single-family and ownership opportunities will continue to be in strong 
demand.  In other words, “the mix matters” as shown by changes across scenarios in the marginal 
choice of MF in future years and the asymmetry in the SF vs. MF price responses. 

Housing Production in the City-Proposed Expansions Likely to Affect Regional Indicators 

Scenarios 1 and 3 provide a look at the effects of housing production planned for in the city-proposed 
expansions, that being the only difference between forecast inputs for those two scenarios.  The 
analysis indicates that if the total housing production  in the city-proposed expansions comes to pass it 
would probably have noticeable but small effects at the regional level by lowering price appreciation 
somewhat  in the SF (and very slightly in the MF) market and increasing the proportion of owned units 
somewhat.  These findings should be considered in the context that they are within the model’s margin 
of error. 

Finally, the scenario forecasts altogether suggest two additional conclusions:  if the region grows at the 
high end of the growth forecast uncertainty range then none of the housing production options tested is 
likely to suffice; and affordability will continue to be a challenge (no scenarios show particularly low 
price appreciation indicators).  However, past experience has shown that expanding the UGB will not 
result in housing production if governance and infrastructure funding challenges are not addressed. It is 
important to note that the price statistics are aggregate indicators and not a statement of what 
individual households would actually experience.    
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Forecast Indicators Interpretations summary 

The following section supplies a more-detailed discussion of the forecast indicators and each scenario. 

Selection was based primarily on combinations of scenario input settings that yielded rent, home price 
and cost burdens that remained close to historical averages and trends. Economists often use price as 
an aggregate indicator of a healthy growing economy. The reaction of supply and demand reveal 
themselves in the performance of key price indicators, such as home values, rents and costs in the case 
of residential real estate markets. Staff judged the four selected scenario options plausible from a price 
appreciation standpoint for future renters and owners.  The findings include regional aggregate cost 
burden indicators in consideration of the Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 30-percent-of-median 
household-income threshold as a guiding benchmark. 

Because there is uncertainty in the scenario options, it is best to examine the scenarios comparatively, 
with a separate scenario as a reference case. The reference scenario should not be considered a tenable 
solution as compared to the four selected options. The reference case is based on the continuation of 
historic growth trends (i.e., medium regional growth), carrying forward historic-trend redevelopment 
capacity assumptions (i.e., redevelopment rate of the region for the last 9 years), and assuming no UGB 
expansions. The reference case is comparable to a “no action” plan or “status quo” scenario option. The 
discussion that follows shows future outcomes, with some more plausible than others. Taken as a 
whole, there are lessons learned. 

Historical Trend “Reference” Scenario – Scenario 0 

The “no action” scenario is not a tenable scenario but it provides a useful reference or comparison for 
discussing the other scenarios. The “no action” scenario assumes the following main inputs for regional 
growth, buildable land inventory capacity and city-proposed UGB expansions. 

Scenario 0 assumes: 
1. Medium growth (i.e., likely trend regional employment and population growth); 
2. Low or historical-trend existing capacity (i.e., redevelopment probabilities equal to historic rates 

over the last 9 years); 
3. No UGB expansions. 

Scenario 0 Discussion 
 Surplus demand for SF products is indicated by the complete consumption of all single family 

(SF) capacity – evidenced by a reading of 0% SF capacity remaining. Multifamily (MF) is virtually 
exhausted – 6% left over.  

 Surplus demand and no SF supply remaining causes sharp SF price appreciation reaching 
unrealistic values (or APR increases of almost 16% per year) 

 Marginal ownership choice is 24 percentage points below the Census marginal share – 
Historically, tenure choice has not shifted this rapidly. 

 Mix of marginal structure type choice is “reversed” from historic absolute share. SF share is 26 
percentage points below historic norms. This suggests continued demand for future SF capacity 
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(also evidenced by SF home prices spiking rapidly upward to unrealistic levels and the marginal 
ownership shift cited above) 

 The scenario shows a consumer switch into MF which causes MF prices to also spike rapidly.  
Indeed, all price and affordability indicators are untenably high, signifying that this model run 
does not describe a viable, realistic future.  

Scenario 0 Findings 
 The price indices and complete consumption of SF supply suggest that this scenario does not 

represent a viable twenty-year solution. 
 The results indicate that the region has need for additional housing production for both SF and 

MF--especially for SF--under the assumptions of likely growth and current market-trending 
levels for existing capacity. 

Scenario 1 

Scenario 1 assumes: 
4. Likely (medium) Growth Forecast 
5. High (threshold-price redevelopment) Existing Capacity Option 
6. No UGB expansions 

Scenario 1 Discussion 
 Strong  demand for SF products leaves only  9% SF capacity remaining.  
 MF shows 36% capacity left over. The assumption of more redevelopment partly takes away 

price pressure in this scenario. However, demand to own still causes a sharp spike in home 
values (but rents to a much lesser extent as discussed in later bullet points). 

 Surplus demand and little SF supply left over leads to a 20-year rice indictor increase of 250% in 
owner SF homes (or annual price increases of almost 4.6% per year). SF price increases are 
dampened as substitution partly draws away demand to into renting and MF residences. 

 The swift SF price jump is additional evidence of strong demand for SF production. 
 Marginal ownership choice is 23 percentage points below the Census marginal share – 

Historically, tenure choice has not shifted this much, suggests that the limited capacity available 
for owner SF production might still be skewing forecast results. 

 Mix of marginal structure type choice is reversed from the historic absolute share. SF share is 34 
percentage points below historic norms.  

 MF prices rise 76% by 2038. The assumption of a high MF redevelopment capacity in this 
scenario alternative helps dampen MF price appreciation.  

 The owner affordability index indicator is 65% and the renter index is 38% of MFI, suggesting 
continuing concerns for affordability. 

Scenario 1 Findings 
 Scenario 1 assumes high redevelopment production within the current UGB, greater than 

historical trends. Redevelopment at this level would require a very strong economy and 
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perhaps (especially if actual economic growth is not particularly high) additional public sector 
policies and incentives to support and encourage the multi-family redevelopment market. 

 If these conditions are met, Scenario 1 paints a conceivable future in which no UGB expansion 
would be necessary. 

Scenario 2 

Scenario 2 assumes: 
7. Low Growth Forecast; 
8. Low existing capacity assumption (historical trend redevelopment);  
9. No  UGB expansions. 

Scenario 2 Discussion 
 Growth at the lower end of the uncertainty range would take some pressure off housing 

production within the current UGB;  SF capacity remaining indicator would be over 10% and MF 
at 40%. 

 The higher supply-to-demand ratio in Scenario 2 produces the lowest price appreciation and 
affordability indicators across all the tenable scenarios (e.g. price appreciation at 3% APR for SF, 
1.8% for MF) 

Scenario 2 Findings 
 Scenario 2 assumes historic-trend redevelopment production within the existing UGB and 

growth at the low end of the uncertainty range. 
 If these conditions are met, Scenario 2 paints another conceivable future in which no UGB 

expansion would be necessary. 

Scenario 3 

Scenario 3 assumes: 
1. Likely (medium) Growth Forecast 
2. High Capacity Assumption (Threshold-price / high redevelopment option)  
3. Expand the UGB using all four city-proposed expansions 

Scenario 3 Discussion 
 Scenario 3 is identical to 1 with the exception that 3 assumes all city-proposed UGB expansions 

enter the UGB and are made buildable by 2025, totaling about 9,200 more residential units. 
 Strong demand for SF products is indicated by the low remaining SF capacity (9% remaining).  
 MF shows 38% capacity left over. The assumption of more redevelopment dampens price 

pressures in a manner similar to scenario 1. Strong demand to own still causes home values to 
spike (but rents to a much lesser extent as discussed in later bullet points). 

 Strong demand and little SF supply left over leads to a price jump of 222% in owner SF homes 
(or annual price increases of almost 4.3% per year). Prices in 3 don’t rise as much as in scenario 
1 because of the added city-proposed expansion capacity. 
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 Marginal ownership choice is 22 percentage points below the Census marginal share – 
Historically, tenure choice has not shifted this much, suggests that the limited capacity available 
for owner SF production might be skewing forecast results. 

 Mix of marginal structure type choice is “reversed” from the historic marginal share. SF share is 
33 percentage points below historic norms.  

 20-year MF price indicator rises 67% by 2038. The assumed high level of redevelopment 
dampens the increase in MF price. 

 The owner affordability index is 60% and the renter index is 36% of MFI, suggesting continued 
pressure on affordability. 

Scenario 3 Findings 
 Scenario 3 assumes production of redevelopment to exceed observed historical trends. 

Redevelopment at this level would require a very strong economy and perhaps additional public 
sector policies and incentives to support and encourage the multi-family redevelopment 
market. 

 Housing production from the city-proposed expansions would probably lower price 
appreciation slightly and promote slightly higher ownership levels at the regional indicator 
level.  This suggests that Scenario 3 provides somewhat more housing type and tenure choice 
than Scenarios 1 or 2. 

 If these conditions are met, Scenario 3 describes a tenable choice that includes UGB expansions. 

Scenario 4 

Scenario 4 assumes: 
1. Likely (medium) Growth Projection 
2. Medium Capacity Assumption (triple historic probability of  redevelopment @ at taxlot level)  
3. Yes – city-proposed UGB expansions 

Scenario 4 Discussion 
 Scenario 4 is most similar to Scenario 3, but with lower dependence upon existing within-UGB 

capacity 
 Scenario 4 falls between Scenarios 1 and 3 in dependence upon existing capacity. The capacity 

setting in Scenario 4 asserts a 3-fold increase in the redevelopment probabilities over Scenario 2 
(e.g. a taxlot 8% likely to redevelop in Scenario 2 would have a 24% probability in Scenario 4) 

 Strong  demand for SF products is indicated by the low amount of SF capacity remaining (8%) 
 MF shows 29% capacity left over (Scenario 3=38%), consequently Scenario 4 price indices are 

close to the Scenario 3 outlook. 
 Same demand as Scenario 3, but with less MF capacity than 3, the rise in price of SF housing is 

292% (3=222%), rents rise 94% (3=67%). Yet another indication that SF and MF are not fully 
substitutable goods. 

 The increase in SF price is another signal of the strong SF demand. 
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 Marginal ownership choice is 23 percentage points below the Census marginal share – 
Historically, tenure choice has not shifted this much, suggests that the limited capacity available 
for owner SF production might be skewing forecast results. 

 Mix of marginal structure type choice is “reversed” from the historic absolute share. SF share is 
32 percentage points (Scenario 3=33%) below historic norms.  

 The owner affordability index is 73% (Scenario 3=60%) and the renter index is 41% (Scenario 
3=36%) of MFI, indicating continued pressure on affordability. 

Scenario 4 Findings 
 Scenario 4 assumes redevelopment capacity to exceed observed historical trend of last 9 years.  
 Other things being equal, in order to hit a redevelopment probability that is set to 3 times 

greater than historical trend would require a very strong economy and perhaps public sector 
action to stimulate an increase in market-rate redevelopment 

 SF price indicators still make affordability for owners a challenge, with less but still noticeable 
pressure on renters. 

 If these conditions are met, Scenario 4 describes a tenable choice that includes UGB expansions 
with a less dependence upon existing capacity within the current UGB. 

Closing Observations about the Residential Forecast Indicators 

All scenario options point to the region needing more than historic-trend housing production.  Potential 
public sector actions could include city-proposed UGB expansions, market-wise incentives to boost 
redevelopment above historical trends, or other public-sector initiatives to stimulate existing 
redevelopment activity within the current UGB.  Also, increasing private sector redevelopment may 
occur as a market response to strong demand for housing. Robust price appreciations in all scenarios 
indicates the ongoing challenges of affordability. 

The city-proposed UGB expansions provide potentially-feasible housing production and could offer 
additional types of choice (the concept-planned production would be about two-thirds SF). This is 
assuming that cities, local utility districts and private developers come together and are able to follow 
through with actual housing production commensurate with the proposals’ concept plans.  

 The capacity estimated for city-proposed expansions in total add up to about 1 year of 
residential production. 

 The estimate is 9,200 units from totaling the city proposals. (This is a Metro estimate and will 
change as more detailed planning and zoning concepts are made available.) 

 The region averages about 10,000 to 12,000 new units produced a year. 
 In the current real estate cycle, new units have reached a peak of 17,000 permits in a year.  
 Recent housing production conditions show some signs of MF production slowing. 
 Historically, the homeownership rate is about 60% over the last 40+ years. 
 Structure type final demand, historically, is about two-thirds single family (SF). 
 Prior to the Great Recession, permits for SF construction ran close to 70% of total units 
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 Since then, the average has been closer to a 50/50 mix of SF and MF. 
 The city-proposals’ impact on real estate production is small as compared over the next 20 year 

period – other things being equal – amounts to less than 5% of total production demanded. 
 City proposals (assuming the housing gets built) impact indicators in a directions that likely 

support regional policies related to housing choices. 
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Employment Forecast Results – PRELIMINARY 2018 UGM Scenario Findings 

 

Note: the non-residential (employment land) supply planned for in the city-proposed UGB expansions is 
small. The city-proposed expansions are primarily focused on adding more residential supply to the 
current UGB.  

MSA Employment Forecast 

The MSA employment forecasts for the UGM – Low Growth, Medium (likely) Growth, and High Growth – 
appear in a table below.  The forecast spans years 2018 to 2038, grouped by employment sectors (retail, 
service, industrial, and all else).  Each forecast shows the growth between 2018 and 2038 and the shares 
of the total 2018-2038 growth for each sector.  Note that there is either very small growth or a net loss 
for industrial employment over the 20-year time period.   

The supersectors definitions, based on North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) 
categories, appear in a separate table below. 

Comparing the range forecasts, two things to note are first, that there is a wide range in the absolute 
growth, and second, that there is a shift in the shares by sector.  The approach taken of interpreting 
results is to compare pairs of scenarios that reflect the changing of one policy variable at a time (i.e., the 
settings for growth, capacity, city-proposed UGB expansion and future expansions). As the range 
forecasts are relatively far apart, it makes sense to pair the scenario comparisons so that one is always 
comparing pairs with the same forecast setting.  

To illustrate the difference in the sector growth shares, observe the sharper drop in industrial jobs in the 
low scenario relative to the medium growth forecast. Note also that industrial jobs edge up in the high 
growth scenario. These 7-county MSA forecast outcomes are not a consequence of Metro UGB land 
supply considerations, but relate to macroeconomic trends seen nationwide. 
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Table 13: MSA Employment Forecast Range, by Year and Supersector 

 

                    

Growth Forecast LOW MED HIGH

Retail (2018) 230,430 242,680 257,880
Service (2018) 302,543 323,823 351,710
Industrial (2018) 150,667 165,717 181,560
Other (2018) 439,972 476,642 517,302
TOTAL (2018) 1,123,612 1,208,862 1,308,452

Retail (2038) 242,170 264,190 285,480
Service (2038) 362,875 407,399 452,777
Industrial (2038) 131,725 156,571 181,673
Other (2038) 522,322 590,132 646,572
TOTAL (2038) 1,259,092 1,418,292 1,566,502

2018 to 2038 change:

  Retail 11,740 21,510 27,600
  Service 60,332 83,576 101,067
  Industrial -18,942 -9,146 113
  Other 82,350 113,490 129,270
TOTAL 135,480 209,430 258,050

MSA 2018 to 2038 Change Shares by Sector:

  Retail 9% 10% 11%
  Service 45% 40% 39%
  Industrial -14% -4% 0%
  Other 61% 54% 50%
TOTAL 100% 100% 100%

MSA EMPLOYMENT
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Table 14: Employment Supersector Definitions 

 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 206 of 1024

METRO-0228



Table 15 

 

0 1 2 3 4

1830 1831 1843 1835 1841

Growth Forecast MED MED LOW MED MED

Existing Capacity TREND HIGH TREND HIGH TREND+
UGB Expansion Capacity NONE NONE NONE YES YES

Retail (2018) 175,611 175,985 167,424 175,622 174,689
Retail (2038) 185,977 187,043 172,704 186,141 184,278
change 10,366 11,058 5,280 10,519 9,589
% change 5.9% 6.3% 3.2% 6.0% 5.5%

Service (2018) 255,572 255,843 239,123 255,559 255,996
Service (2038) 305,235 306,164 273,690 304,920 310,729
change 49,663 50,320 34,567 49,360 54,733
% change 19.4% 19.7% 14.5% 19.3% 21.4%

Industrial (2018) 129,829 129,781 117,963 129,829 128,908
Industrial (2038) 123,392 122,966 103,170 123,061 121,528
change -6,438 -6,815 -14,793 -6,768 -7,380
% change -5.0% -5.3% -12.5% -5.2% -5.7%

Other (2018) 362,728 363,295 335,882 362,776 362,989
Other (2038) 442,914 444,490 394,470 442,738 444,194
change 80,186 81,195 58,588 79,961 81,205
% change 22.1% 22.3% 17.4% 22.0% 22.4%

TOTAL (2018) 923,740 924,904 860,392 923,786 922,582
TOTAL (2038) 1,057,517 1,060,662 944,034 1,056,859 1,060,729
change 133,778 135,758 83,642 133,073 138,146
% change 14.5% 14.7% 9.7% 14.4% 15.0%

UGB EMPLOYMENT,  TOTALS BY SECTOR
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Table, above, shows the employment distribution results for scenarios options selected as having 
tenable indicators.   

Comparing UGM Scenario Impact – Metro UGB Employment 

Paired comparisons are shown between scenario 0 (i.e., reference case) vs. the selected scenario 
options. 

Changing existing capacity inside the Metro UGB 

 Scenario 0 -  Low (historical trend) existing capacity vs. Scenario 1 - High (threshold method) 
existing capacity 

 Both have Likely (Medium) Growth, No UGB expansions 

Scenario 0 shows a total 2018-2038 growth of 133,778 jobs, while Scenario 1 shows a total growth of 
135,758, a difference of 1,981 jobs.  In terms of relative change, Scenario 0 shows 14.5% while 1 shows 
14.7%, a difference of 0.2 percentage points. 

Changing the MSA level growth forecast  

 Scenario 0 -  Medium Growth vs. Scenario 1 - Low Growth 
 Both assume Low (historical trend) existing capacity, No UGB expansions 

Scenario 0 shows a total 2018-2038 growth of 133,778 jobs, while Scenario 1 shows a total growth of 
83,642, a difference of 50,136 jobs in the Metro UGB.  In terms of relative change, Scenario 0 shows 
14.5% while Scenario 1 shows 9.7%, a difference of 4.8 percentage points. 

Testing impact of city-proposed UGB expansions – low vs. high existing capacity assumptions 

 Scenario 0 -  Low (historical trend) existing capacity vs. Scenario 3 - High (threshold method) 
existing capacity 

 Both have Likely (Medium) Growth,  
 Scenario 0 - No  UGB expansions vs. Scenario 3 – all city-proposed UGB expansions included 

Scenario 0 shows a total 2018-2038 growth of 133,778 jobs, while Scenario 3 shows a total growth of 
133,073, a difference of 705 jobs.  In terms of relative change, Scenario 0 shows 14.5% while Scenario 3 
shows 14.4%, a difference of 0.1 percentage points.  Staff would not expect significant difference in 
these two scenarios for two reasons: very little employment capacity is assumed in the city proposals 
and all other capacity inputs are the same as the previous pair-wise comparison, which also revealed 
little impact on UGB employment 

Testing impact of city-proposed UGB expansions – low vs. medium existing capacity assumptions 

 Scenario 0 -  Low (Trend-Regression) Capacity vs. Scenario 4 - Medium (Trend-Regression @ 3 
times historical redevelopment rate) Capacity 

 Both have Likely (Medium) Growth 
 No city-proposed UGB expansions in Scenario 0 vs. Scenario 3, which has all city-proposed UGB 

expansions included 

Scenario 0 shows a total 2018-2038 growth of 133,778 jobs, while Scenario 4 shows a total growth of 
138,146, a difference of 4,368 jobs.  In terms of relative change, Scenario 0 shows 14.5% while Scenario 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 208 of 1024

METRO-0230



1 shows 14.7%, a difference of 0.5 percentage points. Staff would not expect significant difference in 
these two scenarios for two reasons: very little employment capacity is assumed in the proposals and all 
other capacity inputs are the same as Scenario 0 vs. Scenario 1, a comparison that also revealed little 
impact on UGB employment 

Conclusion – employment scenario results 

Based on the scenario comparisons, there was little difference detected between the various scenarios 
on the employment future.  In each comparison, the difference was only a few thousand jobs over the 
entire 20-year period, or a difference of less than half a percent when looking at growth relative to 
2018.  The results by employment sector likewise show little change between pairs of policy 
alternatives. 

The explanation for the small changes is due to the fact that the scenarios assumed small changes to 
nonresidential land inputs in the scenarios.  Total commercial land inside the UGB for the “Low” and 
“High” capacity scenarios was 2,153 and 2,529 acres, respectively – a difference of only 376 acres.  Over 
twenty years, this represents a difference of less than only 20 acres per year.  Only four acres of 
commercial land would be added to the UGB by all four city-proposed expansions taken together.  There 
was no change in industrial land between the existing capacity options or between the city proposals.  
However, assuming the availability of UGB expansions for industrial uses would not increase industrial 
employment since the 7-county MSA industrial employment forecast points to decreased or flat 
industrial employment. For the future expansion scenarios, through 2038 there were 260 acres of 
capacity for each of industrial and commercial land. In summary, small changes in inputs yielded small 
changes in the employment allocations. 
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APPENDIX 4: EMPLOYMENT TRENDS 

Introduction  

This Appendix provides additional understanding of employment trends within the Metro region in 
recent years. The material includes information about overall employment levels, employment by 
sector, and occupation and wage trends at the regional level.  Cities within the Metro planning area 
provide their own city-level numbers and analyses so this Appendix reports only regional-level data. 

Overall employment 

Tri-county employment has been growing steadily since the economy bottomed out in 2010.  The region 
added 161,000 jobs from 2010 to 2017, with annual growth ranging from 2.3% to 3.4% over the last 
seven years.  Total employment is now 12.1% higher than the pre-recession peak in 2007.  Accordingly, 
unemployment in the three counties has been steadily declining.  After peaking around 10% in 2009, the 
unemployment rate has now fallen below 4% (2018 Q1). 

 

 

Figure 1: Three county employment and year-over-year growth rates 2001 to 2017 (CES, accessed April 2018) 
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Figure 2: Three county unemployment rate 2001 to 2017 (LAUS, accessed April 2018) 

Employment by market subarea 

The market subareas across the Metro region have all seen employment increase since 2007.  The 
strongest growth occurred within the central business district, which saw employment growth of 18.4% 
from 2007 to 2016.  The central city subarea is defined here to include neighborhoods on both sides of 
the Willamette River.  Inner north and east Portland, the outer west side, and the outer I-5 subareas also 
saw strong growth in the range of 15.3% to 16.4% growth.  Outer Clackamas saw the weakest growth 
over this time period, with employment increasing by about 6.1% over nine years.  The inner I-5 subarea 
saw significant employment losses and office vacancies during the recession, as many real estate-related 
businesses contracted during the housing crash.  The most recent employment data suggest a strong 
comeback in this area over the last several years.  
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Figure 3: Employment changes by subarea within the Metro UGB 2007 to 2016 (QCEW, confidential data not publicly 

available) 

 

Employment by industry 

Overview 

Prior to the recession, employment peaked in 2007 at 1.043 million jobs in the Portland-Vancouver-
Hillsboro MSA (comprised of Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah, Washington and Yamhill counties in 
Oregon, and Clark and Skamania counties in Washington).  The region lost more than 64,000 jobs from 
2007 to the depth of the recession in 2010. Some industries were hit much harder by job losses than 
others, particularly construction (NAICS 23) 1 and manufacturing (NAICS 31-33), while job growth since 
2010 has also varied substantially across the regional economy.  Construction jobs fell 31% from 2007 to 
2010 as the housing market crashed and new residential development ground to a halt.  The industry 
made a strong comeback from 2010 to 2017, adding 21,000 jobs, but this was just enough to return to 
pre-recession peak employment levels.  Transportation, warehousing and utilities (NAICS 22, 48-49), 
manufacturing (NAICS 31-33), wholesale trade (NAICS 42), and financial activities (NAICS 51) all saw 
significant job losses during the recession and moderate increases during the recovery.  Professional and 

1 Metro uses data that classifies jobs by the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) 
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business service (NAICS 54-56) and leisure and hospitality (NAICS 71-72) jobs rebounded strongly after 
moderate job losses during the recession.  The anomaly during the economic turmoil was private health 
and education (NAICS 61, 62), which continued to grow through the recession and beyond, increasing 
10% from 2007 to 2010 and another 19% from 2010 to 2017.  

The combined effect of the patterns of job losses and gains through the recession and beyond has been 
a shift in the regional employment mix toward a smaller share of goods-producing jobs and a larger 
share of service-providing jobs. This shift is consistent with the decline in the share of production jobs 
that has been ongoing for decades across the U.S. economy.  In the Portland region in 2007, goods-
producing jobs, including extractive industries, construction and manufacturing, represented about 
18.6% of the region’s employment.  That share fell to 15.7% in 2010 and has held steady around 16.2% 
for the last five years. 

Table 1: Employment in the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA 2007, 2010, and 2017 (CES, accessed May 2018) 

NAICS Industry 2007 2010 2017 

11, 21 Mining and logging 1,600 1,100 1,300 
23 Construction 66,000 45,600 66,900 

31-33 Manufacturing 126,100 107,100 123,200 
42 Wholesale trade 55,700 50,100 57,300 

44-45 Retail trade 110,500 102,000 118,900 
22, 48-49 Transportation, warehousing, and utilities 37,900 33,400 39,500 

51 Information 25,000 22,700 25,700 
52-53 Financial activities 70,700 62,200 70,300 
54-56 Professional and business services 143,600 136,100 180,600 
61-62 Education and health services 129,400 142,400 169,300 
71-72 Leisure and hospitality 98,100 94,600 122,100 

81 Other services 36,700 34,800 41,500 
  Government 142,300 147,400 156,200 

 
Total nonfarm employment 1,043,600 979,200 1,172,900 
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Table 2: Employment change in the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA during and after the recession (CES, accessed May 

2018)  

NAICS Industry 2007-2010 2010-2017 2007-2017 

11, 21 Mining and logging -500 200 -300 
23 Construction -20,400 21,300 900 

31-33 Manufacturing -19,000 16,100 -2,900 
42 Wholesale trade -5,600 7,200 1,600 

44-45 Retail trade -8,500 16,900 8,400 
22, 48-49 Transportation, warehousing, and utilities -4,500 6,100 1,600 

51 Information -2,300 3,000 700 
52-53 Financial activities -8,500 8,100 -400 
54-56 Professional and business services -7,500 44,500 37,000 
61-62 Education and health services 13,000 26,900 39,900 
71-72 Leisure and hospitality -3,500 27,500 24,000 

81 Other services -1,900 6,700 4,800 
  Government 5,100 8,800 13,900 

 
Total nonfarm employment -64,400 193,700 129,300 

 

Table 3: Percent change in employment in the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA during and after the recession (CES, 

accessed May 2018)  

NAICS Industry 2007-2010 2010-2017 2007-2017 

11, 21 Mining and logging -31.3% 18.2% -18.8% 
23 Construction -30.9% 46.7% 1.4% 

31-33 Manufacturing -15.1% 15.0% -2.3% 
42 Wholesale trade -10.1% 14.4% 2.9% 

44-45 Retail trade -7.7% 16.6% 7.6% 
22, 48-49 Transportation, warehousing, and utilities -11.9% 18.3% 4.2% 

51 Information -9.2% 13.2% 2.8% 
52-53 Financial activities -12.0% 13.0% -0.6% 
54-56 Professional and business services -5.2% 32.7% 25.8% 
61-62 Education and health services 10.0% 18.9% 30.8% 
71-72 Leisure and hospitality -3.6% 29.1% 24.5% 

81 Other services -5.2% 19.3% 13.1% 
  Government 3.6% 6.0% 9.8% 

 
Total nonfarm employment -6.2% 19.8% 12.4% 

 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 214 of 1024

METRO-0236



 

Figure 4: Ten year employment change in the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA from 2007 to 2017 (CES, accessed May 

2018) 
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Figure 5: Changing industry mix in the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA 2007, 2010, and 2017 (CES, accessed May 2018) 

A closer look at retail 

The rise of online shopping is changing the way that consumers purchase a variety of product types.  E-
commerce now represents about 9% of retail sales nationally, and online sales are increasing much 
faster than retail sales overall.  These changes in purchasing habits will have an impact on the number 
and types of jobs the industry employs as well as the locations and building types that support the 
activity of providing goods to customers. 

The following statistics show employment in the retail industry over the last ten years, plus two 
additional NAICS codes related to product warehousing and delivery.  The “nonstore retailers” category 
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(NAICS 454) includes catalog and internet-based businesses that fulfill orders by mail as well as vending 
machine operators and other nonstore vendors; about 58% of sales in the nonstore category are due to 
e-commerce.  These businesses sell a variety of products, from clothing and books to furniture and 
computers.  Employment in nonstore retailers increased by nearly 27% from 2007 to 2017.  Shipping and 
delivery employers grew by 31% over the same period, while warehousing employment grew nearly 9%.  

Table 4: Retail employment by NAICS in the Oregon portion of the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA 2007 and 2017 (QCEW, 

accessed April 2018) 

NAICS Industry 2007 2017 Change 
Percent 
change 

44-45 Retail  93,266 100,183  6,917 7.4% 
442 Furniture and home furnishings stores  4,466  3,758 - 708 -15.9% 
451 Sporting goods/hobby/book/music stores  5,617  5,184 - 433 -7.7% 
448 Clothing and clothing accessories stores  10,783  10,067 - 716 -6.6% 
447 Gasoline stations  3,856  3,749 - 107 -2.8% 
444 Building material & garden supply stores  6,920  6,912 - 8 -0.1% 
441 Motor vehicle and parts dealers  12,405  12,404 - 1 0.0% 
443 Electronics and appliance stores  3,730  3,772  42 1.1% 
446 Health and personal care stores  4,146  4,359  213 5.1% 
452 General merchandise stores  16,202  18,672  2,470 15.2% 
445 Food and beverage stores  16,942  20,118  3,176 18.7% 
454 Nonstore retailers  2,663  3,372  709 26.6% 
453 Miscellaneous store retailers  5,538  7,816  2,278 41.1% 
492 Couriers and messengers  4,577  6,005  1,428 31.2% 
493 Warehousing and storage  3,930  4,275  345 8.8% 
 

The rise of e-commerce has had an uneven impact on the retail industry so far.  National sales data 
suggest that nonstore retailers are squeezing traditional store outlets that primarily sell furniture (NAICS 
442), electronics (NAICS 443), clothing (NAICS 448), and sporting goods, hobby supplies, books and 
music (NAICS 451).  Some of these impacts can be seen in the region’s jobs numbers, with declining 
employment over the last ten years in three of these store types.  However some other retail types have 
shown strong growth in recent years, including grocery stores (NAICS 445), general merchandise stores 
(NAICS 452), and miscellaneous specialty retailers (NAICS 453).  It remains to be seen whether e-
commerce will have a significant impact in these product spaces in the future.   

Large online retailers are increasingly developing smaller warehouses and fulfillment centers throughout 
the country so that they can deliver products to their customers quickly, wherever they are.  Amazon 
recently opened a package sorting facility in Hillsboro and will be opening fulfillment centers in 
industrial parks in Troutdale and Portland in 2018.  At this point, it is unclear what the implications will 
be of the shift from brick-and-mortar stores to e-commerce fulfillment centers for employment, wages, 
traffic congestion, and other issues of local interest. 
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NAICS-based definitions do not capture the full story of e-commerce because many traditional retailers 
that classify themselves as something other than “nonstore retailers” are also doing an increasing share 
of their business online.  For example, many grocery and general merchandise stores now offer online 
ordering with same-day pick-up in the store.  If customers take advantage of these services in large 
numbers then the land use impacts of the shift toward e-commerce may be muted.  On the other hand, 
if the trend toward online purchasing with home delivery continues, the retail industry may continue to 
shift toward larger regional warehouse and distribution centers in industrial areas and away from store 
fronts close to customers.  

 

Wage polarization 

Previous sections of this report described industry-level changes in employment since the recession, but 
the polarization of jobs into low and high wages is best examined at the occupational level.  This section 
describes changes in occupational employment and wages in the Portland MSA from 2007 to 2017.  The 
Oregon Office of Economic Analysis (OEA) has done more extensive analysis of occupational and wage 
trends at the state level for those interested in more details: 

https://oregoneconomicanalysis.files.wordpress.com/2013/10/oregon-job-
polarization.pdfhttps://oregoneconomicanalysis.com/2018/04/03/oregon-job-polarization-2017-
update/ 

Using 2007 median wage data, the 22 occupational categories reported in the Occupational 
Employment Statistics (OES) from BLS were divided into four wage categories.  These are the same 
groupings used for the OEA analysis, though their bin breaks were defined using 2012 wage data.  One 
noticeable difference from 2007 to 2017 is that wages for sales jobs, which include cashiers and other 
retail workers, fell by more than 10% in real terms.  This places sales occupations more in line with low 
wage jobs than with lower-middle wage jobs in 2017.  However, for comparability with prior analyses, 
this report maintains the definitions in the table below. 
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Table 5: Occupations by wage category in the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA 2007 and 2017 (OES, accessed March 2018) 

Wage 
category 
(2007$) 

Occupation 
Median wage 
(nominal $) 

Change in real 
median wage 

Change in 
employment 

2007 2017 2007 to 2017 2007 to 2017 

Low 
(<$25,000) 

Food Preparation $19,350 $24,340 4.8% 25.5% 
Personal Care $21,420 $26,090 1.5% 82.4% 
Building Maintenance $22,260 $29,050 8.8% 12.0% 
Farming $23,470 $30,310 7.6% 39.1% 

Lower 
Middle 

($25,000 - 
$35,000) 

Sales $28,160 $30,370 -10.1% 4.8% 
Transportation $28,170 $35,670 5.5% -6.4% 
Healthcare Support $27,950 $36,170 7.8% 20.7% 
Production $30,440 $36,380 -0.4% -12.7% 
Administrative Support $31,290 $37,980 1.2% -3.7% 

Upper 
Midde 

($35,000 - 
$45,000) 

Protective Service $38,440 $41,740 -9.5% 22.9% 
Community Service $37,050 $46,920 5.5% 20.2% 
Installation and Repair $41,810 $47,970 -4.4% -0.1% 
Arts and Entertainment $41,740 $50,670 1.2% 41.5% 
Education $42,810 $51,920 1.1% 10.6% 
Construction $41,480 $52,920 6.3% -6.8% 

High wage                  
(> $45,000) 

Scientists, including Social $55,260 $62,750 -5.4% -22.5% 
Business and Finance $52,890 $67,930 7.0% 34.0% 
Legal $66,460 $77,490 -2.8% 27.1% 
Architects and Engineers $61,480 $82,530 11.9% 28.7% 
Healthcare Practitioners $65,950 $83,970 6.1% 26.0% 
Computer and Math $69,920 $87,910 4.8% 52.9% 
Management $87,050 $100,900 -3.4% 57.9% 
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Median annual wages in the region range from a low of around $24,000 for food preparers to a high of 
about $101,000 for managers across all industries.  The chart below shows the median wage by 
occupation as well as the cumulative share of employment as the median wage increases.  The chart 
shows for example, that about 54% of jobs in the region are in occupations that earn a median income 
of less than $40,000.  About 26% of jobs in the region are in occupations in the high income category, 
earning more than $60,000 in 2017 dollars.     

 

 

 

Figure 6. 2017 median wage and cumulative employment share by occupation in the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA 
(OES, accessed March 2018) 
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Wage polarization has been a long term trend both locally and nationally and the recent recession only 
accelerated the shift toward more high and low wage jobs and fewer middle wage jobs.  Middle wage 
occupations comprised nearly 65% of the jobs in the Portland MSA as of 2007, but that share declined to 
less than 58% by 2017.  Middle wage occupations saw significant losses from 2007 to 2010 and were 
slow to recover once the economy turned around.  Middle wage job growth has picked up in the last 
couple of years, and as of 2017 the region finally recovered the number of middle wage jobs that were 
lost during the recession.  But low and high wage jobs have fared much better, both during and after the 
recession, leading to increasing wage polarization.  The polarization trend is expected to continue in the 
future for the Portland region and the U.S. as a whole, in large part due to globalization and 
technological change.   

 

 

Figure 7: Change in low, middle, and high wage jobs during and after the recession in the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro MSA 

(OES, accessed March 2018) 

Occupations within the middle wage category have also seen different trajectories over the last ten 
years.  Around 13,200 production occupation jobs were lost during the recession and only 4,600 of 
those jobs had been recovered as of 2017.  Production workers face continuing pressure from 
globalization and automation in the manufacturing industry.  Administrative and office support 
occupations also saw significant job losses and weak recovery, consistent with the longer term trend as 
advances in technology change the nature of office work and the need for support staff.  On the other 
hand, employment in several middle wage occupations that are primarily driven by population and 
demographic change continued to grow during and after the recession.  These jobs include healthcare 
support workers, police officers, and teachers.  
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Data sources 

OES - Occupational and wage data for the Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA) come from the Occupational Employment Statistics (OES) program at the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (BLS).  https://www.bls.gov/oes/ 

LAUS - Unemployment data come from Local Area Unemployment Statistics (LAUS) program, accessible 
from the Oregon Employment Department (OED) and BLS.  https://www.qualityinfo.org/ed-uesti 

CES - Current Employment Statistics (CES) are reported from the Official Oregon Series available from 
OED.  The CES program produces detailed industry estimates of nonfarm employment.  
https://www.qualityinfo.org/ed-ceest 

QCEW - Retail industry and subregional employment statistics are reported from the Quarterly Census 
of Employment and Wages (QCEW) available from OED. County and MSA statistics are available online 
from https://www.qualityinfo.org/ed-ewind.  Subregional statistics are derived from confidential 
microdata obtained from OED. 

Participating employers have some flexibility in how they report the location and sector of employment, 
which may lead to inconsistencies in the data over time. There are two significant potential sources of 
error related to this issue:  

(1) The NAICS code is self-reported, so employers may change their NAICS designation(s) over time 
for a variety of reasons. Some employers have multiple records at the same address, so that 
each reporting unit can be assigned the most appropriate NAICS designation. As employers fine-
tune their reporting for unemployment insurance purposes, comparisons over time may show 
shifts in the regional industry mix that do not represent any real changes in the jobs that people 
are doing. 

(2) Firms that have employees spread across multiple sites (for example, a large retail chain) 
typically report each location as a separate establishment. The multi-establishment reporting 
may not be consistent across different data sets, and has generally tended toward more detail 
over time. These inconsistencies may result in geographic shifts in the employment data when 
there have not been any real changes in where jobs are located. 

E-commerce sales data: https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2015/econ/e-stats/2015-e-stats.html 
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APPENDIX 5: RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT TRENDS 

Background 
To better understand how to plan for people’s future housing needs, it is useful to understand past 
residential development trends. This report provides indicator data required under ORS 197.296 (the 
“needed housing” statute) and also has data for ORS 197.301 (metropolitan service district performance 
measures). This report also adds housing affordability statistics by race given Metro’s commitment to 
applying an equity lens to its work.  Note that since by law Metro’s UGB decision is made at the regional 
level, this Appendix (as did Appendix 4) provides data only at the regional level.  A later Metro process 
(the Distributed Forecast) will address city-level details in further coordination with cities and counties.  
Individual cities may also provide more detail through their own planning processes. The Urban Growth 
Report addresses most aspects of ORS 197.301; Metro delivers biannual reports to the Department of 
Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) that address other aspects including ORS 197.301 (h) and 
(i). 

ORS 197.296 
(5)(a) Except as provided in paragraphs (b) and (c) of this subsection, the determination of housing 
capacity and need pursuant to subsection (3) of this section must be based on data relating to land 
within the urban growth boundary that has been collected since the last periodic review or five years, 
whichever is greater. The data shall include: 

(A) The number, density and average mix of housing types of urban residential 
development that have actually occurred; 

(B) Trends in density and average mix of housing types of urban residential 
development; 

(C) Demographic and population trends; 

(D) Economic trends and cycles; and 

(E) The number, density and average mix of housing types that have occurred on the 
buildable lands described in subsection (4)(a) of this section 
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ORS 197.301 
Performance measures subject to subsection (1) of this section shall be adopted by a 
metropolitan service district and shall include but are not limited to measures that analyze the 
following:  

(a) The rate of conversion of vacant land to improved land; 

(b) The density and price ranges of residential development, including both single 
family and multifamily residential units; 

(c) The level of job creation within individual cities and the urban areas of a county 
inside the metropolitan service district; 

(d) The number of residential units added to small sites assumed to be developed in the 
metropolitan service district’s inventory of available lands but which can be further 
developed, and the conversion of existing spaces into more compact units with or 
without the demolition of existing buildings; 

(e) The amount of environmentally sensitive land that is protected and the amount of 
environmentally sensitive land that is developed; 

(f) The sales price of vacant land; 

(g) Residential vacancy rates; 

(h) Public access to open spaces; and 

(i) Transportation measures including mobility, accessibility and air quality indicators. 
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Terms and definitions 
Single family houses were identified from Metro assessor data as tax lots with a land use designation of 
SFR or RUR (translated from PCA codes).  Building value, building square footage, year built and other 
attributes were also used to identify lots with a house on them. 

Multifamily dwellings were identified from Metro’s multifamily housing inventory.  The inventory 
includes the obvious apartments and high density condos, as well as some other less clearly defined 
housing types.  A duplex, triplex, or any other lot with multiple housing units under common ownership 
on a single tax lot would be included.  Any development with condo style tax lots is included, identified 
by individually owned units within a common lot owned by a condo association or similar organization.  
Single family housing developments with common areas owned by a Homeowners Association are not 
included in multifamily. Most attached single family houses have single family style tax lots and are not 
included in the multifamily database.  This analysis excludes dormitories and retirement facilities, which 
are typically a single room occupancy style of housing. 

Infill refers to development that occurred on a tax lot that would be considered “developed” in Metro’s 
buildable lands inventory, where the original structure has been left intact.  Infill may include residential 
units being added to the same lot with existing development, as well as splitting lots off from the 
existing development for new residential units. 

Redevelopment refers to development that occurred on a tax lot that would be considered “developed” 
in Metro’s buildable lands inventory, where the original structure was demolished to make room for 
new construction.  Redevelopment may or may not involve subdividing or reconfiguring the original tax 
lot to accommodate new development. 

Vacant implies that development occurred on land that would be considered “vacant” in Metro’s 
buildable lands inventory, and the lot has no indication of prior development in the recent past and was 
not part of a developed tax lot in the recent past (generally back to 2003 for the purposes of this 
analysis – a consequence is that historic redevelopment and infill may be underestimated if a tax lot was 
previously developed, but has been vacant since 2003).   

This report generally focuses on gross new units.  This differs from total reported building permits, in 
that it reflects an estimate of what was actually built, rather than all issued permits, some of which don’t 
get built or are later modified to change unit counts.  It also does not reflect units lost in redevelopment, 
which is estimated at 7% of total new units built. 
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People of color 
Diversity, equity and inclusion are cornerstone values in Metro policy. This information helps provide 
contextual information that informs policy makers. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Unemployment in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Counties 

 
• The Tri-County region experienced an approximate 2 percentage point increase in people of 

color1, which was the result of an approximate increase of 62,000 people of color. 
• Although comprising only 38% of the Tri-County region’s people of color, Washington County 

received 43% of the increase. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP05; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP05; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

 
  

1 The term “people of color” is defined as the combination of all race/ethnicity categories in the American 
Community Survey besides “white alone, not Hispanic or Latino”. 
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Cost-burdened home owners 
Cost-burdened households are of regional significance. Metro has made it a policy goal to seek solutions 
for making housing costs more attainable to working class and low income residents of the region.2 This 
indicator provides contextual information that informs policy makers and reveals relevant details to 
residential price indicators referred to in ORS 197.301. 

 
 
Figure 1: Cost-burdened owners in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

• County shares of cost-burdened owners significantly decreased by approximately 7 to 9 
percentage points, while overall the Tri-County region saw a decrease of 8 percentage points.  
The decreases in cost-burdened owners is a result of the Great Recession which drove down 
homeownership rates and eliminated the weakest mortgages. This real estate cycle is now 
swiftly unwinding itself and is not necessarily indicative of longer-term trends3. Other recent 
statistics suggest cost-burdened owner households are likely to increase.  

• Although representing 45% of regional cost-burdened owners, Multnomah County represented 
only 41% of the regional decrease.  

 
Data sources:  
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

2 Metro, June 7, 2018, Proposed regional affordable housing bond information, 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/public-projects/affordable-housing-bond-information  
3 The first set of estimates (2007-2011) includes the bubble and downturn preceding the Great Recession, and the 
second set of estimates includes the economic recovery. 
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Cost-burdened renters 
Cost-burdened renters are of regional significance. Metro has made it a policy goal to seek solutions that 
would make rents more affordable for working class and low income residents of the region.4 This 
indicator provides contextual information that informs policy makers and reveals relevant details to 
residential price indicators referred to in ORS 197.301. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Cost-burdened renters in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties  

 
• Despite increased totals, county shares of cost-burdened renters did not significantly change.  

Very slight increases in share of cost-burdened renters were seen in Clackamas and Washington 
counties. 

• Although the change in percentage terms seems slight, registered against total regional 
households, a 1 percent change means an additional 6,500 cost burdened households 

• Although representing only 29% of regional cost-burdened renters, Washington County 
represented 43% of regional increase. 

 
Data sources:  
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

Renter and owner income and cost burden by race and ethnicity 

4 Metro, June 7, 2018, Proposed regional affordable housing bond information, 
https://www.oregonmetro.gov/public-projects/affordable-housing-bond-information 
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Metro is committed to a focus on racial equity and equity in housing is of great concern to the 
communities which Metro serves. The table below illustrates the distribution of renters within the 
region by household income as a percent of median family income (MFI) and the number of cost-
burdened and severely-burdened households by demographic group. The income categories (e.g. 
“Extremely Low Income”) use federal HUD (Housing and Urban Development) break points. Race and 
ethnicity figures are broadly categorized by white, black, Asian, American Indian & Alaska Native, native 
Hawaiian & Pacific Islander, Hispanic, or persons of two or more races. 

 
Figure 1: Distribution of Renter Households by Demographic Group, Income, and Cost-Burden 

Geography: Metro Region, Source: Tract-level CHAS dataset 2010-2014, Table 1, 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html 
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Figure 2: Distribution of Owner Households by Demographic Group, Income, and Cost-Burden 

Geography: Metro Region, Source: Tract-level CHAS dataset 2010-2014, Table 1, 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html 

• This slice (2010 to 2014) of CHAS data shows that:38% of whites are renters; 57% of people of color 
are renters 

• 57% of white renters have an income 80% or below MFI 
• 70% of renters of color have an income 80% or below MFI 
• 47% of white renters are cost burdened (i.e., rent > 30% of income), while 53% of renters of color 

are cost burdened 
• 28% of all renters are people of color while 30% of all cost-burdened renters are people of color 
• 5% of all renters are African-American while 8% of all cost-burdened renters are African-American 
• 85% of all owners are white while 80% of cost-burdened owners are white 
• 15% of all owners are people of color while 20% of cost-burdened owners are people of color 
• 2% of all owners are African-American, while 3% of cost-burdened owners are African American  
Source: CHAS 2010-2014, HUD 
 
Notes 
• Household totals are derived from sums of detail columns for household income brackets relative to 

race and ethnicity.  CHAS detail columns don't always match the sum of subtotal columns, which in 
turn don't always match the total column for a given variable or cross-tabulation. 

• Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) is the U.S. Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) dataset that combines race data to housing, income and other demographic information. 
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Single- and multifamily housing production trends 
Type of residential units (SF / MF) is a regional indicator required by ORS 197.296 and 197.301. 
Reporting observed data provides contextual understanding of market trends that is used to “determine 
the number of units and amount of land needed for each needed housing type for the next 20 years.” 
ORS 197.296(3)(b). 

 

Figure 3: Units built over time by housing type, inside the Urban Growth Boundary.  During the recession, single-family 
housing (SFR) was the predominant housing type, and has trended upward but at a slower pace than multifamily (MFR).  In 
2016, multifamily (with and without on-site commercial) was more than twice SFR unit production. 

 

Figure 4: Share of recently built housing (left, past 10 years 2007-2016) and all existing regional housing (right) inside the 
Urban Growth Boundary.  Regionally, we have more single family homes (57%), but multifamily housing makes up a 
significant portion (43 % including on-site mixed use).  Recently, on-site mixed use has become a more prominent share (20% 
of new units).  Single-family is 40% of new units being built.   

• Within the UGB, SFR is 57% of all housing, MUR is <5% 
• In the past 10 years, SFR has been 40% of all new units built 
• MUR (multifamily with on-site commercial) has increased in unit production, providing about 

1/3 of total new units in the last 2 years.  
• During the Great Recession, more single family housing was built than multifamily housing 

Data source: Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 231 of 1024

METRO-0253



UGB housing density 
Development density is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 5: Population density within an expanding Urban Growth Boundary.  The urban growth boundary has expanded 
periodically since its creation in 1979.  The largest expansion was in 2002 when the Damascus area was brought into the 
UGB.  The population of the region has also been steadily growing, even through the recent recession.  This graph shows the 
population density within the UGB as both expand over time.  

• The Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) has expanded from 227,000 acres in 1979 to 259,000 acres 
today, an increase of about 14% 

• Population has increased from about 940,000 people to 1.63 million, an increase of about 73% 
• Population density of the region has increased from 4.1 people/acre to 6.35. 
• Largest UGB expansions briefly decreased annual density estimate, like Damascus (12,000+ 

acres) in 2002, by bringing large unpopulated acres into the UGB. 
• Population growth in the region has slowly absorbed the additional land and population density 

has continued to increase. 
 

Data sources:  
1979-1990 population estimates are for the Metro jurisdictional boundary, 1991 and later are for the 
UGB.  Source:  Metro Research Center, Census, and ESRI. 

  

5 Calculated from population estimate / total UGB acres by year.  UGB acres inclusive of all 
acreage inside boundary including water and non-residential land 
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How is housing growth occurring in the 2040 Growth Concept centers? 
The type of housing units built is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301. This 
information provides geographic context as to development types and recent development locations. 

 

Figure 6: Units built 2007-2016 by housing type, county and 2040 Center type.  Housing is divided into single-family (yellow), 
multifamily with on-site commercial (red) and multifamily with no on-site commercial (orange).   

 

Figure 7: County boundaries and 2040 Growth Concept centers.    Housing units in Figure 5 are grouped by county and by 
center types 
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• The largest number of new units built (over 23,000 units, 35% of all new units) occurred outside 
of 2040 centers and within Multnomah County 

• New housing in Portland Central City accounted for 16% of all new units over the past 10 years 
(26,700 units), and were built on only 55 acres of land 

• 73% of new housing inside the Urban Growth Boundary (48,400 units) were built outside of 
2040 centers. The footprint of these non-center units is about 1,500 acres of land.  53% of new 
non-center housing units are single-family dwellings (25,600 units) 

• Housing in 2040 centers not including Portland Central City made up 11% of new units (7,400 
units).  Multifamily housing was the major housing type in many of these centers.  Only 16% of 
these units were single-family 

• 2040 centers, including Portland Central City, makes up only 7% of the land within the Urban 
Growth Boundary, but saw 27% of new units built.   

• Generally, 2040 centers are building more densely than outside of centers, and have very little 
single-family housing.  However, most housing is being built outside of these centers, is less 
dense, and has a higher proportion of single-family homes. 

 

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  
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New housing as percentage increase from previous housing 
Housing trends and land absorption are land use forecast metrics and are identified as a regional 
indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 8: New units (2007-2016) per Census tract in comparison to previously existing housing units.  Areas that at least 
doubled in total housing units appear pink, areas with little housing growth relative to total housing units appear light blue.  
Areas near the edge of the UGB that previously had relatively few houses like Happy Valley, west Wilsonville, SE Hillsboro 
and N Bethany have seen recent surges in housing construction.  South Portland waterfront has seen considerable housing 
growth as well as inner NE Portland, where previously non-residential tracts have seen new hi-rise multifamily or mixed-use 
construction. 

• Areas near the edge of the UGB that previously had relatively few houses like Happy Valley, 
west Wilsonville, SE Hillsboro and N Bethany have seen recent surges in housing construction.   

• South Portland waterfront has seen considerable housing growth. 
• Inner NE Portland, which has historically been non-residential, has seen new hi-rise multifamily 

construction, often with on-site commercial. 
• North Bethany near PCC Rock Creek saw the most growth (as a percent change), over 200%, 

from 450 units to 1500 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Location of recent residential construction 
Housing type and number of housing units are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 
197.301. 

 

Figure 9: housing units built 2007-2016, by rzone (tract).  Yellow indicates mostly SFR units, and orange indicates mostly 
MFR/MUR.  Size of the circle is proportional to total units built (up to ~2600 new units), and transparency is 
proportional to the new units built compared to previous units (max growth rate is >2x new units than previously 
existed within tract).  Suburbs like north Bethany and Wilsonville have added many new SFR units compared to total 
previous housing.  Near the city center, there are many new multifamily units being built in areas that already had large 
numbers of housing units. 

• Multifamily units are the primary housing type near the Portland Central Business District.   
• Single family homes are much more dominant on the outer edges of the UGB. 
• Large developments in Washington County include: 

o Bethany (north Washington County) 
o Orenco Station (east of downtown Hillsboro) 

 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Where is commercial vs. residential development happening? 
Residential and employment land are identified as a regional indicators under ORS 197.296 and 197.301. 

 

Figure 10: Type of development by tract over time period 2007-2016.  Areas with mostly residential development 
appear orange, areas with mostly commercial development appear blue.  Size indicates total acres (max = ~330 acres) of 
land developed, transparency indicates the acres developed in proportion to the total tract acres (opaque: >10% of tract 
area saw development).  Bethany (west of stair-step Washington/Multnomah county boundary) and Happy Valley have 
seen a relatively large proportion of the small tracts develop as housing.  The most acres developed within a single tract 
are in the industrial area along the Columbia River, where many new non-residential parcels have been developed 

• The most acres of non-residential development are along the Columbia River industrial corridor.   
• Other commercial centers seeing primarily non-residential development are in 

Tualatin/Sherwood and North Hillsboro. 
• Large acreage of primarily residential development has occurred in Happy Valley and Bethany.   
 

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Where is vacant and redevelopment land consumption happening? 
Development type (vacant/infill/redevelopment) is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

 

Figure 11: Share of development from 2007 to 2016 that was vacant land consumption6, by tract (consumption 
unit=acres).  Green areas indicate recent development was mostly vacant land consumption.  Purple indicates recent 
development was mostly redevelopment or infill.  White is a mix of vacant land consumption and redevelopment/infill.  
Size indicates total acres (max = ~330 acres) of land developed, transparency indicates the acres developed in 
proportion to the total tract acres (opaque: >10% of tract area saw development).  Tracts where most development was 
vacant land consumption lie near the edges of the region. 

• See sections further below for data on production of actual housing units and employment sites;  
this metric addresses land consumption for all purposes by acreage consumed.  This data in 
conjunction with the housing unit production data show that the region is making more efficient 
use of land overall 

• Largest dots are near edge of region- more total acres affected near outer edges of UGB 

6 Vacant Land Consumption defined here as in BLI: the parent lot (lot before division or development) was at least 
5% developed according to Vacant Land Inventory in the base year (2002 for this study).  Many rural lots are 5% or 
more developed, and when subdivided for new housing qualify as infill/redevelopment rather than vacant land 
consumption under this definition. 
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• While many housing units are being built around downtown Portland (Figure 8), they have a 
relatively small footprint compared to the total acres developed in tracts near the edges of the 
UGB 

• Most areas had a mix of vacant land consumption, but many interior tracts had a lower share of 
vacant land consumption, because there is less vacant land to develop. 

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  
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Relative contribution of vacant land and already-built lands to housing production 
Development type (vacant/infill/redevelopment) is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

  

 

Figure 12: Share of new housing units built of each development type for each year (left) and cumulative over past 10 years 
(right).  Overall, redevelopment makes up the largest share of new units built (>50%), while vacant land consumption is the 
smallest at <25%.   

• Development of residential units on vacant land is trending to be a smaller part contributing to 
the total number of units built – less than 25% 

• Redevelopment was the most affected by the recession (i.e., saw the greatest reduction in units 
built) – this is consistent with building permit data indicating that redevelopment, being 
multifamily type,  fluctuates more with market cycles and general economic activity than vacant 
land development. 

 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  

• Vacant Land Consumption defined here as in BLI: the parent lot (lot before division or 
development) was <=5% developed according to Vacant Land Inventory in the base year (2002 
for this study).  Many rural lots are 5% or more developed, and when subdivided for new 
housing qualify as infill rather than vacant land consumption under this definition.  

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 240 of 1024

METRO-0262



Land consumption shares by development type 
Development type (vacant/infill/redevelopment) is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

  

Figure 13: Acres of land developed by development type over past 10 years (left) and by year (right).  Development includes 
all residential development plus commercial and industrial.  Infill, redevelopment and vacant land consumption are nearly 
equal shares of overall development in the past decade.  Vacant land consumption pre-recession was a larger share than it 
has been in more recent years. 

• Given the larger contribution of infill and redevelopment to total housing units produced (see 
previous page) the region is making more efficient use of residential land. 

• Vacant land consumption still remains a large component contributing to new residential, 
commercial and industrial production. 

 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  

• Vacant Land Consumption defined here as in BLI: the parent lot (lot before division or 
development) was <=5% developed according to Vacant Land Inventory in the base year (2002 
for this study).  Many rural lots are 5% or more developed, and when subdivided for new 
housing qualify as infill rather than vacant land consumption under this definition.  
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Share of new housing by development type 
Development type (vacant/infill/redevelopment) is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

   

Figure 14: Share of new units built between 2007 and 2016 classified as vacant land consumption vs. infill/redevelopment.   

Recent housing production trends in the Metro UGB: 
 

• 69% of single-family (SFR) production over the past decade has come through as infill 
development. (See “data source” note below for this explanation)  

• 31% of new single-family homes were built on vacant land 
• Production of so-called “middle-housing” (i.e., duplex, triplex, etc) has mostly occurred through 

redevelopment 
• Most ADUs are built on lots that already contains an existing single family structure and are 

therefore already considered developed – therefore very few ADUs are categorized as 
construction on  vacant land 

• A majority of multifamily (i.e., apartment) production was built on land that has been 
redeveloped 

• Regional homebuilders have turned to residential infill and redevelopment to produce needed 
housing as production on vacant land has diminished. 

 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  

• Vacant Land Consumption defined here as in BLI: the parent lot (lot before division or 
development) was <=5% developed according to Vacant Land Inventory in the base year (2002 
for this study).  Many rural lots are 5% or more developed, and when subdivided for new 
housing qualify as infill rather than vacant land consumption under this definition.  
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Multifamily construction trends 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

  

Figure 15: Multifamily housing types7 built 2007-2016 by year (left) and cumulative (right).  Apartments make up the largest 
share of multifamily housing overall.  Construction of multifamily housing slowed during the recession.  Condominium unit 
construction has not rebounded in recent years the same way that apartment construction has.  Accessory Dwelling Units 
(ADUs) are a growing share of multifamily housing.   

Recent multifamily housing production trends in the Metro UGB: 
 

• Apartments make up the largest share (75%) of multifamily housing overall.   
• Construction of multifamily housing slowed after the Great Recession. The lagged effect was 

because there were projects already in the production pipeline, but financing new projects in 
the immediate aftermath of the recession had diminished sharply due to the collapse in the real 
estate and financial sectors of the U.S. economy.  

• Condominium unit construction has not rebounded in recent years the same way that 
apartment construction has.   

• Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) are a growing share of regional housing, which may have been 
spurred by City of Portland’s waiver of system development charges. The City of Portland 
recently extended the waiver in perpetuity.  

• Multifamily housing, specifically apartments, have overtaken single-family production in the 
past few years. This maybe a near-term cyclical response to catch-up to dearth of apartment 
construction in the aftermath of the Great Recession.  

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   

7 Multifamily housing from RLIS multifamily housing inventory, defined as any taxlot with more than one housing 
unit.  This graph not inclusive of group quarters, manufactured homes and unclassified unit types included in 
database 
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Accessory dwelling unit construction trends 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 16: Accessory dwelling unit construction over time.   

ADU development trends – facts and figures: 
 

• ADUs make up about 7% of regional housing units built in 2016 
• ADUs are about 0.5% of all housing in the region 
• 98% of ADUs are within the city of Portland 
• 2% of single family homes within Portland have an ADU 
• Recently passed state and local legislation made ADU construction easier and less costly 
• It is unclear what proportion of new ADUs should be counted as a long-term regional housing 

solution because surveys indicate that some are being used in day-to-day room rentals or leases 
(e.g., AirBnB). 

 
Data sources:  

Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input  
• Data primarily reflects permitted, legal ADUs, identified either by an official address or an 

approved permit.  
  

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 244 of 1024

METRO-0266



Condominium construction trend 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 17: Condominium construction over time 

Condo development trends: 
 

• Condominium construction fell sharply during the Great Recession, and has not recovered. 
• Condominiums make up about 6% of all housing forms in the region 
• Condos made up 30% of all regional housing units built in 2007, but less than 1% of units built in 

2015 and only 4% of units in 2016. 
 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Apartment construction trend 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 18: New apartment units built 2007-2016 

Recent apartment construction trends in the Metro UGB: 
 
• The total inventory of existing apartment units within the UGB makes up 28% of the regional 

housing stock, but accounts for about 7% of the residential land area of the region. 
• Apartments make up 44% of new housing production over the past decade, but covered less 

than 10% of residential acres consumed over that period 
• Apartments have become the most-built housing type since the Great Recession, almost twice 

that of single-family construction in 2015 and 2016 – historically the reverse has been the case.  
 
Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   
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Multifamily < 5 units (quadplex, triplex, duplex, townhome) 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 19: New small multifamily housing (<5 units) constructed 2007-2016 by housing type.  Housing types as defined in RLIS 
multifamily housing inventory8 

Recent “middle housing” trends: 
 

• Less than 4% of all current housing within the UGB is middle housing (multifamily housing 
complexes under 5 units), and less than 2% of all current residential land 

• Multifamily housing complexes under 5 units collectively make up 1% of housing units and fewer 
than 1% of residential land built between 2007-2016 

• The share of duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes and townhomes built in a given year has been  
highly cyclical 

Data sources:  
Land Development Monitoring System output dataset, from May 2018 RLIS data input   

8 Townhomes in the RLIS multifamily housing inventory only include townhome-style construction with more than 
one unit built on a single lot.  Other townhome-style housing (attached walls, each on their own lot) is considered 
single-family under these definitions. 
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Single-family construction trends 
Housing types are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and 197.301 

 

Figure 20: New single-family homes by year.   

Single family housing production trends: 
 

• Single family homes make up 56% of the total housing units within the UGB, and cover 84% of 
total residential land 

• Single family homes supplied 42% of housing units occupying 77% of residential land consumed 
between 2007-2016 

• While total housing unit production has recovered to pre-recession peaks, single family 
production levels have not fully recovered (see chart above). 

  
Data sources:  
RLIS Single-family housing database, filtered to exclude large rural and agricultural lots.  Extent of data is 
tri-county.  Data includes current, existing homes only- any homes built during the time period but not 
existing today (e.g. redeveloped to apartments, or lost in fire, etc.) are not included in the database. 
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Density of single-family housing 
Lot size and development density are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 
and 197.301 

 

Figure 21: Single-family lot (black line) and building (green line) size, from median values by year built.   

Size trends of single family houses and tax lots: 
• Median single-family lot size has decreased from 8,300 square feet in 1980 to 4,400 square feet 

in 2016. 
• Median size of a single-family home has increased from around 1,600 square feet in 1980 to 

2,400 square feet in 2016. 
• In general, new single family homes have been growing progressively larger, but these newer 

houses are being built on steadily smaller lots.   
 

Data sources:  
RLIS Single-family housing database, filtered to exclude large rural and agricultural lots.  Extent of data is 
tri-county.  Data includes current, existing homes only- any homes built during the time period but not 
existing today (e.g. redeveloped to apartments, or lost in fire, etc.) are not included in the database. 
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Family households 
Family households9 represent about two-thirds of regionwide households. Millennial-aged residents are 
approaching the life-cycle stage in which many will be forming families for the first time. This indicator 
provides contextual information relevant to indicators called for in ORS 197.296 and 197.301 (type of 
residential units) 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Family households in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Multnomah County (55%) has significantly fewer family households as a share of total 

households than Clackamas County (69%) or Washington County (68%). 
• Overall, little change occurred in per-county or regional family households as shares of total 

households, but this may swiftly change as millennials grow into adulthood and begin setting 
down roots in the community, including buying homes and raising children. 

• Small increases in shares of family households occurred in Multnomah and Washington 
counties, and a small decrease occurred in Clackamas County. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

9 U.S. Census defines a Family Household as a group of two people or more (one of whom is the householder) 
related by birth, marriage, or adoption and residing together. 
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Foreign born population 
Diversity, equity and inclusion are cornerstone values in Metro policy. This information helps provide 
contextual information that may inform other policies of metropolitan concern. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Foreign born in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Although a regional increase of approximately 14,000 foreign born occurred between 2007-2011 

and 2012-2016, the relative shares of each county remained about the same. 
• Clackamas County represents approximately 13% of the region’s foreign born population, but 

saw only 1% of the regional growth. 
• Washington County, on the other hand, represents about 41% of the region’s foreign born 

population, but saw a disproportionate 52% of the regional growth. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Labor force 
Labor force is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 (economic trends/cycles). Labor force 
participation rates have been declining for a long time. Arresting this trend would promote greater 
economic opportunities and raise prosperity in the region. This data provides information about the size 
of the region’s labor supply. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Housing Units in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Approximately 68% of the population 16 years and over in the Tri-County region is in the labor 

force, and per-county shares are similar for Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 
(65%, 69%, and 69% respectively). 

• Despite increases in total numbers, very little change occurred in terms of per-county shares.  
• Multnomah County is home to 46% of the Tri-County regional labor force. 

 
Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Non-English speaking population 
Diversity, equity and inclusion are cornerstone values in Metro policy. This information helps provide 
contextual information that informs policy makers. Non-English speaking population information 
provides background information on reaching out to non-native speakers. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Non-English speaking in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• The Tri-County region experienced an approximate 0.7 percentage point increase in Non-English 

speaking population10. 
• The greatest per-county increases were seen in Clackamas and Washington counties (0.8 and 

1.2 percentage point increases respectively), with a very small increase in Multnomah County 
• Multnomah County represents 46% of Non-English speakers in the Tri-County region, but only 

36% of the regional increase. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

  

10 Non-English speaking is defined here as those who speak a language other than English at home. 
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Renter-occupied units 
Renter-occupied units are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296.  

 

 
 
Figure 1: Renter-occupied units in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• The shares of renter-occupied units slightly increased across all counties by approximately 1 to 2 

percentage points, and in the Tri-County region overall by 2 percentage points. 
• Despite only representing 30% of regional renter-occupied units, Washington County 

represented 40% of the regional increase in renter-occupied units. 
• The slight increase in renter-occupied units did not materially affect the proportional Tri-County 

distribution. Multnomah County still represents the majority of renter-occupied units in the 
region.  
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Residential units 
Number of residential units is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Housing Units in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• There are currently 713,241 residential housing units in the Tri-County region, of which 

Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties represent approximately 23%, 47%, and 31% 
respectively. 

• Residential units have increased by approximately 23,479 in the Tri-County region since the 
2007-2011 time period, of which total Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 
supplied approximately 21%, 42%, and 37% respectively. 

• Housing production had been abnormally low during the Great Recession, but production has 
ramped  up sharply and now stands at almost 17,000 units, annualized (Census, Mar. 2018) 

 
Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Residential vacancy rates 
Residential vacancy rates are identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.301 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Residential vacancy rates in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Residential vacancy rates declined in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties by 

approximately 1.3, 0.5, and 1.1 percentage points respectively, which represents an overall Tri-
County decrease of 0.8 percentage points or 28,235 vacant residential units. 

• Washington and Clackamas counties saw its share of vacant units decline during the period, 
while the Multnomah County share of vacant units rose.  

• Multnomah County has seen its share of vacant units rise from 46% to 49% of Tri-County vacant 
residential units. 

 
Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Unemployment 
Unemployment is identified as a regional indicator under ORS 197.296 and ORS 197.301 (economic 
trends/cycles and job creation). The unemployment rate is one of the broadest indicators of 
employment growth and economic vitality of the region. 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Unemployment in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Since the close of the Great Recession, employment growth in the region has outpaced the 

national growth rate by 2 to 1.  
• The unemployment rate indicates the region is either near or at full employment. 
• Employment is unlikely to grow any faster not because the region is facing specific economic 

headwinds, but rather the labor force is unable to keep pace with employment demand. 
• The even decline in the unemployment rate in each county indicates the economy has been 

strong in suburban and urban areas in equal proportions. This has not been the case in prior 
economic recoveries in which suburban counties have generally fared better. 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Average household size by tenure 
Tenure choice and household size trends are indicative of economic and demographic trends, housing 
trends and development policies. ORS 197.296 and 197.301 reference reporting on such trends and 
performance indicators. 

 
 
Figure 1: Average household size by tenure in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• Average household size for owners has increased slightly in Multnomah and Washington 

counties (0.05 and 0.03 persons per housing unit respectively). 
• Average household size for renters has increased more significantly than for owners – by 0.11 to 

0.13 persons per housing unit in each of the three counties.  Increases for renter household 
sizes may be due to increases in family sizes and shares of family households, as well as shares 
of cost-burdened renters (e.g., non-family roommates). 
 

Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP02; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Median Value for owner-occupied units 
Housing values are indicative of real estate trends. As such they provide a “shadow price” indication of 
vacant land value11 (per ORS 197.301).  

 
Figure 1: Median owner-occupied home value in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
Table 1: Annual Percent Change in Median Home Sale Price (RMLS) 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
Ann. % 
chg. 

-10.3% -5.2% -10.4% 3.3% 12.2% 6.3% 6.9% 11.2% 7.3% 

 
Table 2: Annual Percent Change in U.S. Consumer Price Index (Bureau of Labor Statistics) 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
Ann. % 
chg. 

-0.4% -1.6% -3.2% 2.1% 1.5% 1.6% 0.1% 1.3% 2.1% 

 
• Both nominal and inflation adjusted sales price of owner-occupied homes indicate a strong 

rebound in home values since the Great Recession. 
• Median home prices have accelerated faster than overall consumer inflation rates in the U.S. 

 
Data sources:  
 
Realtors Multiple Listing Service (RMLS) 
(Inflation adjusted figures used the U.S. CPI all items index to convert nominal home prices into real 
prices.)  

11 Vacant land sales price is difficult to accurately measure because the number of transactions are few and many 
are not independent arms length sales. 
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Median Gross Rent 
Apartment rents are indicative of real estate trends. As such they provide a “shadow price” indication of 
vacant land value12 (per ORS 197.301).  

 
 
Figure 1: Median gross rents in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

 
• After adjusting for inflation, median gross rent has increased across the region by approximately 

$117, $98, and $122 for Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties, respectively. 
• Increases in rent coincide with trends seen in increased numbers of cost-burdened renters. 

 
Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP04; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

 
  

12 Vacant land sales price is difficult to accurately measure because the number of transactions are few and many 
are not arms length sales. 
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Median Household, Family, and Non-Family Income 
Household income is a component of housing affordability. This indicator falls under economic trends 
necessary to determine housing choice (i.e., tenure, type and density) as noted in ORS 197.296. 

 
Figure 1: Median incomes in Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties 

• Median household income increased throughout the region, with Multnomah County 
experiencing the greatest increase ($3,325) and Clackamas County experiencing the least 
($852)13. 

• Median family income increased in Clackamas and Multnomah counties, but slightly decreased 
in Washington County. 

• Multnomah County experienced the greatest increase in median non-family income.  Minimal 
increases were seen in Clackamas and Washington counties. 

Definitions: 
• U.S. Census defines a “household” as all the people who occupy a housing unit 
• A family is a group of two people or more (one of whom is the householder) related by 

birth, marriage, or adoption and residing together 
• A nonfamily household consists of a householder living alone (a one-person household) 

or where the householder shares the home exclusively with people to whom he/she is 
not related 

13 All median income estimates (i.e., household, family, non-family) are reported in 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars. 
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Data sources:  
 
U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2007-2011 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 

U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, Table DP03; generated by Metro Research Center; using American FactFinder; 
https://factfinder.census.gov; (7 May 2018). 
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Development in habitat conservation areas (HCA) 
ORS 197.301 asks for metric regarding the amount of environmentally sensitive land that has been 
developed. 

The source for this metric is a December 18, 2015 Metro progress report memorandum on nature in the 
neighborhood.  

Development within Habitat Conservation Areas (HCA) 

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

Data: Between 1998 and 2014 only 1.4% of permits recorded were completely within a locally adopted 
Habitat Conservation Area (HCA). 89% of all permits were in areas without any HCAs, 9.6% of permits 
included some portion of a parcel with a HCA. 

Floodplains 

Development in floodplains was assessed over two time periods; 1998 to 2006 and 2006 to 
2014. “Development” was loosely defined for this study as an apparent change in land use, including 
construction of new structures, filling of lowlands, or clearing of vegetation.  During the 16-year study 
period, the data show less than one percent development in floodplains per decade.  

Data: Developed area within (roughly 14,000 acres designated as) floodplain areas in the UGB increased 
from ~3285 to ~3400 acres (23.6% to 24.4%) at a relatively constant rate of about 1% per decade.  

Habitats of Concern 

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

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

Tree Canopy Loss within HCAs 

Using LiDAR, aerial photography, and land cover data, the Research Center developed models for tree 
canopy in 2007 and 2014 and set out to compare the data sets as a way of measuring the performance 
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objectives established in Title 13. The research shows that during the period 2007-14, less than ~1% 
canopy loss - about 150 acres total - occurred within the high and moderate value HCAs.  

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

HNA Framework 

The Urban Growth Report (UGR) and its supporting analytics examine need for housing at the regional 
scale across three main dimensions: 

 Tenure (own or rent) 
 Type (single-family or SF, and multi-family or MF) 
 Effects on households in different income categories (HH Income Group) 

 
UGR Appendix 3 discusses likely future effects on type and tenure of no-expansion vs. expansion 
scenarios.  This appendix applies those findings in summary to the question of need and adds findings 
about need from the point of view of households at different income levels. 
 
As noted in Appendix 3, the forecasts tend to illustrate that while consumers are probably willing to 
substitute MF for SF to a certain extent, that substitutability has limits: single-family and ownership 
opportunities will continue to be in strong demand. 

Tenure Discussion 

With respect to housing tenure, all of the scenario results presented in Appendix 3 indicate that average 
monthly housing costs for both owners and renters will continue to increase above historical levels, with 
the projected increases being particularly acute for owners. In addition, because household incomes are 
not projected to increase as fast as housing costs, this means that the percentage of income spent on 
housing will also increase beyond historical levels, with owners experiencing more significant increases 
than renters. These results suggest that the need for additional owner housing will continue to be 
strong. The specific data underlying these findings can be found in Table 12 of Appendix 3. 

Type Discussion 

With respect to housing type, all of the scenario results presented in Appendix 3 reveal an indication of 
demand for both single- and multi-family housing types, but particularly a regional need for additional 
single-family housing. The projected price increases for single-family housing, whether expressed in 
relative or annualized terms, meets or exceed historical rates in 3 of the 4 scenarios, while the remaining 
inventory of single family units drops to levels that would create upward pressure on prices. The specific 
data underlying these findings can be found in Table 12 of Appendix 3. 

Development Density Discussion 

Background 

A projection of future development densities expands on previous housing type and tenure discussions 
in this UGR. Potential development densities in the future depend on characteristics of households, 
families and the housing supply forecasts. In terms of demand, the characteristics of a household or 
family will impact the desire to own or rent, which may impact development density. Census data show 
that families or households with multiple people tend to own and live in single family residences. Life 
cycle also matters; households headed by a younger person are more likely to rent and live in an 
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apartment while a family in its “root-setting” years is more likely to live in a single family house they 
own. The same socio-economic characteristics of households that drive type and tenure also drive 
development densities. 

On the production / supply-side, the quantity of different types of residential supply has a material 
impact on development densities in the future.  A region with a large store of capacity designated for 
multifamily development is more likely to produce more apartments and condos than single family 
housing units in the long-run. Zoning, redevelopment potential and incentives, infill opportunities and 
the market readiness of vacant tax lots will have an impact on development densities. In the past, 
government organizations have had a responsibility to make vacant lots market ready by zoning land 
appropriate to the market and statewide building codes, building roadway infrastructure to support new 
development, and to provide public utilities such as sewer and water. 

Government regulations, the market readiness of buildable land, and consumer demand ultimately 
blend together to make up the real estate decisions and market outcomes to be expected. In order to 
simulate the ability of real estate markets to produce needed housing, a MetroScope growth scenario 
has been formulated to project the expected outcomes. The scenario results show housing production 
at various development densities as well as market price points, tenure and structure type. 

Methodology & Assumptions 

The development density findings derive from a MetroScope growth scenario that draw from the Metro 
Chief Operating Officer (COO) urban growth management (UGM) recommendations. The assumptions 
underpinning this scenario incorporate the following set of economic conditions: (1) medium-growth 
forecast of population and job growth; (2) medium supply forecast of land capacity inside the Metro 
UGB; (3) all four UGB expansions proposed in 2018; (4) and additional UGB expansions after 2025. 

Development Density Findings 

The Metro region is estimated to have a need to build 205,100 new dwelling units between 2018 and 
2038 in order to house the projected growth in population. Assuming all mixed-use residential 
development is constructed as apartments or condo units, the Metro region is expected to build 57% of 
its new housing as multifamily units and 43% as single family (attached / detached) residences over the 
20-year planning period.  

Table 1: Metro UGB Residential Final Demand Projections, 2018 to 2038 

Development Form Units Percent 

Avg. Density 
(units / gross 

buildable acre) 

Rural Residential 500 < 1% 0.2 
Single family 88,100 43% 6.7 
Multifamily 33,900 17% 45.6 
Mixed Use 82,600 40% 124.4 
 Total: 205,100 100% 60.5 
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More detailed density information is shown in Figure 1. The figure summarizes the projected 
development by Metro RLIS (Regional Land Information System) zone class. 

 

Figure 1: Detailed Development Forms by RLIS Zone Class, Metro UGB 

The COO recommendation assumed a projected SF rate of 50%. This rate recommendation is based on a 
combination of policy intent, regulatory mandate that applies to cities and counties in the region (i.e., 
the state’s Metropolitan Housing Rule) and the scientific results derived from the scenarios. The results 
of this scenario are based on input from the COO recommendations and run through the MetroScope 

Zone Class Description Units/Acre

RRFU Rur. Res. 0.2
SFR1 Single family 1
SFR2 Single family 2
SFR3 Single family 3
SFR4 Single family 4
SFR5 Single family 5
SFR6 Single family 6
SFR7 Single family 7
SFR8 Single family 8
SFR9 Single family 9
SFR10 Single family 10
SFR11 Single family 11
SFR12 Single family 12
SFR13 Single family 13
SFR14 Single family 14
SFR15 Single family 15
SFR16 Single family 16
MFR1 Multifamily 15
MFR2 Multifamily 20
MFR3 Multifamily 25
MFR4 Multifamily 30
MFR5 Multifamily 35
MFR6 Multifamily 40
MFR7 Multifamily 75
MUR1 Mixed Use 10
MUR2 Mixed Use 20
MUR3 Mixed Use 25
MUR4 Mixed Use 30
MUR5 Mixed Use 35
MUR6 Mixed Use 40
MUR7 Mixed Use 55
MUR8 Mixed Use 75
MUR9 Mixed Use 110
MUR10 Mixed Use 225
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model to determine the final demand. The final demand of SF production is estimated to be 43%. The 
final demand is a function of the regional forecast, the regional BLI forecast and COO recommendations. 
With this given, the projection of the region’s real estate needs reflects a final housing mix that 
consumers are able and willing to afford. 
 

Household Income Group Discussion 

Background 

Potential affects by income group require some preliminary explanation of the methods Metro staff use 
to estimate income-group-related outcomes.  Monthly housing cost estimates for owners and renters 
were derived with data from a growth scenario produced by the MetroScope land use model. This 
scenario draws from the COO’s recommendations. The scenario assumed  the following set of economic 
conditions: (1) medium-growth forecast of population and job growth; (2) medium supply forecast of 
land capacity inside the Metro UGB; (3) all four UGB expansions proposed in 2018; (4) and additional 
UGB expansions after 2025. 

 
Methodology & Assumptions 

This housing needs analysis relies on forecast data derived from a MetroScope land use scenario that 
incorporates key assumptions from the 2018 Urban Growth Management decision. The UGB decision 
was informed by (1) a range forecast of population and job growth; (2) a range forecast of land 
supply/capacity inside the UGB; (3) all four UGB expansions proposed in 2018 by local governments. For 
modeling and forecasting purposes, a “medium” setting was assumed to represent the range forecasts.  
The scenario also includes a 4th assumption that incorporates future UGB expansions. This assumption 
is consistent with the expectation that the regional BLI (buildable land inventory) capacity will be 
updated at regular intervals in order to maintain an orderly succession of a 20 year supply balance for 
future review cycles.  

For every scenario modeled, MetroScope projects the price (or rent) of housing by tenure and type. 
These projections form the basis for estimating monthly housing costs and the associated cost burden of 
owning or renting. The cost burden is the ratio of monthly housing cost divided by monthly household 
income. Housing costs and housing burden calculations are derived from 2018 and 2038 projections of 
household income, construction costs, land supply forecasts, redevelopment forecast, and current 
zoning and other economic data. MetroScope utilizes this information to estimate the rents and housing 
prices that will be needed to balance the demand and supply of housing by tenure and structure type. 
This means that the real estate markets “clear” and developers will build housing at various price points 
to match what households can or are willing to pay for housing. The rent and housing price levels 
represent final demand prices. 

MetroScope projections are used to determine the monthly income homeowners spend for housing and 
the sales price of homes in the region. We assert loan agreement terms that were typical as of 2010 to 
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2015 to estimate monthly mortgage costs of owners.  For renters, the monthly rent is based on an 
investor’s purchase price per multifamily unit so that rents include the cost of construction, a typical 
return on investment, and the cost of maintenance and utilities to each unit.  

Calculation of Owner Costs, Single Family (OSF) and Multi Family (OMF): 

 
Monthly Cost =  
-PMT [ Annual Interest Rate/12, Loan Years * 12, Cost per Unit * (1 - Down Payment) ] 
 
(PMT is an Excel function which calculates periodic loan payments) 
 
Typical loan agreement terms for a 30-year conventional fixed rate mortgage: 

 Annual Interest Rate = 4% 
 Loan Years = 30 years 
 Down Payment = 14% 

 
For example, given a modeled cost per unit of $300,000, the monthly mortgage cost would be $1,338 
for the homeowner. 
 
Calculation of Renter Costs, Single Family (RSF): 

 
Monthly Cost =  
-PMT [ Annual Interest Rate/12, Loan Years * 12, Cost per Unit * (1 - Down Payment) ] 
* (1+ Operating Expense Rate) + Utilities 
 
(PMT is an Excel function which calculates periodic loan payments) 
 
Assumptions: 

 Annual Interest Rate = 4% 
 Loan Years = 30 years 
 Down Payment = 14% 
 Operating Expense Rate = 22% for RSF 
 Utilities = $324/month for median income 

 
Given a cost per unit of $300,000 and a median income, the monthly housing cost would be $1,991. 
 
Calculation of Renter Costs, Multi Family (RMF): 

 
Monthly Cost =  
Cost per Unit * Cap. Rate * (1 + Operating Expense Rate) / 12 + Utilities 
 
Assumptions: 

 Cap. Rate = 6.5% 
 Operating Expense Rate = 33% for RMF 
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 Utilities = $324/month for median income 
 
Given a cost per unit of $100,000 and a median income, the monthly housing cost would be $1,135. 
 
Income Categories 

The income categories used for this analysis are those defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD), as a percentage of median family income (MFI).   “Extremely Low” is 30% of 
MFI; “Very Low” is 50% of MFI; “Low” is 80% of MFI.   MetroScope works with median household 
income (MHI) rather than median family income (i.e., not all households are families).  This analysis uses 
the MFI income distribution, but applied to the MHI.   The MHI for the Portland-Vancouver area was 
$50,100 in 2010 (MetroScope operates with year 2010 dollars).  [Source: U.S. Census, Demographic 
Profile, Table DP03, 2010 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, downloaded 1/20/2015]. The 
eight native MetroScope income categories were grouped into the HUD categories as follows in Table 2.   

Table 2: Income Categories – a crosswalk of MetroScope Income Bins and HUD Income Categories 

 

Household Income Group Findings 

This analysis divides household types by owner and renters. It also stratifies the household incomes of 
renters and owners into 5 income levels. Each income level references a median income value within 
each bracket to represent household income. (It should be noted that using average values for housing 
costs and household incomes may limit an understanding of housing affordability in the region because 
it obscures the distribution of income and the costs incurred by different kinds of households). Housing 
costs and rents are projected into 21 rent or housing cost categories. The cost categories have 
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increments of $50 for rents and housing costs below $800 a month, and increments of $100 and more 
for rents and housing costs above $800 per month.  

The chart of the left side of Figure 2, below, shows the percentage of cost burdened owner households 
in the region based on income level. There are 5 income levels: (1) extreme low, (2) very low, (3) low, (4) 
median, and (5) greater than median. The percentage of cost burdened owner households declines in 
the 2018 data (blue bars) as income levels increase. The percentage of cost burdened households still 
decreases in 2038 as income levels increase (red bars), but not to the same degree. By 2038, a majority 
of households in the “greater than median” income category become cost burdened. The cost burden 
threshold is deemed to be 30% of income according to HUD. 

The chart on the right side of Figure 2 shows what the average housing cost burden is for each income 
level. For example, the households in the extremely low income category have a cost burden estimate of 
84%, in other words, the average household in this category is spending 84% of household income to 
cover housing costs. The degree of cost burden falls with rising income levels in both 2018 and 2038. 
However, for all income levels, the housing cost burden jumps between 11 to 16 percentage points 
higher from 2018 to 2038, meaning owners are projected to pay more of household income for housing.  

 
Figure 2: Share of Cost Burdened Owners and the Average Cost Burden by Income Level 

Monthly housing costs of owners are forecasted by an equilibrium pricing mechanism in the 
MetroScope land use model. This approach may overstate the final housing costs associated for some 
owner households. The data reveal more about the change in owner cost burdens rather than a forecast 
of actual counts of cost burdened household. The model forecasts the housing cost for owners that 
move and determines a purchase price based on regional economic forecast factors. This approach likely 
overestimates the cost to homeowners that did not move in the period. In reality, many homeowners 
are non-movers until a life event causes them to choose to live elsewhere, e.g., an acute illness, a 
change in job by the householder or spouse, addition of a new family member, or for other economic 
reasons. Householders that did not move likely have lower housing costs than current home buyers 
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because their nominal costs are likely less than the current market sales price. Therefore, the 
percentage of cost burdened owners and their corresponding average costs as percentage of household 
income may be exaggerated for the segment of non-movers. Thus, a more meaningful finding from the 
owner analysis may not be actual counts of cost burdened households, but rather the magnitude and 
direction of changes in housing costs.  

The findings in this scenario show that owner costs will rise at the margin as evidenced by the increase 
in the average cost as a percentage of income of owners in each income bracket. Regionally, new 
owners in 2018 spend an aggregate of 41% of household income on housing. New owners in 2038 are 
projected to spend on average 56% of household income on housing costs. These figures express the 
monthly housing costs if they purchased a house and had a typical 30-year mortgage payment. (The 
estimates do not include property taxes or other tax burdens nor do they add maintenance and upkeep 
to the cost estimates.) Households without a monthly mortgage payment likely have much lower 
monthly housing costs. 

 
Figure 3: Share of Cost Burdened Renters and the Average Cost Burden by Income Level 

The rent cost estimates in the MetroScope calculations represent gross rent. Gross rent is the contract 
rent plus the estimated average monthly cost of utilities (electricity, gas, and water and sewer) and fuels 
(oil, coal, kerosene, wood, etc.) if these are paid for by the renter (or paid for the renter by someone 
else).  Contract rent is the monthly rent agreed to or contracted for, regardless of any furnishings, 
utilities, fees, meals, or services that may be included. 

As shown in the on the left side of Figure 3, the share of cost burdened renters is nearly 100% for the 
extremely low and very low income levels. This is the case for both 2018 and 2038. The proportion of 
households that are cost burdened decrease with rising income levels in both 2018 and 2038 
projections. The share of cost burdened renters by income level increases between 2 to 7 percentage 
points from 2018 to 2038. The threshold for housing cost burdened renters is 30% of income. 
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The average renter cost burden is much higher for extremely low income renters and falls at higher 
income levels. The extremely low income level households spend on average about 93% of income on 
rent in 2018 and projections for 2038 anticipate it edging up to 96% of income. Median renters in 2018 
spend about 53% of income and by 2038, they spend up to 58%. Renters in the above median income 
level exhibit an average close to 35% of income in 2018 and 38% in 2038. This information is displayed in 
the chart on the right side of Figure 3 for all income levels. 

Below median income renters (and owners) exhibit fairly extreme cost burdens.  However, lower income 
households may be eligible to receive other income assistance and subsidies, such as supplemental 
nutrition assistance program (SNAP – i.e., food stamps), Women, Infants, Children program (WIC – 
promotes nutritional health of low-income women, infants and children), federal earned income tax 
credits (EITC). These programs provide additional income supports which are not included in the 
household income estimates. Also, some low income renters may be eligible for Section 8 housing, or 
qualify to reside in low income tax credit apartments, or subject to other below market rents.  
Therefore, the estimates of average housing cost as a percentage of income in this report may be 
slightly overstating the cost burden’s of lower income households due to the exclusion of supplemental 
incomes and other rental subsidies.  

Similar to the owner price projections, rent forecasts are derived based on market clearing prices for the 
forecast period. If some renters are non-movers in the forecast period and have rents locked-in by long 
term lease arrangements, then these renters may be spending less than what is predicted to be 
prevailing rental rates and the resulting cost burdens would be less. MetroScope calculates the rents 
needed to clear the market given the projected regional forecast factors, but it does not factor in non-
movers. Therefore, the number of cost burdened renter households likely represents a high-end of a 
range. 

Summary tables of the final demand forecast of owner and renter housing for years 2018 and 2038 are 
displayed in Table 6 and 7. Table 6 shows the number of owners by monthly housing costs and income 
bracket. Table 7 shows the number of renters by monthly rent and income bracket. Dollar figures are 
expressed in constant 2010 purchasing power. The geographic extent for each table is the Metro UGB. 
Please refer to Tables 6 and 7 at the end of this report for more detail about housing costs for 
households of different income groups. 

Findings of Need (Gap Analysis) 

As shown in Appendix 3 (see pp. 13-18) and as summarized in the “Tenure” and “Type” sections above, 
all forecast scenarios demonstrate strong upward price pressure.  Those findings provide a general 
signal that the region needs more housing. The analytical findings in particular point to a need for 
additional production of single family units (attached and detached) over the 20-year forecast period. 
The expansion proposals from all 4 local governments present opportunities to provide more of the 
single family housing choices reflected in the HNA report findings. 
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Based on the amount (range) of multifamily (MF) capacity in the BLI forecasts (136,000 to 271,100 MF 
units (rounded) supply – see Appendix 2), there is a surplus of MF capacity in the Metro UGB because 
the supply exceeds demand. MF demand is projected to be 102,500 units. (293,000 households * 70% 
capture rate * 50% MF rate = 102,500 MF units). The low-end of the MF BLI supply forecast is 136,000 
units, which exceeds demand and therefore there is no unmet need. 

The findings for “capture rate” and “single family rate” are extracted from the scenarios to calculate 
potential unmet housing need for single family dwelling units. The capture rate measures the share of 
future MSA-level growth in population (or households) residing inside the Metro UGB. The single family 
rate is a measurement of the marginal share of future housing production built as single family; the 
alternative is multifamily (estimates not shown). More on these findings are discussed in Appendix 3 and 
the ranges are shown in Table 3, below. The row heading in Table 3 are limited to a plausible range for 
future capture rates (64% to 70%). The column headings represent a range of single-family housing 
shares (50% to 70%) derived from plausible growth scenarios. Even increments of 2 and 5 percentage 
points are added into Table 3 to illustrate other possible capture and single family rate settings, 
respectively.  

Table 3: Housing Needs Analysis Gap Findings  

 Single family Rate 

Capture Rate 50% 55% 60% 65% 70% 

64% : -1,500 -10,800 -20,200 -29,600 -39,000 
66% : -4,400 -14,100 -23,700 -33,400 -43,100 
68% : -7,300 -17,300 -27,200 -37,200 -47,200 

  70% : -10,300 -20,500 -30,800 -41,000 -51,300 
 

Table 3 illustrates potential combinations and resulting gap sensitivity if other alternative settings are 
sought of future capture and single family rates. Results in the table body show a potential range of 
unmet need in SF housing for the Metro UGB. The range forecasts provide latitude for policy makers to 
align forecast expectations with policy intentions. 
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Table 4: HNA range 

Line 1 7-county MSA new households, 2018 to 2038 (midpoint of range): 279,000 

Line 2 7-county MSA new dwelling units (apply 5% vacancy rate): 293,000 

Line 3 Metro UGB new dwelling units (capture rate range = 64% to 70%): 187,500 to 205,000 

Line 4 Metro UGB new single family dwelling units (SF rate = 50%): 93,800 to 102,600 

Line 5 Metro UGB existing SF capacity (attached and detached units): 92,300 

Line 6 Unmet SF dwelling unit need: 1,500 to 10,300 

Table 4 source information and discussion: 

Line 1: Metro Growth Forecast (2018 to 2038), Appendix 1. Metro prepared a range forecast that 
statistically encompasses a plausible span in which the Portland MSA is likely to grow during the next 20 
year period. This range approximates a 95% confidence interval, meaning future regional growth has 
about 95 chances out of 100 of being in the specified growth range. The selection of the midpoint in the 
range represents the peak likelihood of the range forecast.  

The baseline household forecast in 2018 estimates 958,000 (rounded) households in the MSA. The same 
forecast projects total households rising to 1,237,000 for an increase of 279,000 households in the MSA 
from 2018 to 2038. 

Line 2: source: U.S. Census and Metro. Metro reviewed Census residential vacancy rates for the MSA 
and selected a rounded estimate of past vacancy rates for the MSA region. 

Line 3: MetroScope Growth Scenarios, Appendix 3.  A review of the Metro UGB capture rate shows an 
average reading of 61% based on data from 1979 to present. Swings in the actual capture rate have 
occurred in history and it has been shown to be correlated with real estate and regional economic 
business cycles.  The historical rates have been between 57% and 64%. In the future, MetroScope 
scenarios predict a possible capture rate between 61% and 74%, depending on forecast assumptions. 
Plausible scenarios indicate a narrower range (64% to 70%). Higher capture rates tended to fit with 
higher growth and higher capacity forecasts. Applying the narrower capture rate range (64% to 70%) to 
the baseline dwelling unit forecast (293,000) yields a housing unit growth demand range between 
187,500 and 205,000 units (rounded). 

Line 4: MetroScope Growth Scenarios, Appendix 3.  A review of 1970 Census data for the Tri-county 
area (Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties) reveals a single-family (SF) dwelling unit rate of 
78%. This rate falls to 70% in the 2010 Census. This means that the marginal SF rate has been on the 
decline. A decade-by-decade review of the marginal SF rate reveals a rate ranging between 60% and 
68% since 1970. In the future, MetroScope scenarios predict a possible SF rate between 24% and 64% 
that is dependent on growth range assumptions and the ratio of SF capacity made available in the BLI 
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(Buildable Land Inventory) forecast. A lower SF rate corresponds to a relatively lower quantity of SF 
capacity assumed in a BLI forecast. Across all scenarios, the innate or latent demand for SF housing units 
generally exceeds the production of SF units. In all plausible scenarios, demand for SF is projected to 
exceed SF supply; this is evidenced by the steep increase in marginal SF home prices and corresponding 
housing cost-burden projections of homeowners. Assuming a SF rate of 50% is consistent with the 
Metropolitan Housing Rule and the rate falls in the range of tested scenario projections. 

Line 5: Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI), Appendix 2. Single family dwelling unit capacity can be found in 
the “Residential BLI (Threshold and Statistical methods)” tables.  BLI tables in Appendix 2 have been 
revised as of October 2018 to reflect corrections made to the RLIS (Regional Land Information System) 
zoning layer used in the estimation of the BLI. The tables show SF capacity to be 36,108 units Vacant SF 
and 56,229 units of Infill SF for a total of 92,337 units (92,300 units rounded). 

Line 6: HNA range calculation. Subtracts SF demand of 93,800 up to 102,600 from SF capacity of 92,300 
units 

The proposed UGB expansions from local governments would provide an approximate supply of 6,100 
single family dwelling units and 3,100 units of multifamily apartment units, for a total of 9,200 homes. 
The proposed 6,100 single family units in the expansion areas falls near the midpoint of the range of 
unmet SF housing need of 1,500 to 10,300 units. 

As shown in Table 5, assuming a UGB capture rate of 67.2% (which is essentially the midpoint of the 
plausible capture rate range) results in an unmet single-family housing need of 6,100 units, which 
corresponds to the 6,100 units of single-family housing included in the concept plans for the four city-
proposed UGB expansions.  

Table 5: Final reconciliation of housing need for the Metro UGB, years 2018 to 2038 

Line 1 7-county MSA new households, 2018 to 2038 (midpoint of range): 279,000 

Line 2 7-county MSA new dwelling units (apply 5% vacancy rate): 293,000 

Line 3 Metro UGB new dwelling units (capture rate range = 67.2%): 196,900 

Line 4 Metro UGB new single family dwelling units (SF rate = 50%): 98,400 

Line 5 Metro UGB existing SF capacity (attached and detached units): 92,300 

Line 6 Unmet SF dwelling unit need: 6,100 
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Overall, the findings from this analysis indicate the following: 

 housing costs will increase faster than household incomes; 

 most low-income households will continue to be cost-burdened; 

 average housing cost burden will worsen for both owner and renters; 

 home-ownership will become increasingly difficult for households across all income ranges; 

 the need for additional housing supply will persist through and beyond 2038; 

 even assuming potential future UGB expansions there remains a measurable need for housing, 
especially single-family:  this need supports the decision to expand the UGB per the four 
concept-planned proposals. 

 

Cost Burden Validation of MetroScope 2018 data using 2016 ACS 5-year data 

A precise comparison of MetroScope data against actual observed data is difficult. The Census American 
Community Survey (ACS) reports housing cost estimates that closely approximate the desirable 
validation comparison. But in order to make a more comparable comparison, ACS data are adjusted.  

Because the MetroScope and ACS income brackets do not match the 5 HUD income categories, the 
income brackets in MetroScope and ACS data tables are adjusted to approximately align with the HUD 
data. Although the re-alignment of the income brackets is imperfect and subject to possible distribution 
errors, it is necessary in order to harmonize (to the extent possible) the 3 data sets for validation 
comparison purposes.  Realignment of MetroScope income brackets to HUD income levels are the same 
as those shown in Table 2. The realignment of ACS to HUD is shown in Table 5, below. 

Table 6: Income Categories – a crosswalk of ACS Income Brackets and HUD Income Categories 

 

For this comparison, the estimates from 2016 5-Year ACS Table B25106, “Tenure by Housing Costs as a 
Percentage of Household Income in the Past 12 Months” are compared against MetroScope forecast 
data. To control for different years, the results are “normalized” by comparing the distribution as 
percentages of regional totals. 

ACS Income Brackets HUD income categories

Less than $19,999 2/3 EXTR LOW 1/3 VERY LOW
$20,000 to $34,999 1/3 VERY LOW 2/3 LOW
$35,000 to $49,999 1/3 LOW 2/3 MEDIAN
$50,000 to $74,999 GT MEDIAN
$75,000 or more GT MEDIAN
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The comparison of the ACS and MetroScope owner and renter cost burden data are shown in Figures 4 
and 5, respectively.  

The distribution of cost burdened owners (see Figure 3) from the ACS reveals (green bars) a slightly 
higher proportion of householders below the median category. MetroScope (orange bars) predicts 
proportionally fewer lower income households as burdened by housing costs. On the other end (not 
charted), MetroScope predicts that a higher share of above-median income householders will be cost 
burdened. 

The second chart in Figure 4 reveals the degree of cost burden by showing the percentage of households 
in each income category to be cost burdened. In the case of MetroScope (orange bars), the model 
predicts that a greater share of households across the entire income spectrum will be cost burdened as 
compared to ACS estimates of the same. The greatest proportional discrepancy can be found with 
households of above the median income.  MetroScope predicts almost half of these households are cost 
burdened; the ACS estimates only 16%. In sum, the distribution of cost burdened owner households 
appears similar between ACS and MetroScope forecast findings. MetroScope tends to over predict the 
share of cost burdened owners in each income range.  This is consistent with earlier explanations of the 
differences that stem from the cost burdens of movers and non-movers. 

 

 

Figure 4: Comparison of Owner Cost Burdened Households – MetroScope vs. ACS 

 

A similar comparison is made with renters, shown in Figure 5, below. It appears that the distribution of 
cost burdened households relative to all renters broken down by income levels for the ACS and 
MetroScope reveal roughly the same distribution.  Again, because of the differences between the cost 
burdens of movers and non-movers, MetroScope tends to over predict the share of renters who are cost 
burdened.  Although for lower income brackets, the comparison of values appear closer together. 
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Figure 5: Comparison of Renter Cost Burdened Households – MetroScope vs. ACS 

The differences in the distributions between owners and renters in the ACS estimates and the 
MetroScope forecasts are likely attributable to the different housing costs associated with movers and 
non-movers as well as some distribution misalignments caused by our efforts to harmonize HUD, ACS, 
and MetroScope income brackets. The validation of the model helps reinforce our understanding of 
forecast results. The distribution of cost burdened renters and owners relative to the subtotals of each 
appear reasonable in this model validation exercise. However, MetroScope tends to over predict the 
number of cost-burdened households because it assumes prevailing forecast costs on housing across all 
households without regard to differences in non-movers who likely are not experiencing to the same 
degree the rising cost of housing at the margin. 
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Owner Housing Cost by Income Bracket 
Table 7: 2018 and 2038 Owner Housing Forecasts (Metro UGB) 
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Renter Housing Cost by Income Bracket  
Table 8: 2018 and 2038 Renter Housing Forecasts (Metro UGB) 
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Appendix 6 – Employment Land Site Characteristics  June 25, 2018 

1  Metro Research Center 
 

APPENDIX 6-EMPLOYMENT LAND SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

Background 

Under Division 24 (Urban Growth Boundaries) of the Oregon Administrative Rules, Metro is required to 
complete an employment land inventory that describes site characteristics of buildable lands inside the 
urban growth boundary (as described in Division 9, Economic Development). Cities and counties, in the 
course of their own planning efforts, are responsible for determining whether sites are suitable for 
particular uses that match their economic development objectives. This is an appropriate approach 
given the regional scale of this inventory and the desire to not replicate or supplant local efforts. 

The approach used for this analysis is also informed by Division 9 (Economic Development) of the 
Oregon Administrative Rules, that states “The effort necessary to comply… will vary depending on the 
size of the jurisdiction…” and that “a jurisdiction’s planning effort is adequate if it uses the best available 
or readily collectible information...” This clause acknowledges that a detailed region-wide analysis of 
employment sites is not feasible either to complete or interpret in any meaningful fashion. 

This analysis uses a general approach that was developed in consultation with Oregon Department of 
Land Conservation and Development staff for the 2014 Urban Growth Report.  Table 1 summarizes the 
site characteristics mentioned in the Administrative Rules and the various data points that have been 
used to summarize these characteristics. For practical reasons, this report presents regional maps and 
summary tables.  Map 1 depicts the subareas used to organize this analysis. Metro can provide its tax lot 
level buildable land inventory GIS database on request. Employment land is organized into three 
categories for this analysis: 

 Commercial land 
 General industrial land 
 Large industrial sites (maps depict dots for each tax lot that comprises a large site; some sites 

may consist of multiple tax lots) 
 

Additional information about large industrial sites (over 25-net buildable acres) can be found in 
Appendix 8. 
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Table 1:  summary of approach for describing site characteristics 

OR Administrative Rules 
Division 9 – Economic Development 

Metro employment land inventory approach 

Description of minimum acreage or 
site configuration characteristics 
including shape and topography 

Acreage – summary tables of net buildable acreages are 
provided. Metro can provide its tax-lot-level buildable land 
inventory GIS database on request. 
 
Shape - site shapes cannot be summarized in any meaningful 
fashion at the regional scale, but the GIS database includes a 
visual depiction of the shape of each tax lot in the inventory. 
Metro can provide its tax-lot-level buildable land inventory GIS 
database on request. 
 
Topography - portions of tax lots with slopes over 25% have 
been removed from the inventory since they are deemed 
unbuildable. This report describes, as a site characteristic, the 
portion of each inventoried tax lot that has a slope between 7-
25%. This range was chosen because slopes over 7% are often 
regarded as an impediment to industrial uses with larger 
development footprints. 

Visibility This characteristic is taken to mean visibility from a public right 
of way. For each tax lot in the inventory, distance to the nearest 
major arterial is computed. 

Specific types of public facilities, 
services or energy infrastructure 

Region-wide data to address this site characteristic are not 
readily available. For public security reasons, Metro does not 
have access to data on where power and gas transmission lines 
are. Metro also do not have access to data on where water and 
sewer facilities are located. The inventory depicts the following: 
-Sewer district name 
-Water district name 
-Fire district name 
-Distance to closest major arterial 

Proximity to a particular 
transportation or freight facility such 
as rail, marine ports and airports, 
multimodal freight or transshipment 
facilities, and major transportation 
routes. 

-Distance to nearest rail terminal 
-Distance to transhipment facilities 
-Distance to major arterial 
-Distance to designated freight route 
-Distance to airport 
-Distance to marine terminals 
 

Description of any development 
constraints or infrastructure needs 
that affect the buildable area of sites 
in the inventory 

-Number of environmentally constrained acres (note – these 
acres are removed from buildable land inventory). 
-Inside or outside marine use restriction area 
-Inside or outside an aviation overlay zone 
-Portion of each tax lot that has a slope between 7-25% 
-Owner flagged for tax exempt status (removed from inventory if 
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OR Administrative Rules 
Division 9 – Economic Development 

Metro employment land inventory approach 

not available for employment use) 
-Land value per square foot (county assessor data) 
-Vacant or redevelopment land category (Metro) 
-Inside city (yes/no) 
-Estimate of future streets and sidewalks acreage needs for 
vacant tax lots. However, we should note that our method uses a 
regional approach and may not reflect the actual needs of 
specific sites. 
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Map 1: Subareas used for employment site characteristics summarization 
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Map 2: vacant employment land 
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Map 3: Redevelopment candidate employment land – threshold (strike price) method 
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Map 4: Redevelopment candidate employment land – statistical (regression) method 
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Map 5: Employment lands by type 
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Description of minimum acreage or site configuration characteristics including shape and 

topography 
Table 2:  Summary data on acres of buildable employment land inside the Metro urban growth boundary 

  Strike Price Regression 

Market Subarea Parcels Acres Parcels Acres 

Central 1,398 145.4 1,398 43.4 

Commercial 1,369 139.6 1,369 37.5 
Industrial 29 5.9 29 5.9 

East Multnomah 981 2,647.9 981 2,509.5 

Commercial 534 487.0 534 348.6 
Industrial 406 1,709.3 406 1,709.3 
Large Lot Industrial 41 451.6 41 451.6 

Inner Clackamas 116 115.0 116 112.2 

Commercial 66 17.9 66 15.1 
Industrial 50 97.1 50 97.1 

Inner I-5 27 8.2 27 7.3 

Commercial 21 2.9 21 1.9 
Industrial 6 5.3 6 5.3 

Inner North & East 4,890 2,193.5 4,890 1,951.0 

Commercial 4,360 412.6 4,360 170.1 
Industrial 488 1,013.9 488 1,013.9 
Large Lot Industrial 42 767.0 42 767.0 

Inner Westside 476 221.9 476 188.5 

Commercial 408 113.3 408 79.8 
Industrial 68 108.7 68 108.7 

Outer Clackamas 687 1,451.9 687 1,320.2 

Commercial 481 709.7 481 578.0 
Industrial 189 646.3 189 646.3 
Large Lot Industrial 17 95.9 17 95.9 

Outer I-5 495 1,818.6 495 1,812.8 

Commercial 76 49.5 76 43.8 
Industrial 323 1,320.3 323 1,320.3 
Large Lot Industrial 96 448.8 96 448.8 

Outer Westside 675 2,249.7 675 2,195.3 

Commercial 340 287.3 340 232.9 
Industrial 292 1,016.9 292 1,016.9 
Large Lot Industrial 43 945.5 43 945.5 

Grand Total 9,745 10,852.1 9,745 10,140.1 
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Site visibility 
Map 6: Proximity to major arterials 
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Specific types of public facilities, services or energy infrastructure  
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Map 7: Fire districts 
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Map 8: Sewer districts 
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Map 9: Water districts 
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Proximity to a particular transportation or freight facility such as rail, marine ports and 

airports, multimodal freight or transshipment facilities, and major transportation routes 
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Map 10: Proximity to rail terminal 
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Map 11: Proximity to transshipment facilities 
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Map 12: Proximity to designated freight route 
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Map 13: Proximity to any airport 
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Map 14: Proximity to Portland International Airport 
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Map 15: Proximity to marine facilities 
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Description of any development constraints or infrastructure needs that affect the buildable 

area of sites in the inventory 

The methodology used for the buildable land inventory removes environmentally constrained acres.  

Table 23: Environmentally constrained acres removed from buildable land inventory 

Market Subarea Acres of Environmentally Constrained Land 

Central 58.0 

Commercial 57.3 
Industrial 0.7 

East Multnomah 611.4 

Commercial 114.6 
Industrial 408.3 
Large Lot Industrial 88.5 

Inner Clackamas 48.0 

Commercial 4.4 
Industrial 43.6 

Inner I-5 5.9 

Commercial 1.2 
Industrial 4.7 

Inner North & East 767.5 

Commercial 123.8 
Industrial 450.1 
Large Lot Industrial 193.6 

Inner Westside 172.6 

Commercial 109.7 
Industrial 62.9 

Outer Clackamas 430.4 

Commercial 251.8 
Industrial 160.1 
Large Lot Industrial 18.4 

Outer I-5 482.9 

Commercial 36.1 
Industrial 341.8 
Large Lot Industrial 104.9 

Outer Westside 324.7 

Commercial 85.8 
Industrial 153.8 
Large Lot Industrial 85.1 

Grand Total 2,901.4 
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Tables 3a and 3b describes constraints from slopes. Areas with slopes over 25 percent are removed from 
the buildable land inventory. For this site characteristics analysis, areas with slopes over 7% are 
identified. 

Unconstrained:  10% or less of the taxlot has steep slopes 
Partially Constrained: 10.01% to 50% of the taxlot has steep slopes 
Constrained: 50 to 89.99% of the lot has steep slopes  
Heavily Constrained: Greater than 90% of the site has steep slopes 
 
Table 3a: Steep (>7%) slope constraints Threshold (Strike Price) Method (slopes over 25% are removed from buildable 
land inventory) 

Threshold (Strike Price) Method 
        

  Unconstrained 
Partially 

constrained Constrained 
Heavily 

constrained Total 

Market Subarea Parcels Acres Parcels Acres Parcels Acres Parcels Acres Parcels Acres 

Central 142 24.1 238 37.5 155 14.2 200 8.3 735 84.0 

Commercial 139 23.7 232 33.5 149 13.5 193 7.9 713 78.7 
Industrial 3 0.4 6 4.0 6 0.6 7 0.4 22 5.4 

East Multnomah 197 762.4 294 1,163.0 104 379.5 33 49.9 628 2,354.8 

Commercial 77 102.5 105 158.9 43 66.4 17 17.2 242 345.1 
Industrial 114 550.1 166 737.1 50 243.0 15 27.9 345 1,558.2 
Large Lot Industrial 6 109.8 23 266.9 11 70.1 1 4.8 41 451.6 

Inner Clackamas 13 9.0 39 89.0 16 5.4 8 1.6 76 105.0 

Commercial 6 1.7 12 2.6 10 3.6 3 0.4 31 8.4 
Industrial 7 7.3 27 86.4 6 1.7 5 1.2 45 96.6 

Inner I-5 4 1.8 5 1.4 5 1.7 6 1.0 20 5.9 

Commercial 3 0.5 4 0.3 4 1.2 4 0.3 15 2.3 
Industrial 1 1.3 1 1.0 1 0.5 2 0.7 5 3.6 

Inner North & East 472 547.8 663 1,179.3 225 106.9 152 27.4 1,512 1,861.3 

Commercial 354 53.1 481 125.8 157 16.2 85 6.0 1,077 201.1 
Industrial 104 351.2 165 482.3 63 79.0 67 21.4 399 933.9 
Large Lot Industrial 14 143.5 17 571.2 5 11.7     36 726.4 

Inner Westside 60 58.7 143 90.7 108 45.1 88 16.0 399 210.5 

Commercial 49 32.4 106 33.3 91 21.3 87 15.8 333 102.8 
Industrial 11 26.3 37 57.4 17 23.8 1 0.2 66 107.8 

Outer Clackamas 120 335.4 223 590.8 125 318.7 94 117.5 562 1,362.4 

Commercial 70 138.8 144 258.3 84 140.7 85 115.7 383 653.5 
Industrial 49 185.8 71 301.0 33 124.4 9 1.8 162 613.0 
Large Lot Industrial 1 10.9 8 31.4 8 53.6     17 95.9 

Outer I-5 134 530.8 194 811.2 74 305.3 24 21.0 426 1,668.2 

Commercial 10 8.4 19 17.8 11 8.5 15 11.4 55 46.1 
Industrial 102 431.6 146 590.2 48 261.0 7 9.4 303 1,292.1 
Large Lot Industrial 22 90.8 29 203.2 15 35.8 2 0.2 68 329.9 

Outer Westside 166 1,100.0 164 611.5 54 63.5 12 1.5 396 1,776.4 

Commercial 68 94.0 71 100.0 35 22.6 11 1.0 185 217.6 
Industrial 78 407.1 85 314.1 19 40.8 1 0.5 183 762.5 
Large Lot Industrial 20 598.9 8 197.4         28 796.3 

Grand Total 1,308 3,369.9 1,963 4,574.3 866 1,240.2 617 244.2 4,754 9,428.6 
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Table 3b: Steep (>7%) slope constraints Statistical (Regression) Method (slopes over 25% are removed from buildable 
land inventory) 

Statistical (Regression) Method 
        

  Unconstrained 
Partially 

constrained Constrained 
Heavily 

constrained Total 

Market Subarea Parcels Acres Parcels Acres Parcels Acres Parcels Acres Parcels Acres 

Central 142 7.7 238 15.1 155 3.7 200 3.0 735 29.5 

Commercial 139 7.4 232 11.1 149 3.1 193 2.6 713 24.1 

Industrial 3 0.4 6 4.0 6 0.6 7 0.4 22 5.4 

East Multnomah 197 727.3 294 1,131.6 104 367.1 33 44.0 628 2,270.0 

Commercial 77 67.4 105 127.5 43 54.0 17 11.3 242 260.2 

Industrial 114 550.1 166 737.1 50 243.0 15 27.9 345 1,558.2 

Large Lot Industrial 6 109.8 23 266.9 11 70.1 1 4.8 41 451.6 

Inner Clackamas 13 8.4 39 87.9 16 5.3 8 1.5 76 103.1 

Commercial 6 1.2 12 1.5 10 3.5 3 0.3 31 6.5 

Industrial 7 7.3 27 86.4 6 1.7 5 1.2 45 96.6 

Inner I-5 4 1.6 5 1.2 5 1.7 6 0.8 20 5.2 

Commercial 3 0.2 4 0.1 4 1.1 4 0.1 15 1.6 

Industrial 1 1.3 1 1.0 1 0.5 2 0.7 5 3.6 

Inner North & East 472 516.5 663 1,151.9 225 99.7 152 25.6 1,512 1,793.6 

Commercial 354 21.8 481 98.3 157 9.0 85 4.2 1,077 133.3 

Industrial 104 351.2 165 482.3 63 79.0 67 21.4 399 933.9 

Large Lot Industrial 14 143.5 17 571.2 5 11.7     36 726.4 

Inner Westside 60 50.6 143 78.1 108 40.5 88 12.2 399 181.4 

Commercial 49 24.3 106 20.7 91 16.7 87 12.0 333 73.7 

Industrial 11 26.3 37 57.4 17 23.8 1 0.2 66 107.8 

Outer Clackamas 120 306.1 223 549.9 125 302.0 94 95.2 562 1,253.2 

Commercial 70 109.5 144 217.4 84 123.9 85 93.4 383 544.3 

Industrial 49 185.8 71 301.0 33 124.4 9 1.8 162 613.0 

Large Lot Industrial 1 10.9 8 31.4 8 53.6     17 95.9 

Outer I-5 134 529.4 194 809.4 74 304.3 24 19.5 426 1,662.6 

Commercial 10 7.1 19 16.0 11 7.6 15 9.9 55 40.5 

Industrial 102 431.6 146 590.2 48 261.0 7 9.4 303 1,292.1 

Large Lot Industrial 22 90.8 29 203.2 15 35.8 2 0.2 68 329.9 

Outer Westside 166 1,091.5 164 592.0 54 57.2 12 1.1 396 1,741.7 

Commercial 68 85.5 71 80.5 35 16.3 11 0.6 185 183.0 

Industrial 78 407.1 85 314.1 19 40.8 1 0.5 183 762.5 

Large Lot Industrial 20 598.9 8 197.4         28 796.3 

Grand Total 1,308 3,239.2 1,963 4,416.9 866 1,181.5 617 202.8 4,754 9,040.3 
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Appendix 6 – Employment Land Site Characteristics  June 25, 2018 

25  Metro Research Center 
 

  Map 16: Marine use restrictions 
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Appendix 6 – Employment Land Site Characteristics  June 25, 2018 

26  Metro Research Center 
 

Map 17: Aviation overlay zones 
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Appendix 6 – Employment Land Site Characteristics  June 25, 2018 

27  Metro Research Center 
 

Table 4: Acreages by category of land in buildable land inventory 

 Developed Redevelopable Vacant Total 

Market Subarea Parcels Acres Parcels Acres Parcels Acres Parcels Acres 

Central 2 3.1 1083.0 377.9 313 66.6 1398 447.6 

Commercial 2 3.1 1081.0 374.0 286 63.9 1369 441.1 
Industrial     2.0 3.8 27 2.7 29 6.5 

East Mult Co 92 1110.1 485.0 1613.7 404 1340.3 981 4064.2 

Commercial 27 152.3 281.0 509.1 226 340.3 534 1001.7 
Industrial 56 863.2 181.0 989.2 169 829.5 406 2681.9 
Large Lot Industrial 9 94.6 23.0 115.4 9 170.5 41 380.5 

Inner Clackamas 16 152.6 26.0 85.4 74 38.5 116 276.5 

Commercial 4 8.6 15.0 5.8 47 24.9 66 39.3 
Industrial 12 144.0 11.0 79.6 27 13.6 50 237.2 

Inner I-5 4 11.9 10.0 4.5 13 9.5 27 25.8 

Commercial     10.0 4.5 11 8.7 21 13.2 
Industrial 4 11.9 

  
2 0.8 6 12.7 

Inner North & East 125 1128.7 4157.0 1693.5 608 1065.1 4890 3887.3 

Commercial 21 100.6 4045.0 861.1 294 153.2 4360 1114.8 
Industrial 88 1005.4 99.0 624.1 301 394.1 488 2023.6 
Large Lot Industrial 16 22.8 13.0 208.3 13 517.9 42 748.9 

Inner Westside 28 362.6 287.0 406.8 161 164.5 476 933.9 

Commercial 9 82.9 261.0 337.0 138 123.5 408 543.4 
Industrial 19 279.7 26.0 69.8 23 41.0 68 390.5 

Outer Clackamas 89 415.3 355.0 1227.3 243 853.7 687 2496.3 

Commercial 50 213.5 277.0 803.5 154 518.2 481 1535.1 
Industrial 38 199.4 68.0 369.1 83 288.2 189 856.8 
Large Lot Industrial 1 2.4 10.0 54.7 6 47.3 17 104.5 

Outer I-5 70 491.0 234.0 1365.0 191 818.0 495 2674.1 

Commercial 6 55.9 14.0 22.8 56 94.6 76 173.3 
Industrial 44 405.2 173.0 959.7 106 476.9 323 1841.7 
Large Lot Industrial 20 29.8 47.0 382.6 29 246.6 96 659.0 

Outer Westside 33 146.0 350.0 1560.3 292 1365.5 675 3071.8 

Commercial 17 75.6 179.0 428.8 144 400.6 340 905.1 
Industrial 14 68.8 160.0 797.4 118 363.9 292 1230.1 
Large Lot Industrial 2 1.5 11.0 334.1 30 601.0 43 936.6 

Grand Total 459 3821.3 6987.0 8334.6 2299 5721.7 9745 17877.6 
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Appendix 6 – Employment Land Site Characteristics  June 25, 2018 

28  Metro Research Center 
 

 

Table 5: Incorporation status (land inside city boundary) 

  Incorporated Area Unincorporated Area Total 

Market Subarea Parcels Acres Parcels Acres Parcels Acres 

Central 1,398 145.4     1,398 145.4 

Commercial 1,369 139.6     1,369 139.6 

Industrial 29 5.9     29 5.9 

East Multnomah 796 1,985.3 185 662.5 981 2,647.9 

Commercial 504 414.2 30 72.8 534 487.0 

Industrial 254 1,214.0 152 495.3 406 1,709.3 

Large Lot Industrial 38 357.2 3 94.4 41 451.6 

Inner Clackamas 73 86.7 43 28.3 116 115.0 

Commercial 45 10.5 21 7.4 66 17.9 

Industrial 28 76.2 22 20.9 50 97.1 

Inner I-5 27 8.2     27 8.2 

Commercial 21 2.9     21 2.9 

Industrial 6 5.3     6 5.3 

Inner North & East 4,887 1,880.3 3 313.2 4,890 2,193.5 

Commercial 4,360 412.6     4,360 412.6 

Industrial 487 1,000.6 1 13.2 488 1,013.9 

Large Lot Industrial 40 467.0 2 300.0 42 767.0 

Inner Westside 432 192.5 44 29.5 476 221.9 

Commercial 376 105.1 32 8.2 408 113.3 

Industrial 56 87.4 12 21.3 68 108.7 

Outer Clackamas 326 588.5 361 863.4 687 1,451.9 

Commercial 236 221.2 245 488.4 481 709.7 

Industrial 85 330.4 104 315.9 189 646.3 

Large Lot Industrial 5 36.8 12 59.1 17 95.9 

Outer I-5 301 861.9 194 956.6 495 1,818.6 

Commercial 76 49.5     76 49.5 

Industrial 216 763.3 107 556.9 323 1,320.3 

Large Lot Industrial 9 49.0 87 399.7 96 448.8 

Outer Westside 388 975.1 287 1,274.5 675 2,249.7 

Commercial 189 167.1 151 120.2 340 287.3 

Industrial 172 467.4 120 549.5 292 1,016.9 

Large Lot Industrial 27 340.6 16 604.8 43 945.5 

Grand Total 8,628 6,724.0 1,117 4,128.1 9,745 10,852.1 
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Appendix 6 – Employment Land Site Characteristics  June 25, 2018 

29  Metro Research Center 
 

Map 18: Incorporation status (land inside city boundary) 
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Appendix 6 – Employment Land Site Characteristics  June 25, 2018 

30  Metro Research Center 
 

Map 19: Land value per square foot 
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PRELIMINARY UGB ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

INTRODUCTION 

As part of the Metro Council’s growth management decision in 2018, the Council will consider 
how to accommodate the region’s forecasted 20-year population and employment growth while 
supporting the region’s six desired outcomes, listed below. 

• Vibrant communities – People live, work and play in vibrant communities where their 
everyday needs are easily accessible.  

• Economic prosperity – Current and future residents benefit from the region’s sustained 
economic competiveness and prosperity. 

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

• Leadership on climate change – The region is a leader in minimizing contributions to 
global warming. 

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

• Equity – The benefits and burdens of growth and change are distributed equitably. 

In preparation for the 2018 growth management decision Metro staff will complete a two–step 
process for assessing the urban reserve areas in the region (See Attachment 1). The first step, 
this Preliminary UGB Alternatives Analysis Report, is an assessment of all 32 urban reserve 
areas for meeting Statewide Planning Goal 14 requirements for an urban growth boundary 
(UGB) expansion. The second step will be an evaluation of the Metro Code requirements for an 
UGB expansion on a smaller set of urban reserves based on the results of this Goal 14 analysis. 

The boundary locational factors of Goal 14 are not independent criteria. When the factors are 
applied to compare alternative boundary locations and to determine the UGB location, all of the 
factors must be considered and balanced. The boundary locational factors of Goal 14 are listed 
below: 

• Factor 1 – Efficient accommodation of identified land needs. 

• Factor 2 – Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services. 

• Factor 3 – Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences. 

• Factor 4 – Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and 
forest activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB. 

METHODOLOGY 

Metro staff completed the majority of the analysis including factors 1, 3 and 4 and the 
transportation component of factor 2. Metro does not have the staff expertise necessary to 
complete the analysis for sanitary sewer, water and storm water management under factor 2, 
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thus Metro contracted with OTAK, a multidisciplinary design firm to complete that portion of the 
analysis. In preparation for the OTAK analysis the Metro Research Center completed a buildable 
land analysis for the urban reserve areas in order to provide the consultant with a general 
expected level of development to base the infrastructure analysis on. 

Buildable Land Assessment 

The buildable land analysis follows general procedures used for most buildable lands studies. 
Vacant areas are first identified. Areas that are unbuildable such as steep slopes and 
environmentally sensitive areas are then removed from vacant lands. Specific categories of tax-
exempt lands are also considered unbuildable. The inventory of vacant land is then reduced to 
account for future streets and public facilities needed to accommodate urbanization.   

The majority of tabular data used in this analysis has been generated from Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS). In GIS, digital, coordinate-based spatial data layers are used to 
represent real world features such as tax lots, wetlands and floodplains, and zoning areas. All of 
the GIS data used in this analysis are from Metro’s Research Center.  

Of course, electronic data representing real world features are rarely perfect. Data representing 
features like floodplains and tax lots will have some positional inaccuracies, which, in turn, will 
be reflected in numbers representing them. In addition, much of the assessment information that 
is included in Metro’s Regional Land Information System (RLIS) database comes directly from 
county assessment offices, where local updates may be conducted at different intervals.  For a 
variety of reasons such as these, the study helps to point out general patterns, but is not 
intended to be accurate at extremely small levels of geography.   

Step 1: Determine which lands within the study areas are vacant  

For this study all of the land in the analysis areas was assumed to be “vacant”, meaning all of the 
non-public land area that is not constrained by environmental resources or other limitations 
such as power line easements or parks is available for development. This determination is based 
on a previous comparison of land value to improvement value completed by Research Center 
staff that indicated the existing rural residences would most likely redevelop due to a substantial 
increase in land value as the rural lands are added to the UGB. In addition, Metro Planning staff’s 
experience with concept planning of new urban areas and observations from past UGB 
expansion areas such as North Bethany generally validates this assumption. It is understood 
however, that some high valued residences will remain as rural lands are urbanized and the 
presence of a large number of high value homes may slow the urbanization process 
considerably. This type of decision is very personal for the home owner and it is beyond the 
scope of this study to attempt to determine the amount of land that would remain rural in the 
future.   
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Step 2: Remove environmentally constrained areas from vacant areas 

Lands that are considered vacant may not necessarily be buildable. Therefore, the next step in a 
buildable lands study is to subtract those areas that are environmentally constrained.  The 
following environmentally constrained areas are removed from vacant lands.  

• Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 3 Water Quality and Flood 
Management Areas, consisting of: 

Flood Hazard Areas 

FEMA 100-year floodplains and 1996 flood inundation areas 

Wetlands - From an enhanced National Wetlands Inventory and local wetlands 
inventories 

Wetland Areas - 50 feet from the edge of wetland or up to 200 feet from the edge of 
wetland located adjacent to steep sloped areas (slopes > 25 percent). 

Vegetated Corridor - A vegetated corridor between 15 feet and 200 feet depending 
upon the area drained by the water feature and the slope of the land adjacent to the 
water feature. 

• Functional Plan Title 13 Nature in Neighborhoods Areas consisting of: 

Riparian habitat class I & II and upland habitat class A & B as identified on the Metro 
Regionally Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat Inventory Map.  

• Slopes greater than 25% 

 
Metro maintains GIS data files representing the features described above.  Data layers 
representing environmentally constrained areas are “clipped” out of the data layer representing 
vacant areas, leaving only those areas that are vacant and buildable. 

Functional Plan Title 3 and Title 13 regulations apply only to areas within the Metro 
jurisdictional boundary. As some of the reserve areas under study extend beyond this boundary, 
Metro has constructed a supplemental data layer representing Title 3 protections for the areas 
outside the jurisdictional boundary. The Title 13 Regionally Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Inventory extended beyond the jurisdictional boundary. If and when any of these urban reserve 
areas are added to the urban growth boundary, they would also be annexed to the Metro 
jurisdictional boundary, making Title 3 and Title 13 effective. Title 13 regulations apply to both 
riparian and upland habitats for UGB expansions. In almost all circumstances, the identified Title 
13 significant riparian and upland habitats encompass the Title 3 Water Quality and Flood 
Management Areas. Metro’s Title 13 regulations are not a “no touch zone” type of regulation, 
thus some development can be expected to occur in identified habitat areas as local plans are 
completed.  
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Step 3: Remove some categories of tax-exempt parcels    

Some categories of tax-exempt lands, consisting of Federal, State, County or City-owned 
properties, and schools are identified from the assessment database and removed from 
consideration.  

Step 4: Remove parks and open spaces, power line, natural gas and petroleum easements 

There are a number of other land categories that are considered unbuildable and need to be 
removed from the vacant land supply. All park types are removed, including developed parks 
with amenities, open space or natural areas, common areas of subdivisions, cemeteries, golf 
courses, school grounds, pools, tennis courts, fairgrounds, community centers, and community 
gardens. In addition, utility easements are removed from the vacant land supply where data is 
available. 

The following table shows the amount of constrained land identified in steps 2-4 that have been 
removed from the vacant lands supply of the analysis areas. This represents the amount of gross 
vacant buildable land. 

 

 

 
 

 

Step 5: Remove future land needed for streets, parks, schools and churches/fraternal 
organizations  

As urbanization proceeds, some additional land will be necessary to accommodate different 
types of public facilities such as future streets, parks and schools. In this analysis an estimate of 
future land needed to accommodate these uses is applied to each urban reserve area. The 
reduction estimates are the same as the reductions used in Metro’s 2010 UGB Alternatives 
Analysis.  Refined acreage needs will be developed through the concept planning requirements 
of Functional Plan Title 11: Planning for New Urban Areas. 

• Future Streets: 18.5 percent is removed from the vacant land to account for future 
streets.   

• Future Parks: 2.2 percent is removed from the vacant land to account for future park 
needs.   

• Future Schools: 2.9 percent is removed from the vacant land to account for future 
school land needs.   

Table 1 
Gross Vacant Buildable Land 

Land Type Acres 
Total Land 21,486 
Constrained Land 10,473 
Gross Vacant Buildable Land 11,013 
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• Future Places of Worship & Community Gathering: 1.8 percent is removed from the 
vacant land to account for future places of worship and community gatherings. 

 
The following table represents the net vacant buildable land.  

Table 2 
Net Vacant Buildable Land 

 Acres 
Removed 

Total Acres 

Gross Vacant Buildable Land  11,013 
Future Streets 2,037 8,976 
Future Parks 197 8,779 
Future Schools 255 8,524 
Future Places for Worship & 
Community Gathering 

153 8,371 

Net Vacant Buildable Land  8,371 
 

Goal 14 Boundary Locational Factors 

A separate report summarizing the Goal 14 locational factors analysis for each urban reserve 
area can be found in Attachment 2.   

Factor 1 – Efficient accommodation of identified land needs.  

Based on the buildable land analysis completed by Metro’s Research Center, the urban reserve 
areas were assessed for how efficiently the identified land need would be accommodated, 
evaluating the amount of buildable land, whether it is dispersed or located in significant pockets 
to determine how well potential residential and employment uses could be accommodated. In 
addition, parcelization, existing development pattern, lot sizes and locations, and potential 
transportation connections to the existing UGB were also evaluated. Finally, whether the urban 
reserve was located near commercial or employment areas, highways, parks and trails, and 
other recreational facilities was considered.    

Factor 2 – Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services (Water, Sanitary 
Sewer, Stormwater Management and Transportation) 

Oregon Administrative Rule Chapter 660 Division 24 outlines the procedures and requirements 
of Goal 14 for an amendment of the UGB. For the purposes of Goal 14 boundary location factor 2, 
public facilities and services means water, sanitary sewer, stormwater management, and 
transportation facilities. This requires an evaluation and comparison of the relative costs, 
advantages and disadvantages of alternative UGB expansion areas with respect to the provision 
of public facilities and services needed to urbanize alternative boundary locations. The 
evaluation and comparison must include: 

• The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already inside the UGB; 
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• The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas proposed for addition to 
the UGB; 

• The impacts to existing public facilities and services that serve nearby areas already inside 
the UGB 

• The need for new transportation facilities such as highways and other roadways, 
interchanges, arterials and collectors, additional travel lanes, other major improvements on 
existing roadways and the provision of public transit service. 

As noted previously Metro contracted with OTAK to address the first three bullets above, 
including development of preliminary cost estimates for providing sanitary sewer, stormwater 
management, and water for a residential land need. The sanitary sewer, water and stormwater 
analysis focused on the larger components of the systems and preliminary cost estimates for the 
urban services addressed, at a minimum, the following: 

• Sanitary sewer – Availability of treatment capacity, trunk line and pump station 
requirements, and existing local system improvements 

• Water – Availability of source, availability of treatment capacity, storage, pump station 
and transmission line requirements, and existing local system improvements 

• Stormwater – existing local system improvements including a need for sub-regional 
systems 
 

Components of OTAK’s analysis are included on the urban reserve summary reports in 
Attachment 2. OTAK’s full report can be found in Attachment 3. 

Metro staff completed the transportation component of the first three requirements as well as 
the transportation analysis identified in the last bullet based on a preliminary arterial/collector 
level road network developed by Metro staff in consultation with local jurisdictions using the 
connectivity standards in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The ideal spacing for arterials 
is one mile apart, and the ideal spacing for collectors is one-half mile from another collector or 
arterial. This spacing reflects the evidence outlined in the RTP that such a connected system best 
accommodates an urban-level development pattern including vehicular, transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian travel. Arterials were assumed to be an 80’ roadway within a 120’ right-of-way and 
collectors were assumed to be a 50’ roadway within an 80’ right-of-way. 

The proposed road network was used to develop a rough capital cost estimate of the improved 
network for each urban reserve area. More detailed cost estimating will be necessary to 
determine exact costs and phasing of construction. The analysis does not include the local road 
network as this is assumed to be paid for by developers. It is not intended to depict the level of 
investment necessary at the onset of development. In addition, a RTP consistent network would 
serve a larger area beyond just the UGB amendment area, resulting in the potential for a range of 
funding options. The proposed road network and a summary of the transportation costs for each 
reserve area can be found in Attachment 2.  

The cost estimating approach was derived from the ODOT Highway Economic Requirements 
System (HERS), which is used for planning-level capital costs for roadway projects. The 
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approach includes assigning higher roadway costs to bridge crossings, floodplains, wetlands and 
steep slope areas. It includes a standard right of way cost factor and is expressed as a unit cost 
per lane mile for a complete street section that includes bike lanes, sidewalk, curb and gutter. 
The cost does not include stormwater pipes as the OTAK analysis included stormwater 
management costs for roadways. The cost estimates were completed using 2025 dollars and the 
breakout of cost for the arterials and collectors can be seen in the table below. Additional 
information on the HERS cost estimating approach can be found at 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/hersindex.cfm 

 

Table 3 - Roadway Cost Assumptions (All costs year 2025) 
Arterial 80’ 4-lane divided or 5-lane roadway on 120’ right-of-way (ROW) 

Normal 
High 

Surface elements ROW only Total 
$25,200,000 $18,600,000 $43,800,000 
$77,700,000 $18,600,000 $96,300,000 

Collector 50’ 2-lane divided or 3-lane roadway on 80’ right-of-way (ROW) 

Normal 
High 

Surface elements ROW only Total  
$16,100,000 $12,400,000 $28,500,000 
$41,700,000 $12,400,000 $54,100,000 

 

The remainder of the transportation analysis (capacity to serve areas already inside the UGB, 
capacity to serve the reserve area and impacts to the facilities) was completed using a variety of 
data sources including: the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan Base Case (2015 round 1, pm 
peak) volume to capacity ratio plot to identify the capacity of roadways near the reserve areas, 
Metro’s High Injury Corridor and Intersections Map 2010-2014, GIS data layers showing existing 
facilities for bike and sidewalk facilities, trails, transit lines and transit stops and 2017 aerial 
photos.  

TriMet and South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART), the transit agencies that may 
potentially serve the urban reserve areas, completed preliminary transit evaluations that 
estimated transit costs for each area by comparing the assumed road network to nearby land 
uses and the existing transit system. Opportunities for line extensions, rerouting, and new 
service were all considered. Based on these factors, transit service feasibility, headways, and 
span of service were estimated. It is important to note operating costs will recur annually, and 
are assumed to grow at 3 percent every year. Bus capital costs are assumed to recur every 14-15 
years. Cost estimates, both capital and operating, were calculated using current year costs. The 
estimates are intended as a tool for policymakers to understand the feasibility and costs 
associated with providing additional transit service to each of the analysis areas. The estimates 
do not guarantee transit service. Ultimately, any investment in new transit service will depend 
on the actual level of development that occurs in an area and the corridors leading up to it.  
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Factor 3 – Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE 
analysis) 

The purpose of this analysis is to assess the long-term environmental, social, energy and 
economic (ESEE) consequences that would result from urbanization of land considered for 
inclusion within the UGB and to guide the selection of lands from among those considered. Each 
of the ESEE factors must be evaluated for each urban reserve area. Statewide Planning Goal 2: 
Land Use Planning, Part II Exceptions, suggests that when considering the conversion of land 
from rural to urban uses that the evaluation be based on the “Positive/Negative Effects” of the 
impacts of urbanization on the study areas and the “Advantages/Disadvantages” of a particular 
site versus another site.  

The analysis must find that urbanization may occur in a manner consistent with any special 
protection of resources or hazards, as identified in a local comprehensive plan and implemented 
by land use regulations. Any complimentary and adverse economic impacts must also be 
identified. Evaluation of these factors, on balance, must demonstrate that the lands being 
considered are no worse than other areas under consideration for urbanization.  

ESEE Analysis Process 

The four factors of the ESEE analysis were evaluated separately. The environmental component 
is reported out separately as it is more quantitative in nature whereas the other three 
components of the analysis are more qualitative in nature and are reported together. Outlined 
below are general descriptions of the ESEE analysis factors and the expected consequences to 
each factor as a result of urbanization. 

Environmental 

The elements of the environmental consequences are easily quantified (number of streams and 
length, acreage of wetlands) which helps identify the level of natural resources within the urban 
reserve areas and the potential for environmental consequences related to urbanizing an 
individual area. In addition, there are specific regulatory programs in place to ensure that 
urbanization will occur in a regionally consistent manner through required protection 
standards.  

Metro’s Title 3 program provides performance standards to protect and improve water quality 
and reduce the risk of flooding. Land added to the UGB is subject to the requirements of Title 3 
through the concept planning and comprehensive planning requirements of Title 11 of the 
Functional Plan. Metro’s Title 13 program provides performance standards to protect, maintain, 
enhance and restore significant fish and wildlife habitat through a comprehensive approach that 
includes voluntary, incentive based, educational and regulatory elements. Land brought into the 
UGB is also subject to the requirements of Title 13 through the concept planning and 
comprehensive planning requirements of Title 11.   
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However, even with protection requirements urbanization may still impact natural resources 
through the degradation of water quality and wildlife habitat, the loss of floodplain functions and 
through increased instability of steep slopes. Urbanization can affect the function of these areas 
through the reduction of vegetated corridors or by increasing impervious surface that generates 
additional storm sewer run-off, which can impact the water quality of streams.  

Inclusion of land into the UGB does not necessarily mean a negative impact to inventoried 
natural resources. Often the existing rural uses impact the resource in a way that is not allowed 
in an urban setting. For instance, in many places agricultural activities occur right up to the edge 
of a stream corridor, effectively providing no riparian habitat. In an urban context, the same 
stream would have a required vegetative corridor along it, where development could not occur, 
thereby resulting in a positive impact on the resource. 

Social  

The social consequences of urbanization relate to changes to the built environment, the natural 
landscape, demographics and an influx of population, which can impact those living both inside 
and outside the UGB. As the character of an area changes from rural to urban the natural 
landscape is impacted by a denser built environment which may be a negative consequence for 
some current residents. However, development of a new urban area with an efficient and 
compact urban form can create new social, commercial, recreational and educational 
opportunities to serve both current and new residents of the expansion area and nearby 
established residential communities inside the UGB. Mixed-use areas that are part of a planned 
complete community have the greatest potential to provide social gathering places and 
community centers, or become the focus point for a neighborhood. The closer proximity to 
services, jobs and recreational opportunities due to an efficient and compact urban form will 
result in shorter trips by residents and provide opportunities for other modes of transportation 
such as transit, bicycling and walking.   

As noted, urbanization will affect the rural character of the area, which is a negative social 
impact for those residents who desire such a lifestyle and rural environment. Residents within 
the UGB may also be negatively affected by the loss of nearby rural landscapes, the loss of the 
perception of easy access to open spaces and the perceived loss of protection of natural 
resources. Those individuals currently engaged in farming nearby land may feel pressure from 
encroaching urbanization to curtail farming activities.   

The urban reserve areas may contain historic resources that have been listed as a historic 
resource of statewide significance or on the National Register of Historic Places. Non-surveyed 
historic resources are best addressed through the local jurisdiction’s Statewide Planning Goal 5 
survey, inventory and protection ordinances. As an area urbanizes the local government 
assuming governance will be responsible for the protection of all historic resources.   

Clackamas County has identified a number of historic properties that are designated as historic 
landmarks in the rural portion of the county. Multnomah County’s West of Sandy River Plan has 
identified a number of properties that could be designated as historic resources. Washington 
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County has identified historic resources in the rural area as part of the county’s Rural/Natural 
Resource Plan. The presence of historic resources identified or inventoried in any of the above 
referenced documents is noted on the appropriate Urban Reserve Area Summary Sheet.   

Energy 

Statewide Planning Goal 13: Energy Conservation, states that “Priority consideration in land use 
planning should be given to methods of analysis and implementation measures that will assure 
achievement of maximum efficiency in energy utilization”. Energy impacts are related to 
additional consumption of fossil fuels to heat and cool buildings and power motor vehicles. As an 
area urbanizes the number of buildings increases, resulting in an increase in natural gas, 
electricity and heating oil use.   

The addition of residential dwelling units and non-residential uses in a new urban area also 
increases the number of vehicles in that area. Increased vehicle miles traveled (VMT) increases 
gasoline consumption and emissions output associated with internal combustion engines. The 
total increase in vehicular trips is based on the number of dwelling units or the amount of 
employment that the area is expected to create through urbanization. Although an increase in 
energy consumption is inevitable, the urbanization of some reserve areas may improve 
transportation connectivity and efficiency for areas inside of the existing UGB. Furthermore, 
maintaining a compact urban form, providing both service and employment opportunities and 
increasing density along high capacity transportation corridors will result in smaller increases in 
energy consumption than disjointed unplanned large lot development.   

OAR 660-023-190(1) states that energy sources may include naturally occurring locations, 
accumulations, or deposits of one or more of the following resources used for the generation of 
energy: natural gas, surface water (i.e., dam sites), geothermal, solar and wind areas. Energy 
sources applied for or approved through the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC) or the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) are deemed to be significant energy sources that 
could be impacted by urbanization of the surrounding area. Protection of energy sources means 
to adopt plan and land use regulations that limit new conflicting uses within the impact area of 
the site and authorize future development or use of the energy source of the site. There are no 
known sources of energy in the urban reserve areas as defined in the OAR 660-023-190(1), 
although some of the areas contain easements for electric power, petroleum and natural gas 
transmission facilities.   

Economic 

The land in the urban reserve areas is currently in rural uses that include large lot residential, 
schools and churches, farm and forest activities, and limited commercial and industrial uses. 
Permitted commercial uses are generally confined to wholesale and retail sales of farm and 
forest products, supplies and other incidental uses including convenience stores or service based 
businesses under prescribed conditions. Industrial uses are mainly related to resource based 
industries such as sand and gravel, mineral extraction, and equipment storage.   
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Urbanization allows for a concentration of residential, industrial, commercial and office uses that 
benefit from economies of scale. As land is brought into the UGB, the range of uses and 
development types increase. As land values increase activities that are land intensive such as 
agriculture, forestry and equipment storage may become less economical. The resulting 
diversified urban economy will serve both the current and new residents that will locate there as 
well as the nearby established residential communities inside the UGB. 

The addition of public facilities and infrastructure increases the value of rural residential land by 
providing the opportunity to divide property into smaller lots for higher density residential use 
or by converting rural residential uses to either commercial or industrial uses. These 
development options would not be available without inclusion of the land in the UGB and the 
subsequent urban services that are provided. 

Although there is economic value in converting land from rural to urban uses as noted above, 
there also is a cost associated with protecting natural resources in terms of lost development 
productivity and/or replacement or mitigation of development impacts on natural resources. 
The cost of lost development productivity from the protection of natural resources must be 
balanced with the immeasurable value of lost open spaces and the potential for degradation of 
wildlife habitat.  Metro’s Goal 5 Phase 1 ESEE Analysis explains in detail how the ecological 
functions of fish and wildlife habitat provide ecosystem services that have economic value and 
benefit society. Based on this information it seems to be cost effective to concentrate 
development in areas where impacts to natural resources can be minimized and to avoid 
impacts that would require restoration and mitigation. 

Oregon’s agriculture industry continues to be a major component of the state’s economy. The top 
commodity in 2016 was greenhouse and nursery products with a value of $909 million. The 
majority of the greenhouse and nursery products are produced in the Portland metropolitan 
area. Oregon has twelve commodities ranked first in national agricultural production including 
blackberries and boysenberries, hazelnuts, numerous grass seeds and Christmas trees.   
Urbanization of land that is currently in agricultural production, particularly in nursery stock 
and cane berry production could be economically significant, especially if the area is part of a 
larger block of agricultural activity and losing this agricultural production could be a critical 
negative consequence to the local agricultural community.  

The vast majority of mining sites in Oregon are aggregate mines. Aggregate is the main 
ingredient in concrete and asphalt pavement and is used as a base on which roads and buildings 
are placed.  Other important uses include gravel roads, dams, landscaping, drainage control, and 
railroad ballast. Due to the generally finite nature of these resources and the limited supply of 
aggregate mines located in the region, its value is expected to increase. Because of high 
transportation costs it is most economical for the construction industry to use resources that are 
closest to where development is occurring. The relationship between the value of the aggregate 
resource, the importance to the construction industry and the costs involved with extraction and 
transportation makes it important to preserve these uses. Furthermore, aggregate resource 
extraction uses are temporary in nature due to the limited supply of the resource within a 
mining site. Once a site is no longer economically viable it can be reclaimed for a number of uses 
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including recreational, open space or general development. The presence of mineral and 
aggregate resource sites in reserve areas is noted as appropriate. 

Factor 4 – Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB 

 This analysis looks at the compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and 
forest activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB. The methodology for this 
compatibility factor is the same as the analysis that accompanied the legislative amendments to 
the UGB in 2002 and 2011. 

The Oregon Department of Agriculture’s 2007 Study, Identification and Assessment of the Long-
term Commercial Viability of Metro Region Agricultural Lands expands on the needs for edges 
and buffers to protect and moderate adverse impacts between agriculture and other non-
compatible land uses and is useful in helping to identify those transition areas between urban 
and rural uses. In addition, in 2015 Washington County completed an issue paper regarding 
natural buffers and compatibility between urban uses and agricultural practices that provides 
additional information for determining compatibility between the two uses.  

Zoning Data  

Zoning data was obtained from regularly updated county records from Metro’s RLIS. Counties 
designate rural land as resource land (farm and forest land) or exception land (generally rural 
residential) through the comprehensive planning process, which must be acknowledged by 
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD). Counties must go through 
an exception process to remove resource land from protected status. Metro is required to utilize 
this local zoning that has been acknowledged by the State when completing an agricultural 
compatibility analysis. 

The zoning within each county that qualifies as resource land and exception land is somewhat 
different. The resource land zone designations shown below were used for the agricultural 
compatibility analysis. 
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Table 4 
County Resource Land Designations 

County Resource Land Designation 
Clackamas Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) 

Agriculture/Forest District (AGF) 
Timber District (TBR) 

Multnomah Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) 
Multiple Use Forest (MUF) 
Commercial Forest Uses (CFU-1, 
CFU-2, CFU-3, CFU-4, & CFU-5 

Washington Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) 
Agriculture/Forest 20 Acre (AF20) 
Exclusive Forest & Conservation 
(EFC) 

 

Agricultural and Forest Activities 

Agricultural and forest activities occurring on nearby farm and forest land outside the UGB were 
interpreted from computerized aerial photographs taken in the year 2017. Aerial photos are 
generally taken in June or July; thus many crops may be young and difficult to identify at the time 
the photo was taken. Crops were grouped into general categories of nursery stock, orchards, row 
crops (corn, vineyards, cane berries, etc) and field crops (grasses and grains). Forest activities 
are essentially impossible to detect based on aerial photos that represent a snap shot in time due 
to the very long timber harvest cycle. Metro staff recognizes that this evaluation may not 
precisely identify all crops being cultivated or whether forest harvesting is expected to occur. 

Compatibility Factors  

Compatibility considerations include: 

• Increased traffic resulting from urbanization may impede the movement of farm or forest 
equipment and hinder the transport of agricultural goods to market. 

• Urbanization may result in the isolation of certain agricultural areas from the greater 
farming community.  This may hinder normal practices of sharing equipment and 
knowledge among farmers. 

• Conflicts due to dust, noise, odor and chemical spray resulting from urban development 
being located in close proximity to active farming.  

• An increase in impervious surface generates additional storm water run-off that can impact 
the water quality of streams, prevent ground water infiltration and re-charge, and scour 
streambeds that nearby agricultural activities are dependent upon.  

The agricultural practices used in the production of the identified crop categories vary 
somewhat in the levels of pesticide use or noise produced that may conflict with new urban 
development in close proximity. In addition, one of the strengths of agriculture is its ability to 
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change crops over time to reflect current market conditions. For these reasons, the intensity of 
the agricultural uses occurring within the surrounding areas and the degree to which active 
farming of these crops may be hindered by nearby urban development was not ranked. Metro 
staff simply noted when the potential for such conflicts existed. The base assumption was that 
areas that support intensive and uninterrupted agricultural uses would be most impacted by the 
proximity of new urban development. 

RESULTS 

Seven urban reserve areas were determined to be the least suitable for urbanization at this time 
based on the Goal 14 analysis and will not be evaluated for meeting the Metro Code UGB 
expansion requirements: Boring, Boring-Highway 26, Damascus, Stafford, Rosemont, Norwood 
and Tonquin. Consistent between the seven areas is a significant infrastructure hurdle that 
would need to be addressed prior to services such as sanitary sewer and water being available. 
For instance, the closest sanitary sewer services to the Damascus or the Boring urban reserves is 
well over a mile away and sanitary sewer service for Stafford and Rosemont needs to flow 
through the Borland urban reserve area, thus requiring the Borland urban reserve to be 
urbanized first. The results of the analysis for all the reserve areas can be found in Attachment 4. 
It should be noted that the ESEE analysis in factor 3 looks at the consequences of urbanizing the 
land, thus the score or ranking for factor 3 is inverse, meaning a low consequence is a high score 
for that factor.  

The preliminary cost estimations developed for providing sanitary sewer, water, stormwater, 
and transportation services were made using very general assumptions on future growth 
expectations. Detailed concept plans, consistent with the requirements of Metro’s Functional 
Plan Title 11 will be necessary to develop more refined cost estimates that better reflect the 
expected development pattern and uses, and take into consideration more current costs for 
infrastructure materials at the expected time of construction as some of these areas may not 
urbanize for a number of years.  
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ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1: Urban Reserve Map 

Attachment 2: Urban Reserve Area Summary Reports 
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 Stafford 

 Tonquin 

 Wilsonville Southwest 

 

Attachment 3: OTAK Report: Assessment of Potential Urban Growth Boundary Expansion Areas 

Attachment 4: Goal 14 Locational Analysis Results 
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ADVANCE URBAN RESERVE AREA 

Total Acres 275 Parcel Acres 268 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

198 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

151 

General Description (see attached map) 

The Advance Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area on the east side of Wilsonville that lies 
east of SW Stafford Road on either side of SW Advance Road and totals 275 acres. The new Meridian 
Creek Middle School is located directly west of the reserve area. The UGB forms the western 
boundary with rural reserve land to the south and east with the exception of a small pocket of land 
along SW 53rd Ave that is undesignated. The land north of SW Kahle Road is also undesignated. The 
land is generally flat with some very minor areas of slopes greater than 25% along two tributaries 
to Newland Creek which flow southeast through the northeast portion of the reserve area. Access to 
the area is provided by SW Stafford Road, SW Kahle Road, SW Advance Road and SW 60th Ave.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This reserve area contains 32 parcels that range from 5,350 square feet to 80 acres in size. Nine of 
the parcels are one acre or less, 24 are less than five acres, and four parcels are greater than 25 
acres. The northernmost parcel is divided by the eastern reserve boundary along the top of the 
ridge above Newland Creek. The area contains rural residences on relatively small lots, small scale 
agricultural activity south of SW Advance Road with a couple of larger pockets of agricultural 
activity north of SW Advance Road. The Frogpond Grange is located along SW Stafford Road. 
Nineteen of the 32 parcels have improvements, with a median value of $151,190, not including any 
publicly owned buildings. Three separate power lines run diagonally in a southeasterly direction 
through the middle of the northern portion of the reserve area.  

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS 

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This reserve area is generally flat and includes some larger parcels north of SW Advance Road that 
could be appropriate for employment uses based on topography; given the power lines that run 
through this portion of the reserve area, employment may be a viable use. However this reserve 
area is not near the city’s main employment center and there is a large undeveloped employment 
area in the northwest portion of the city with better access to I-5. In addition, the West Linn-
Wilsonville School District has built a middle school adjacent to the reserve area with plans to build 
an elementary school on the campus in the future, which would be a central element of a residential 
community.  Thus, this area is able to accommodate a residential land need. 
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Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services 

Sanitary Sewer Services 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

The wastewater treatment plant was upgraded in 2014 which increased capacity from 2.5 MGD to 
4.0 MGD resulting in excess capacity. The City has projects planned for the Memorial Park lift 
station over the next three years and a 20-year program in place to replace aging concrete pipe. 
There is capacity to serve areas already in the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The wastewater treatment plant can serve a population of 35,000 people.  The plant currently 
serves 24,000 people. The development of the Frog Pond area will use some of the additional 
capacity, but will not likely trigger any treatment plant upgrades. The City is planning to expand the 
treatment plant in 2030, however future industrial development in the Basalt and Coffee Creek 
areas could require capacity upgrades sooner depending on the timing of the industrial 
development. It is unknown at this time if additional pump station capacity will be available for 
development within the reserve area.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Based on conceptual level sewer sizing analysis, approximately 2.0 cfs will be added to the existing 
system. Conceptual sewer layouts indicate that additional flows from the Advance reserve area will 
connect to the Boeckman interceptor and will pass through the Memorial Park lift station before 
reaching the wastewater treatment plant. Current plans for improvements for the lift station are 
intended to support current growth within the existing UGB. These improvements could assist in 
provided capacity for the reserve area development; however, excess capacity is unknown at this 
time. Therefore, the extent of required improvements to the existing trunk line and pump station 
and their associated costs are unknown. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $2.24 
Force main $1.27 
Pump station $0.50 
Total $4.01 

Water Distribution Services 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Wilsonville owns and maintains the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant, which is capable of 
processing 15 MGD. A planned improvement will bring the treatment plant capacity to 20 MGD in 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 332 of 1024
METRO-0354



order to serve the existing UGB through the year 2036. Current storage capacity is at 11 MG and the 
City has funded a project to provide additional storage to serve proposed development within the 
existing UGB. At present, existing pump stations and pipe networks are adequate to serve the area 
within the existing UGB.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The City has ample water rights for the long term, so water supply is not an issue. The expected 
additional expansion of the treatment plant in 2035 should provide capacity for the reserve area. 
Existing storage tanks do not have capacity to serve development outside of the existing UGB. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

It is anticipated that a new water storage tank will be constructed within the next 5 to 8 years in 
order to provide adequate storage for the Frog Pond area and the Advance reserve area. In addition, 
the planned water treatment plant improvements will provide additional capacity for the Advance 
reserve area 

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $2.26 
18” and larger $1.06 
Storage/pumping $1.96 
Total $5.28 

Storm Sewer Services 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur within the reserve area; 
therefore no impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 
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Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $2.98 
Water quality/detention $2.82 
Total $5.8 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: All roadways in Wilsonville have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak. I-5 south of SW Wilsonville Road to across the Willamette River is classified as a 
high injury corridor for automobiles and SW Parkway Ave from Printer Parkway to SW Town 
Center Loop E is classified as a high injury corridor for pedestrians. 

Transit: South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART) provides full transit services to the City of 
Wilsonville through seven bus lines, Dial-a-Ride and medical transport services. The vast majority 
of the city’s developed areas are within ¼-mile of a transit stop. TriMet’s Westside Express Service 
(WES) Commuter Rail originates its route in Wilsonville, servicing four other stations on its way to 
Beaverton.  

Bike: Wilsonville has a well defined bike network of dedicated bike lanes (19 miles) and 
established bikeways (4.5 miles) that connects neighborhoods, schools, parks, community centers, 
business districts and natural resource areas.  

Pedestrian: Wilsonville has a fairly well defined pedestrian network in its residential 
neighborhoods with less pedestrian amenities in the industrial and employment areas. Interstate 5 
provides a barrier for east-west pedestrian connections. SW Wilsonville Road and the nearby 
residential neighborhoods provide full sidewalk amenities while SW Boeckman Road does not.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: All roadways that serve the urban reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity 
ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. 

Transit: SMART’s Route 4 – Wilsonville Road serves the Meridian Creek Middle School that is 
adjacent to the urban reserve area. 

Bike: SW Wilsonville Road and SW Boeckman Road have dedicated bike lanes, although SW 
Boeckman Road contains some gaps in bike lanes. SW Advance Road has bike facilities to serve the 
Meridian Creek Middle School which is adjacent to the reserve area. Future bike facilities will be 
developed in the Frog Pond area as development occurs, filling some of the gaps on SW Boeckman 
Road. 
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Pedestrian: SW Wilsonville Road and the nearby residential neighborhoods provide full sidewalk 
amenities while SW Boeckman Road does not. Sidewalks have been built on SW Advance Road to 
serve the Meridian Creek Middle School which is adjacent to the urban reserve area. Crosswalks are 
available at SW Advance Road and SW Wilsonville Road intersection. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: SW Stafford Road/SW Wilsonville Road and SW Boeckman Road would see additional 
traffic. Much of the traffic may flow towards the two interchanges on I-5 with additional traffic also 
accessing the employment areas in Wilsonville.  

Transit: Existing SMART route 4 is expected to see additional ridership, see transit analysis below. 

Bike: Bike facilities on SW Wilsonville Road would see additional use as they provide access to the 
high school and the commercial area. Once bike facility improvements on SW Boeckman Road are 
completed additional use would also be expected.  

Pedestrian: Pedestrian facilities on SW Wilsonville Road would see additional use as they provide 
access to the high school and the commercial area. Once pedestrian facility improvements on SW 
Boeckman Road are completed additional use would also be expected. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

A half-street improvement for SW Stafford Road to urban arterial standards is needed. SW 60th 
Avenue and two sections of SW Advance Road will need to be improved to urban collector 
standards. A new collector is needed between SW Advance Road through the northern portion of 
the reserve area to SW Stafford Road.  

 
Facility Class 
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved ½  $10.95 
Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $10.02 
New $14.54 

Total  $35.51 
 
 
Provision of public transit service 

South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART) evaluated the reserve area for providing transit 
service. SMART could provide services to the reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. 
Actual service depends on the level of development in the expansion area and in the corridors 
leading to the reserve area. Service could be provided at 60 minute headways weekday with one 
additional bus at a capital cost of $650,000 (recurs every 14-15 years). Bus capital costs reflect 
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electric vehicle costs as SMART plans to provide services with a zero emission fleet. Annual service 
cost is $250,000 and grows 3% per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, will be required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental  

Two tributaries of Newland Creek flow eastward through the northern portion of the reserve area 
for a combined 4,660 feet, almost all of which is within a forested ravine with slopes greater than 
25%. The remainder of the smaller tributary that is not forested is within the power lines. There 
are areas of riparian and upland habitat associated with both tributaries. Given the increased 
protection levels for streams and habitat areas within the UGB and the two streams being in 
ravines, urbanization could occur without significant impacts to the two stream corridors. In 
addition the power line easement also provides a level of protection due to the inability to urbanize 
at a high level within the easement.  

A small unnamed stream flows south for approximately 1,340 feet through the back portion of 
some rural residential parcels in the southeast corner of the reserve area. The stream is generally 
wooded and there appears to be a couple of ponds located along the stream corridor that are not 
identified as wetlands. There is some riparian habitat identified along the stream corridor as well. 
The stream location somewhat isolates the southeast corner of the reserve area, which could lead 
to impacts related to street connectivity needs, thus some impacts to this stream and habitat area 
may occur through urbanization of the area. 

An unnamed stream inside the UGB flows along the southwestern edge of the reserve area and the 
related riparian and upland habitat extends into the reserve area. This habitat is mainly within a 
ravine with slopes greater than 25%, which should limit any impacts to the habitat area. Thus 
urbanization can occur with minimal impacts to the habitat in this portion of the reserve area. 
Overall urbanization of the area could occur with minimal to moderate environmental 
consequences depending on street connectivity needs in the southeast location.  

Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences in most instances. There are sufficient larger tracts of land within the reserve area 
that could be developed to urban densities which may generate social consequences for the existing 
residents of the area in terms of loss of sense of place and rural lifestyle, especially those residents 
residing on the smaller lots along SW 60th Ave and SW Advance Road. Development of the West 
Linn-Wilsonville School District property as a primary and middle school campus will reduce the 
rural lifestyle feel and sense of place but also provide new social, educational and recreational 
opportunities for future and existing residents as well. The stream corridors and power lines, along 
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with the adjacent rural reserve land isolate corners of the reserve area where the impact in terms of 
loss of sense of place and rural lifestyle may be less. The additional traffic generated through 
urbanization of the area will ultimately funnel on to SW Stafford Road which could lead to increased 
congestion at the Wilsonville I-5 interchanges, thereby producing negative energy impacts. 
Wilsonville provides a significant level of employment opportunities that could be available to 
future residents, thereby reducing VMT. The two schools on the West Linn-Wilsonville School 
District property adjacent to the reserve area will provide the opportunity for future school age 
children in the area to walk to school. Preservation of the stream corridors and the power line 
easements provide the opportunity for development of trails that connect with existing trails within 
the city which could reduce some local automobile trips, thereby reducing VMT. The agricultural 
activity within the reserve area is not significant and is concentrated in the northern portion of the 
reserve; loss of the economic impact from these agricultural uses would be limited. The potential 
economic impact of future development should outweigh this loss. Infrastructure to serve this 
urban reserve area will also serve future development of land already within the UGB as noted in 
the Frog Pond Area Plan. Sharing of the infrastructure cost with land already inside the UGB will 
reduce the negative economic consequences of providing urban services to the urban reserve area. 
Overall this reserve area has medium economic, social and energy consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land borders the reserve area on the north, east and south sides. 
The adjacent land to the north includes rural residences and land in agricultural production 
including mostly field crops and some nursery crops and extends north of SW Homesteader Road. 
SW Kahle Road provides a buffer for a portion of the area, although the street itself would not make 
the two uses compatible and issues related to safety, liability and vandalism and complaints due to 
noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer could still occur. In addition, the 
improvement of SW Kahle Road to urban standards includes its own set of compatibility issues 
related to street light illumination, weeds and pedestrian movements that can reduce compatibility 
between the two uses. Some of the impacts may be addressed through road design. The power lines 
and the stream corridors isolate the northern portion of the reserve area and also limit the amount 
of development that will occur near the agricultural activities, thereby reducing some potential 
conflicts. Urbanization would increase traffic on SW Stafford Road and SW Kahle Road which could 
impact the movement of both farm equipment and goods. Overall the proposed urban uses, even if 
somewhat limited are not compatible with the nearby agricultural activities occurring on the farm 
land to the north. 

The Newland Creek riparian area provides a buffer for the agricultural lands that are east of the 
reserve area and north of SW Advance Road. South of SW Advance Road is a relatively small pocket 
of farm land located between the reserve area and Newland Creek. Urbanization of the reserve area 
would result in new development directly adjacent to this actively farmed land, which could result 
in issues related to safety, liability and vandalism and complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the 
use of pesticides and fertilizer. Urbanization would increase traffic on SW Advance Road and SW 
60th Ave which could impact the movement of both farm equipment and goods especially since 
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goods would need to travel west through the new urban area to access the interstate system. The 
proposed urban uses are not compatible with the nearby agricultural activities occurring on the 
farm land to the east that is south of SW Advance Road but is compatible with the farm land to the 
north of SW Advance Road. 

Most of the farm land south of the reserve area is forested with only a long thin section of land 
directly south of SW 60th Ave currently in agricultural production. SW 60th Ave and SW Kruse Road 
provide a buffer for this slim area, although the street itself would not make the two uses 
compatible and issues related to safety, liability and vandalism and complaints due to noise, odor, 
dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer could still occur. The limited frontage between the two 
uses should help reduce potential conflicts. Urbanization would increase traffic on SW 60th Ave 
which could impact the movement of both farm equipment and goods, especially since goods would 
need to move north through the new urban area to access the interstate system. Urbanization of the 
area would impact this limited area of agricultural activities to some extent.  

In summary, the proposed urban uses would not be compatible with nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB to the north, southeast and to a lesser 
extent the south. Urbanization would be compatible with nearby agricultural and forest activities 
occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB directly east of the northern section of the 
reserve area. Overall the proposed urban uses would be moderately compatible with nearby 
agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB. 
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BEAVER CREEK BLUFFS URBAN RESERVE AREA 

Total Acres 228 Parcel Acres 225 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

137 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

104 

General Description (see attached map) 

The Beaver Creek Bluffs Urban Reserve Area is composed of three sub-areas running east to west 
along the bluffs south of Oregon City. The eastern sub-area (22 acres) is adjacent to the UGB in the 
vicinity of Nobel Road, is bordered by the Mud and Caufield Creek drainages, and is composed of 
two parts separated by a short segment of the UGB.  The central sub-area (43 acres) sits between 
Mud Creek and another tributary of Beaver Creek, bounded by S Leland Road to the east, bluffs to 
the south and west, and the UGB to the north. A one parcel sub-set of this central area is located at 
the end of S McCord Road. The western sub-area (163 acres) lies on both sides of S Center Point 
Road, sitting between the bluffs overlooking Beaver Creek and the current UGB to the north. Of the 
228 acres within these three sub-areas, 22 are constrained by steep slopes over 25% along the 
bluffs. The remainder of the area is generally flat and is a logical extension of Oregon City. 

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

The entire area contains 34 parcels and the majority of the land is in rural residential use, although 
a few of the larger parcels do appear to have minor agricultural activities. The eastern sub-area 
contains three parcels ranging from four to ten acres.  The central sub-area contains 17 parcels, all 
less than five acres except for one at 8.9 acres. The western sub-area contains 14 parcels ranging 
from less than one to 40 acres. Overall, 23 of the 34 tax lots have improvements with a median 
value of $179,200, and six of those improvements are valued over $250,000. There are three power 
lines running through the western sub-area, crossing through six parcels. The Mahonia Land Trust 
Conservancy owns a large parcel immediately adjacent to the eastern edge of the western sub-area. 
There is no evidence of other public easements. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS 

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This area is composed of three subareas that are 22, 43 and 163 acres in size. Given the small size of 
the three individual areas, their location on a flat bench at the top edge of a steep sloped area, and 
being located adjacent to existing residential areas, this area is able to efficiently accommodate a 
residential land need. 
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Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services 

Sanitary Sewer Services 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

Oregon City’s Infrastructure Master Plan includes planned improvements and funding necessary to 
support the expected growth within the existing UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Additional growth beyond the UGB is going to be a challenge for Oregon City due to the capacity of 
existing major facilities such as wastewater treatment and conveyance. Currently the City is not 
completing necessary infrastructure planning for growth in the urban reserve areas. Development 
in the reserve area will include infrastructure changes and costs for improving the existing 
infrastructure have not been included in the sewer cost estimate due to the unknown nature of 
actual improvements required. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

There will be impacts to existing facilities and most of this infrastructure would be built by the 
development community. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $2.47 
Force main $1.23 
Pump station $1.45 
Total $5.15 

Water Distribution Services 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

The City of Oregon City serves lands within their corporate boundary. Oregon City has recently 
annexed the Beavercreek UGB expansion area to the southwest. While the city is adequately served 
elsewhere, they do not have the water storage necessary to serve these recently annexed areas. 
Lands within the jurisdiction of Clackamas County in this vicinity are served by Clackamas River 
Water (CRW). CRW has adequate capacity to serve both the lands within the UGB and its rural 
customers. They operate a 30 MGD water treatment plant. Volumes available for their service area 
are 7.4 MGD on north and around 4 MGD on south for a total availability of approximately 11 MGD. 
The treatment plant is 50 years old and a pending facility master plan will determine what types of 
upgrades will be needed in the future. As noted above, the Beavercreek (previous UGB expansion) 
area needs a new reservoir to serve its pressure zone. Within five years, CRW expects to have a 2.2 
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or 2.5 million gallon elevated reservoir in the area. It is unclear however if this, or a future city 
owned facility will serve the Beavercreek area. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

CRW is planning for the urban reserve areas and most the Beaver Creek Bluffs reserve area is in 
CRW. However they will not likely be the service provider in the future. Oregon City has the general 
policy that they will serve all of the lands within the UGB. As reserve areas are included in the UGB, 
the City intends to serve them. Oregon City would therefore annex the areas and subsequently take 
ownership of any water related infrastructure within the reserve area. There would be an exception 
for facilities that are needed to go beyond the area in question such as large scale transmission 
lines. Accordingly CRW, like many service providers must be are cautious about investing in 
improvements for the rural areas that may become urban. CRW has more than enough water to 
serve the urban reserve area and is expected to build a new storage reservoir within the next few 
years. Oregon City has plans to build reservoirs that could serve urban reserves, but no timeline 
information is available at this time. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

As noted above, CRW has water networks in place that can serve the reserve area without 
significant upgrades; however it is not clear that CRW will be the future water provider. Oregon 
City will need to provide new facilities.  

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $2.18 
Storage/pumping $1.4 
Total $3.58 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. Stormwater will be complex but manageable 
given the infrastructure will be at the upstream edge of the surrounding basins.  
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Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $5.4 
Water quality/detention $5.23 
Total $10.63 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roadways in Oregon City have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for 
the 2015 pm peak. Southbound Highway 213, from Holcomb Blvd to Beavercreek Road, has a 
congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) as does most of I-205 in both directions through Oregon 
City and across the Abernathy Bridge. A short section of southbound Highway 213, between I-205 
and Holcomb Blvd has a severely congested volume/capacity ratio (>1.0) as does short portions of 
I-205 through Oregon City. Highway 213 also has a small severely congested section in both 
directions between Meyers Road and Glen Oak Road. 

Highway 213 south of Beavercreek Road, Molalla Ave from Division Street to Highway 213 and 
McLoughlin Boulevard through downtown Oregon City are classified as high injury corridors for 
automobiles. McLoughlin Boulevard through downtown Oregon City is classified as a high injury 
corridor for pedestrians. 

Transit: Four TriMet bus lines serve Oregon City all of which focus on the downtown and central 
portion of the city along Molalla Ave. Service is provided to Clackamas Community College but large 
portions of the city are not served by transit.  

Bike: Oregon City has 24 miles of dedicated bike lanes and three miles of established bikeways with 
most of them located in the “up-top” section of the city. The Park Place neighborhood is also fairly 
well served and Highway 213 has dedicated bike lanes. Most of the downtown streets are classified 
as bike with caution streets and the South End neighborhood has minimal bike facilities. 

Pedestrian: Downtown Oregon City is well served by sidewalks as is Molalla Ave as it extends to 
the “up-top” portion of the city. There are a number of pockets of older subdivisions that do not 
have sidewalks with more recent developments well served by sidewalks. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: Leland Road and Central Point Road are the main access ways to the reserve areas and 
both roadways have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. Other 
nearby roads including Meyers Road and South End Road also has an acceptable volume/capacity 
ratio for the pm peak. As noted above Highway 213 has a small severely congested section in both 
directions between Meyers Road and Glen Oak Road. 

Transit: No bus line provides service near the reserve areas. The closest bus stop via Leland Road 
is 1.5 miles away. 

Bike: The closest bike lane to any of the reserve areas is on Frontier Parkway which is about ¼ mile 
away via Leland Road. There are bike lanes on a portion of Leland Road, starting near S Kalal Court 
which connect to some of the other bike facilities “up-top”.  Central Point Road is classified as a bike 
with caution street. 

Pedestrian: The newer subdivisions near the reserve areas have sidewalks and there are potential 
connection points to the different reserve areas. There are significant sidewalk gaps between these 
subdivisions and other parts of the city. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Leland Road and Central Point Road are the main access ways to the reserve areas and 
both roadways have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. Other 
nearby roads including Meyers Road and South End Road also have an acceptable volume/capacity 
ratio for the pm peak. These roads would not be impacted by urbanization of these small reserve 
areas. 

Transit: No bus line provides service near the reserve areas. See transit analysis below. 

Bike: The bike lanes on Frontier Parkway and Leland Road could see additional use however the 
portion of Leland Road already inside the UGB between the reserve areas and the existing bike 
lanes will need to be improved with bike facilities. This is also true for the short section of Frontier 
Parkway that does not have bike lanes.  

Pedestrian: The sidewalks in the newer adjacent subdivisions could see additional use once the 
areas urbanize. However there are significant sidewalk gaps between these subdivisions and other 
parts of the city which would reduce any additional impact. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

S Central Point Road and Parrish Road will need to be improved to urban collector standards. 
Parrish Road is considered a ½ street improvement as a portion of the roadway is already inside 
the UGB. A new collector is needed that extends south from Parrish Road and ultimately arcs west 
through the UGB to connect with South End Road. 
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Facility Class   
Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $4.99 
Existing/Improved ½ $5.56 
New $16.72 

Total  $27.27 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 45 minute headways for all day service, weekdays only, with one additional bus at a 
capital cost of $400,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is $360,000 and grows 2% per 
year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, will be required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Approximately 327 feet of Mud Creek flows through a ravine on the edge of the eastern sub-area 
and about 2,100 feet of an unnamed stream flows south through the western sub-area. A 900 foot 
segment of this stream, including an associated 1.5 acre National Wetland Inventory wetland is 
located on the flat portion of the area above the bluff. Riparian habitat is identified along both 
stream segments as well as upland habitat. Urbanization of this area may impact the stream, 
wetland and upland habitat areas on the flatter portion of the western sub-area, but the remainder 
of the stream flows through a wooded sloped area and would be minimally impacted. The eastern 
sub-area stream and habitat area would be less impacted by urbanization as it is located over 200 
feet from the flat portion of the sub-area. Overall urbanization of the area could occur with minor to 
moderate impacts to the stream corridor in the western sub-area along the flat portions where 
development is appropriate, depending on street connectivity requirements. Overall this urban 
reserve has low environmental consequences. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

This urban reserve area is made up of three very small land areas, and over half of the reserve area 
is adjacent to urban subdivisions with the remaining area adjacent to undeveloped urban land 
zoned single family residential. The main use in the area is rural residential and 67% of the parcels 
have improvements. Existing urban streets provide access to these parcels. Urbanization of these 
reserve areas will not cause negative social impacts for the current residents as these small isolated 
areas are in effect more urban than rural due to their location to the adjacent urban development. 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 348 of 1024
METRO-0370



There are minimal agricultural activities occurring in this reserve which minimizes any potential 
negative economic impacts of a lost farming economy. The additional VMT generated through 
urbanization of this very small area will be minimal. Overall this urban reserve area has low 
economic, social and energy consequences from urbanization.  

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

The entire edge of the three urban reserve sub-areas borders land zoned for resource use. The vast 
majority of this resource land is zoned timber (TBR) except for a small portion of exclusive farm use 
(EFU) zoned land in the vicinity of S Central Point Road and S Geiger Road. There are significant 
slopes along almost the entire edge of the reserve sub-areas, most of which are forested except 
those areas that abut a power line easement. The small portion of EFU zoned land that is located 
between the western sub-area and Beaver Creek contains significant pockets of forest land, some 
rural residences and very limited agricultural activities consisting of pasture land. Beaver Creek 
provides an edge to the larger block of EFU land to the south that also includes nursery stock. The 
majority of the adjacent TBR zoned land drops steeply to the south from the reserve areas. Most of 
these parcels include rural residences and streams, including Mud and Canfield Creeks.   

Due to the very limited nature of the nearby agricultural and forest activities, the number of rural 
residences spread throughout the resource lands and the significant change in elevation between 
the reserve sub-areas and the resource lands, the proposed urban uses has high compatibility with 
the nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land. 
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BEEF BEND SOUTH URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 528 Parcel Acres 493 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

282 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

214 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Beef Bend South Urban Reserve Area is a moderate sized area west of King City that is south of 
SW Beef Bend Road between SW Roy Rogers Road and SW 137th Avenue. The Tualatin River and 
SW Elsner Road form the southern boundary of the reserve area. The land is generally flat with 
some sloped areas adjacent to five streams that flow south towards the Tualatin River. Access to the 
area is provided by SW Beef Bend Road, SW 137th Avenue, SW Elsner Road and SW Roy Rogers 
Road.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This moderate sized reserve area contains 108 parcels that range in size from 3,000 square feet to 
49 acres in size. Eighty percent of the parcels are less than five acres in size and only 12 parcels are 
greater than 10 acres. These 12 parcels account for 62% of the land area. The area contains rural 
residences on both small and larger lots, agricultural lands, forested parcels and a large scale retail 
nursery operation. Overall, 85 of the 108 parcels have improvements, with a median value of 
$123,125. Bonneville Power Administration owns 4.3 acres of land along the eastern edge of the 
reserve area, which contains two power lines that run north-south. One parcel is included on 
Washington County’s Rural and Natural Resource Plan as a Historic and Cultural Resource. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This reserve area is a mixture of relatively flat land along the eastern, northern and southern edges 
of the area with some areas of slopes greater than 25% along the stream corridors that limit both 
employment and residential opportunities in these specific locations. Eighty-eight of the parcels are 
less than five acres in size and 39 of those are less than one acre, which may inhibit the opportunity 
to consolidate parcels into significant blocks of land for development. However, the largest 12 
parcels total over 308 acres and many of these parcels are located near SW Roy Rogers Road and 
SW Beef Bend Road which provides for ease of access and extension of utilities from adjacent 
roadways. While an employment use may be possible from a topographic stand point this portion of 
the reserve area is a considerable distance from the highway system which may lessen the appeal 
for employment uses. Thus this reserve area is able to accommodate a residential land need.  
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Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Clean Water Services (CWS) provides wastewater treatment through the Durham Waste Water 
Treatment Plant which has capacity to serve the lands inside the UGB. CWS is currently working to 
complete significant capital improvements relating to their conveyance piping that are necessary to 
serve the land currently within the UGB. These improvements are scheduled to be fully complete in 
2020. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Flows from reserve area will connect to an existing gravity sewer in a development along the east 
boundary of the reserve area at SW Fischer Road. The existing sewer is currently an 8-inch line; 
however, CWS has plans to upsize this line to a trunk line in the future. This line connects to an 
existing 18-inch trunk line in SW 131st Ave, and from there flows via gravity through the CWS 
interceptor to the Durham treatment plant. The available capacity of the existing lines is unknown 
at this time. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

CWS has indicated some interceptor and/or trunk lines that are at or near capacity today are being 
upgraded to serve the lands within the Cooper Mountain and River Terrace areas. These new 
facilities may have capacity for additional development, but the amount of excess capacity is not 
known at this time. Other impacts to the wastewater system are local in nature, occurring as 
facilities are developed. New wastewater mains must be provided and the laterals off the mains are 
provided by the development community. From the connection to the existing system, sewer flows 
by gravity to the treatment plant, however in order to get sewer to the connection point, up to four 
pump stations within the reserve area may be needed. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $2.12 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $1.26 
Force Main $1.70 
Pump station $1.20 
Total $6.28 
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Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The Tigard Water District, along with the Cities of Durham, King City and Tigard has an 
Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with the City of Tigard to serve the nearby areas already inside 
the UGB. This is known as the Tigard Water Service Area (TWSA). Information provided by the City 
of Tigard indicates that the water supply, storage, and piping are sufficient to serve the existing 
UGB. Minor deficiencies were identified with the water treatment plant; however, there are plans to 
correct the deficiencies in the near future. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Water supply appears to be adequate, or the City of Tigard will be able to provide water as this area 
is urbanized. The City of Tigard is currently in the process of updating its water master plan. The 
master plan update will include this reserve area as well as the Roy Rogers East and the Roy Rogers 
West urban reserve areas. The master plan will identify excess capacity within the system and 
determine if it can be used within the reserve areas. In addition, the City plans to acquire property 
in the adjacent River Terrace area that can be used for the construction of additional storage to 
serve the reserve areas. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

The City of Tigard is currently updating the water master plan which includes planning for the 
reserve area. Water capacity appears to be adequate and the majority of impacts are local in nature, 
occurring as facilities are developed. New water mains must be provided to allow development of 
this reserve area and the laterals off the mains are provided by the developer. The amount of any 
upsizing that would be needed is not known at this time, but will likely be identified in the master 
plan update 

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $2.52 
18” and larger $5.56 
Storage/pumping $2.8 
Total $10.88 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

 There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $7.6 
Water quality/detention $7.31 
Total $14.91 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: All of the roads in King City have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak. Highway 99W at SW Tualatin Road in Tualatin has a congested volume/capacity 
ratio (<1.0) in both directions. Highway 99W at SW Beef Bend Road in Tigard also has a congested 
volume/capacity ratio in both directions. Highway 99W is considered a high injury corridor for 
automobiles.  

Transit: Two TriMet bus routes travel Highway 99W adjacent to King City. Route 93 provides 
service between Sherwood and the Tigard Transit Center and Route 94 provides service between 
Sherwood and Tigard/Portland. Both routes provide connections to the WES Commuter Rail at the 
Tigard Transit Center. 

Bike: King City has two streets considered bike friendly, SW 131st Ave and SW Fischer Road, which 
provides a connection to the dedicated bike lanes on Highway 99W. There is a bike lane on SW 
Durham Road that extends east of Highway 99W and connects to numerous bike friendly streets. 
SW Colyer Way, SW Peachtree Drive and SW Greenfield Drive are also considered bike friendly 
streets that head north of SW Beef Bend Road and connect to the dedicated bike lane on SW Bull Mt. 
Road.  

Pedestrian: The vast majority of the residential neighborhoods in King City have sidewalks with 
the exception of the Eldorado Mobile Villas. There are sidewalks in most of the residential 
developments on the north side of SW Beef Bend Road in Tigard and in unincorporated Washington 
County.  There are sidewalks along the northbound lanes of Highway 99W that connect to the 
sidewalks along SW Durham Road and the residential areas to the east. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: All of the roads in King City have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak including SW Beef Bend Road which is the main access route. Highway 99W at SW 
Tualatin Road in Tualatin has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both directions. Highway 
99W at SW Beef Bend Road in Tigard also has a congested volume/capacity ratio in both directions. 
SW Roy Rogers Road which is outside the UGB also has a congested volume/capacity ratio in both 
directions between SW Beef Bend Road and SW Bull Mt. Road. 

Transit: No TriMet bus routes travel close to the reserve area. The closest transit stops for routes 
93 and 94 are just short of 1½ miles from the reserve area via SW Beef Bend Road.  

Bike: The two bike friendly streets in King City, SW 131st Ave and SW Fischer Road, are about ⅓rd 
of a mile from the edge of the reserve area. SW Colyer Way and SW Peachtree Drive the bike 
friendly streets that head north of SW Beef Bend Road and connect to the dedicated bike lane on SW 
Bull Mt. Road are located adjacent to the east edge of the reserve area along SW Beef Bend Road 
which is considered a bike with caution street. 

Pedestrian: None of the sidewalks in the residential areas of King City connect to the reserve area. 
There are three roads with sidewalks on the north side of SW Beef Bend Road that are across from 
the reserve area; however SW Beef Bend Road itself does not have sidewalks along the edge of the 
reserve area. The sidewalks to the north are generally internal circulation walkways within the 
residential neighborhoods. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: It is expected that SW Beef Bend Road will see increased traffic as a result of 
urbanization of the reserve area. This could lead to increased traffic on Highway 99W that may 
increase congestion issues at SW Tualatin Road in Tualatin and at SW Beef Bend Road in Tigard 
where currently the highway has a congested volume/capacity ratio in both directions. In addition 
SE Roy Rogers Road outside the UGB would be expected to see increased traffic which may increase 
congestion issues between SW Beef Bend Road and SW Bull Mt. Road. 

Transit: There is no impact to current TriMet bus routes. See transit analysis below. 

Bike: In order for bike friendly streets SW 131st Ave and SW Fischer Road to see an increase in use 
the ⅓rd of a mile gap from the edge of the reserve area will need to be completed. SW Colyer Way 
and SW Peachtree Drive, the bike friendly streets that head north of SW Beef Bend Road and 
connect to the dedicated bike lane on SW Bull Mt. Road may see additional use; however the bike 
lane on SW Bull Mt. Road is not continuous and generally connects only to residential 
neighborhoods. In addition, portions of these routes are fairly steep. 

Pedestrian: The gap in sidewalks between the reserve area and the residential areas of King City 
would need to be connected in order to see an increased use. Even with the connection the 
increased in use would probably be small given that they ultimately lead to busy Highway 99W. The 
three roads with sidewalks on the north side of SW Beef Bend Road that are across from the reserve 
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area may see an increase in use however the sidewalks are generally internal circulation walkways 
within the residential neighborhoods and some are fairly steep.  

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

SW Beef Bend Road and SW Roy Rogers Road will need to be improved to urban arterial standards. 
SW Beef Bend Road is considered a ½ street improvement as the Roy Rogers East urban reserve or 
the land already inside the UGB would be responsible for the other half of the roadway. SW Elsner 
Road, SW River Lane, SW 137th Ave and SW 150th Ave would need to be improved to urban collector 
standards. Four new collector roads are needed to provide additional north-south and east-west 
road connections. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $22.98 
Existing/Improved 1/2  $28.48 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
Existing/Improved $67.11 
New $59.72 

Total  $178.29 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 30 minute headways for all day service, five days a week with one additional bus at a 
capital cost of $400,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is $416,000 and grows 2% per 
year. 

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, will be required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Five streams flow south through the urban reserve area ultimately draining into the Tualatin River. 
GIS data indicates a sixth stream flowing through the nursery property but aerial photos do not 
show the presence of a stream. The westernmost stream flows south along SW Elsner Road for 
approximately 1,200 feet before crossing under the road and continuing to the southern edge of the 
area. This lower stream segment is approximately 1,235 feet in length and flows through forested 
land. There are areas of riparian and upland habitat associated with the stream corridor. The 
portion of the stream that flows adjacent to SW Elsner Road would be susceptible to impacts 
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related to road improvements necessary to meet urban road standards. The lower portion of the 
stream is less susceptible to impacts given the increased protection levels for streams and habitat 
areas within the UGB.  

The second stream originates in the Bull Mountain area north of SW Beef Bend Road, crosses under 
SW Danube Drive and flows through a forested ravine for approximately 1,950 feet. There are areas 
of riparian and upland habitat associated with the stream corridor. The portion of the stream that 
crosses under SW Danube Drive would be susceptible to minor impacts related to road 
improvements necessary to meet urban road standards. The lower portion of the stream is less 
susceptible to impacts given the increased protection levels for streams and habitat areas within 
the UGB.  

The third stream to the east flows through a forested area for approximately 1,360 feet before 
joining the Tualatin River. There are areas of riparian and upland habitat associated with this 
stream corridor that flows through a ravine with slopes greater than 25%. The steep slopes will 
provide an additional level of protection beyond the increased protection levels for streams and 
habitat areas within the UGB, which reduces the potential for impacts from urbanization.  

The fourth stream originates in the Bull Mountain area north of SW Beef Bend Road and flows 
through a forested ravine with slopes greater than 25% for approximately 1,780 feet before 
flattening out for the last 500 feet near the Tualatin River.  This lower section of the stream is 
within the floodplain of the Tualatin River. The stream also has areas of riparian and upland habitat 
associated with it. The steep slopes will provide an additional level of protection beyond the 
increased protection levels for floodplains, streams and habitat areas within the UGB, which 
reduces the potential for impacts from urbanization. However there are potential impacts from 
east-west roadway connections that could impact the stream and habitat areas.  

The fifth stream flows west from the eastern boundary and then south to the Tualatin River 
through a forested landscape for 2,380 feet. There are slopes greater than 25% along the first 1,600 
feet of the stream with the remaining portion flowing through flatter land that is also within the 
floodplain of the Tualatin River. Similarly there are areas of riparian and upland habitat associated 
with this stream corridor. Given the incresed protection levels for floodplains, streams and habitat 
areas within the UGB and the additional protection from the steep slopes along the upper stream 
segment, urbanization could occur without significant impacts to this stream. However there are 
potential impacts from east-west roadway connections that could impact the stream and habitat 
areas. The Tualatin River flows along the southern edge of the reserve area for approximately 1.3 
miles. There is a significant area of 100-year floodplain along the entire river edge, which is also 
identified as riparian habitat. This riparian habitat area also includes a 0.24 acre wetland. Given the 
increased protection levels for floodplains, streams and habitat areas within the UGB, urbanization 
could occur without significant impacts to the Tualatin River. Overall urbanization of the area could 
occur with moderate to high impacts to the river and stream corridors and habitat areas depending 
on additional street connectivity requirements. Most significantly though, the stream segment that 
flows adjacent to SE Elsner Road and the stream that crosses under SW Danube Drive will be 
impacted by necessary improvements to these roadways.  
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Energy, Economic & Social 

The north-south running stream corridors reduce the amount of development that can occur and 
forces a segmented development pattern, resulting in a significant amount of land that will stay in a 
natural state, thus reducing the social impacts of a loss of sense of place from urbanization on the 
existing residents of the area. In addition, most of the existing rural residences are located in the 
eastern portion of the reserve area on smaller lots that are in the floodplain, which reduces the 
amount of future infill development that could occur, also reducing social impacts of urbanization 
on the existing residents. The additional traffic generated through urbanization will impact SW Beef 
Bend Road, SW Roy Rogers Road and ultimately Highway 99W which could provide negative 
energy impacts as these roadways are highly traveled. However, the planned Westside Trail would 
run along the power lines on the eastern edge of the reserve area and the planned River Terrace 
Trail would run along SW Beef Bend Road, providing trail connection points that could reduce some 
local automobile trips, thereby reducing VMT. The agricultural activity within the reserve area is 
concentrated in a few locations and the loss of the economic impact from these agricultural uses 
would be minor, however the potential loss of the large retail nursery operation would be 
significant. The potential economic impact of residential development may outweigh this loss. 
Overall this analysis area has medium economic, social and energy consequences from 
urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

Farm and forest land borders a portion of the reserve area to the north and completely to the south 
and west. On the north side is a 187 acre block of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land that is 
separated from the reserve area by SW Beef Bend Road. Most of the land is in some level of small 
scale agricultural production, including field crops, row crops and pasture land. The remaining land 
is forested and includes rural residences as well. SW Beef Bend Road provides a buffer between the 
agricultural activities occurring in this location and the proposed urban uses, however the road 
alone would not make the two uses compatible and there could still be complaints due to noise, 
odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer. The limited amount of agricultural activity would 
lessen the overall impact. The improvement of SW Beef Bend Road to urban standards includes its 
own set of compatibility issues related to street light illumination, weeds and pedestrian 
movements that can reduce compatibility between the two uses, some of which may be addressed 
through road design. Urbanization of the reserve area would significantly increase traffic on SW 
Beef Bend Road and SW Roy Rogers Road which could impact the movement of both farm 
equipment and goods. The proposed urban uses are not compatible with the small scale agricultural 
activities occurring on this block of farm land. Mitigation measures on the urban side could be used 
to reduce conflicts between the urban uses inside the UGB and farm and forest activities occurring 
on resource land outside the UGB. 

To the west is a significant block of EFU zoned land that extends both north and west, well beyond 
the Tualatin River, which provides a buffer for the farm land further west. The 185 acre block of 
EFU land between the Tualatin River and SW Roy Rogers Road that is directly adjacent to the 
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reserve area contains some agricultural activities as well as a rural residence. The vast majority of 
the farm land is part of the Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge. More intense agricultural 
activities are occurring on the land to the north. The significant right-of-way of SW Roy Rogers 
Road would provide a buffer between the agricultural activities occurring in this location and the 
proposed urban uses, however the road alone would not make the two uses compatible and there 
could still be complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer. In addition, 
the improvement of SW Roy Rogers Road to urban standards includes its own set of compatibility 
issues related to street light illumination, weeds and pedestrian movements that can reduce 
compatibility between the two uses, some of which could be addressed through road design. 
Urbanization of the reserve area would significantly increase traffic on SW Beef Bend Road and SW 
Roy Rogers Road which could impact the movement of both farm equipment and goods, which may 
impact the EFU lands to north more. Mitigation measures on the urban side could be used to reduce 
conflicts between the urban uses inside the UGB and farm and forest activities occurring on 
resource land outside the UGB. Thus the proposed urban uses are somewhat compatible with the 
nearby agricultural activities occurring on this block of farm and forest land due to the large right-
of-way of SW Roy Rogers Road and depending on mitigation efforts. 

To the south is a significant block of EFU zoned land that extends all the way to Highway 99W. Also 
located to the south is a 74 acre block of Agriculture Forest (AF20) open space land that is owned 
by Metro. The vast majority of this farm land is part of the Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge 
and is not in agricultural production. In addition the Tualatin River provides a large buffer for the 
portion that is being farmed. There is an 80 acre block of EFU land that is east of SW Elsner Road 
between a large bend in the Tualatin River. There are four rural residences that front on to SW 
Elsner Road that provides a buffer to the limited agricultural activities that occur away from the 
road. Increased traffic on SW Elsner Road could slightly impact the movement of both farm 
equipment and goods from this limited agricultural area. Thus the proposed urban uses are mostly 
compatible with the limited agricultural activities occurring on this small block of farm and forest 
land.  

In summary, the proposed urban uses in the northern and western portions of the reserve area are 
somewhat compatible with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest 
land outside the UGB depending on the mitigation measures implemented. Urbanization of the 
southern portion of the reserve area would be more compatible with nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB. Overall, the proposed urban uses are 
moderately compatible with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest 
land outside the UGB with the implementation of mitigation measures. 
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BENDEMEER URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 577 Total Constrained 
Acres 

535 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

266 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

202 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Bendemeer Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area located north of NW West Union 
Road between NW Bendemeer Road and NW 185th Ave. The UGB forms the boundary on the 
southern and eastern edges and rural reserves are to the west and north. Holcomb Creek and 
Holcomb Lake form a portion of the northern edge of the reserve area. Access to the area is 
provided by NW West Union Road, NW Cornelius Pass Road, and NW 185th Ave.  

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This mid-size reserve area contains 76 parcels, 59 of which are less than five acres and the majority 
of those are between one and two acres. Four parcels are greater than 40 acres with the two largest 
being 71 and 119 acres in size. The western portion of the area between NW Bendemeer Road and 
NW Cornelius Pass Road is almost entirely made up of rural residences on small wooded lots with 
one parcel engaged in agricultural activities. Alternatively the area between NW Cornelius Pass 
Road and NW 185th Ave is almost entirely in agricultural production with the exception of natural 
resource locations, including a 32 acre Metro owned natural area centered on Holcomb Creek. 
Overall, 54 of the 76 parcels have improvements with a median value of $144,870.  

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This urban reserve area contains two very different existing land development patterns. The 
western portion contains a number of rural residences on lots between two and four acres in size 
that provides some additional opportunity for residential development. East of NW Cornelius Pass 
Road stream corridors dissect the reserve area into a few large locations of flat land that could 
accommodate residential and employment development. There is a significant amount of 
employment land to the west inside the UGB and there is relatively good access to Highway 26. 
Most of the land directly south of the reserve area inside the UGB is in residential use. Thus, this 
area is able to accommodate a residential and employment land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Clean Water Services (CWS) provides sewer services for development within unincorporated 
Washington County. The City of Hillsboro has existing facilities that extend near the intersection of 
NW West Union Rd and NW Cornelius Pass Road, which feeds into the CWS system. CWS provides 
wastewater treatment through the Rock Creek Waste Water Treatment Plant and indicated there is 
capacity to serve areas within the existing UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The topography of the reserve area suggests that sewer flows from the eastern portion of the site 
will flow toward the existing 24-inch CWS Rock Creek trunk line that traverses through the site.  
The western portion of the site generally flows toward NW Cornelius Pass Road. The City of 
Hillsboro has existing sewer pipes near the intersection of NW West Union Road and NW Cornelius 
Pass Road.  These pipes range in size from 8-inch to 18-inch before connecting to the CWS trunk 
line. The additional capacity within the existing pipes is unknown at this time. CWS has indicated 
that there is additional capacity at the Rock Creek treatment plant. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

New sewer mains will be required for development to occur and laterals will be constructed by the 
development community. Impacts to the treatment plant are expected to be minimal with no 
anticipated upgrades due to the nominal amount of development from the relatively small amount 
of buildable land. The amount of up-sizing (if any) that would be needed is not known at this time. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $0.93 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $1.85 
Total $2.78 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Water is supplied to the nearby land within the UGB by the Tualatin Valley Water District (TVWD).  
TVWD has indicated that there is sufficient capacity in terms of water supply, treatment, storage, 
and piping to serve areas within the current UGB.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

TVWD indicated there appears to be adequate water to serve the reserve area or they will be able 
to generate the supply as this area comes online.  The estimated average daily demand generated 
by the development of the reserve area is approximately 0.8 MG and there is an existing 16-inch 
water line in NW West Union Road.   
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Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

New water mains will be required for development to occur. The amount of any up-sizing (if any) 
that would be needed is unknown at this time. Laterals will be constructed by the development 
community.   

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $2.03 
18” and larger $0.35 
Storage/pumping $2.7 
Total $5.08 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater facilities to serve the areas already inside 
the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $5.13 
Water quality/detention $5.32 
Total $10.45 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roads in Hillsboro and unincorporated Washington County have an 
acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. Three road sections have a 
congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0): E Main Street east of NW Brookwood Parkway in both 
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directions and highway 26 east bound at NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW 185th Ave. A few road 
sections in nearby unincorporated Washington County also have a congested volume/capacity ratio 
(<1.0): SW Farmington Road between 198th Ave and SW Kinnaman Road in both directions, SW 
Tualatin Valley Highway (TV Highway) east of SW 198th Ave westbound, SW TV Highway east of SW 
185th Ave in both directions, and SW TV Highway west of SW 170th Ave in both directions. The 
following road sections have a severely congested volume/capacity ratio (>1.0): W Baseline at SW 
197th Ave westbound, NE Evergreen Road east of NW Jackson School Road westbound and SW TV 
Highway east of SW 170th Ave in both directions. Currently Washington County is completing safety 
and capacity improvements to NW Springville Road between NW 185th and 178th Avenues. The 
project is expected to be completed in September 2018.  

High injury corridors for automobiles include: SW/SE Baseline Road, W/E Main Street, S/N 1st Ave, 
NE Cornell Road, SW TV Highway, SE Winter Bridge Road, SW/SE/NE Brookwood Parkway and NW 
Evergreen Road. High injury corridors for bikes include: NW 185th Ave, SW TV Highway, SW 209th 
Ave, and SW/SE Oak Street to SE 10th Ave. High injury corridors for pedestrians include SE Baseline 
Street, SW TV Highway, and NE Century Boulevard between W Baseline Road and NE Cornell Road.  

Transit: Seven TriMet bus routes provide service to Hillsboro or nearby unincorporated 
Washington County, mainly along the arterial streets in the central portion of the city, focusing on 
the Hillsboro and Tanasbourne-Amber Glen Regional Centers, the Orenco Town Center and 
employment areas. There is transit to nearby Portland Community College Rock Creek. There is no 
transit service to the southern and northern portions of the city. The MAX Light Rail Blue Line stops 
at nine stations within Hillsboro.  

Bike: Hillsboro has over 54 miles of dedicated bike lanes, 6.5 miles of established bikeways and 
numerous streets considered bike friendly that together create a fairly well connected system that 
is focused mostly in the central portion of the city and the regional centers. In addition there are 
some local trails that provide key connections to the greater bike network. 

Pedestrian: A large proportion of the residential neighborhoods in Hillsboro have sidewalks 
although there are significant pockets that do not. The Hillsboro Regional Center is mostly served 
by sidewalks with the exception of the industrial area south of TV Highway. The other employment 
areas are fairly well served by sidewalks and trails such as the Rock Creek Trail provide additional 
pedestrian opportunities.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: The roads in Hillsboro near the reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio 
(<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. Highway 26 eastbound at NW Cornelius Pass Road has a congested 
volume/capacity ratio (<1.0). NW Cornelius Pass Road, outside the UGB, between the reserve area 
and the junction with NW Germantown Road also has a congested volume/capacity ratio in both 
directions.  
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Transit: TriMet bus route 52 travels along the eastern edge of the reserve area on NW 185th Ave 
and provides service between Portland Community College Rock Creek and the Beaverton Transit 
Center. There are two transit stops in each direction adjacent to the reserve area.   

Bike: There is a dedicated bike lane on NW 185th Ave adjacent to a portion of the reserve area that 
changes to an established bikeway south of NW West Union Road and extends south past Westview 
High School and Rock Creek Elementary. The Rock Creek Trail which runs east for over two miles 
and west for over a mile intersects with NW 185th Ave. The Waterhouse Trail connects to the Rock 
Creek Trail providing a north-south route that extends to Highway 26. NW West Union Road has a 
short section of a dedicated bike lane on either side of the 185th Ave intersection. The remainder of 
NW West Union Road is classified as bike with caution.  

Pedestrian: There are sidewalks on NW West Union Road east of the 185th Ave intersection that 
extend for approximately one mile with direct connections to the Rock Creek Trail and the 
Waterhouse Trail. Sidewalks on NW 185th Ave extend south past Westview High School and Rock 
Creek Elementary school to south of Highway 26. There are a couple of sidewalk connections to the 
residential neighborhoods south of NW West Union Road, two of which ultimately connect to the 
Rock Creek Trail. Otherwise the sidewalks provide internal circulation for the neighborhood. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: NW Cornelius Pass Road, NW West Union Road, NW 185th Ave and NW Springville Road 
would see additional traffic as a result of urbanization of the reserve area. This additional traffic 
would most likely not contribute to the p.m. peak congestion issue on Highway 26 eastbound at NW 
Cornelius Pass Road, as that is traffic that is heading towards Portland in the p.m. versus home 
towards the reserve area. The increased traffic on NW Cornelius Pass Road would most likely 
impact the congestion issue outside the UGB, between the reserve area and the junction with NW 
Germantown Road. The safety and capacity improvements to NW Springville Road, between NW 
185th and 178th Avenues, that Washington County is expected to complete in September 2018 may 
help alleviate any additional traffic as a result of urbanizing the reserve area.  

Transit: TriMet bus route 52 that stops on NW 185th Ave would be expected to see additional 
ridership. See transit analysis below.   

Bike: The dedicated bike lane on NW 185th Ave that changes to an established bikeway south of NW 
West Union Road and extends south past Westview High School and Rock Creek Elementary School 
would likely see additional use. This is especially true if the bike lanes on NW 185th Ave and NW 
West Union Road are extended along the entire edge of the reserve area. Likewise the Rock Creek 
Trail and the Waterhouse Trail would likely see additional use as they traverse through numerous 
parks and greenways.  

Pedestrian: The sidewalks on NW West Union Road that connect to the Rock Creek Trail and the 
Waterhouse Trail would likely see additional use as the trails traverse through numerous parks and 
greenways.The sidewalks on NW 185th Ave that connect to Westview High School and Rock Creek 
Elementary School would likely see additional use. If NW West Union Road is improved with 
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sidewalks and cross walks, the connections to the residential neighborhoods south of NW West 
Union Road and the Rock Creek Trail would also be expected to see additional use.  

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

NW Cornelius Pass Road, NW West Union Road and NW 185th Ave north of NW Springville Road 
will need to be improved to urban arterial standards. NW West Union Road and the portion of NW 
185th Ave are considered to be ½ street improvements as the land inside the UGB is responsible for 
the other half of the road. A new arterial is needed between NW West Union Road and NW 185th 
Ave at NW Springville Road. A new collector is needed between NW West Union Road and NW 
Cornelius Pass Road to provide access to the middle of the reserve area.  

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $18.62 
Existing/Improved ½ $36.40 
New $22.34 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
New $26.59 

Total  $103.95 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 60 minute headways for all day service weekdays only with one additional bus at a 
capital cost of $400,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is $364,000 and grows 2% per 
year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, will be required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Holcomb Creek flows into the reserve area just north of NW Old Pass Road, crosses under NW 
Cornelius Pass Road and flows southeast for approximately 3,200 feet into Holcumb Lake. Rock 
Creek enters the reserve area just prior to joining Holcomb Creek on the east side of Holcomb Lake 
and flows south through a Metro owned natural area for approximately 4,500 feet to NW West 
Union Road. Two unnamed tributaries to Rock Creek flow through the eastern portion of the 
reserve area for just over a mile, ultimately joining Rock Creek at the southern end of the Metro 
property. Two unnamed streams flow through the middle portion of the reserve area, join together 
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and flow north into Holcomb Lake. These two streams total approximately 4,900 feet. Two 
wetlands identified on the 1998 National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) associated with Rock Creek 
and mostly on the Metro property (32.5 acres) and a tributary of rock Creek (2.6 acres) are located 
in the western portion of the reserve area. Additional NWI wetlands associated with Holcomb Creek 
and Holcomb Lake are located along the northern edge of the reserve area and would need to be 
delineated for development to occur. There is riparian and upland habitat associated with the 
stream corridors and wetlands. The increased protection levels for streams, habitat areas, and 
floodplains within the UGB will provide protection to these areas, however given how the stream 
corridors form four distinct pockets of unconstrained land, significant impacts to the habitat areas 
may occur depending on street connectivity requirements. The Metro owned property will limit 
east–west street connections in that portion of the reserve area. Overall urbanization of the area 
can occur with moderate to high impacts to stream corridors and habitat areas depending on 
connectivity requirements. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

This urban reserve area contains two very different existing land development patterns. The 
western portion contains a number of rural residences on lots between two and four acres in size 
that provides some additional opportunity for residential development. East of NW Cornelius Pass 
Road stream corridors dissect the reserve area into a few large locations of flat land that could 
accommodate residential and employment development. Thus the overall urbanization impact on 
the existing residents of the area in terms of loss of sense of place and rural lifestyle will be 
minimal. The additional traffic generated through urbanization will be moderate and would 
contribute negative energy impacts. Traffic will access Highway 26 from either NW Cornelius Pass 
Road or NW 185th Ave, which could lead to congestion issues. To the south and further west is a 
significant area of land inside the UGB that is designated for employment use but is currently 
under-developed. In addition, further west is a very large amount of undeveloped employment land 
in the North Hillsboro Industrial Area. Once these areas develop, the additional employment 
opportunities they will provide could reduce VMT for current and future residents. The conceptual 
Oregon Electric Railway Trail runs along the western edge of the reserve area which could provide 
an alternative option for travel to locations in the UGB thereby reducing VMT as well. There are 
four pockets of agricultural activities occurring on the areas that are separated from each other and 
agricultural activities to the north by stream corridors. These agricultural areas are fairly small and 
focused on field crops. The economic loss from these existing agricultural uses would be minimal. 
Overall this reserve area has moderate economic, social and energy consequences from 
urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

North of the reserve area is a significant block of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land that extends 
for a number of miles. This land is mostly in nursery and field crop production with associated rural 
residences. There is a portion of a parcel zoned rural industrial on NW Farm Park Drive and the use 
is associated with the adjacent agricultural uses. Holcomb Creek, Holcomb Lake and Rock Creek and 
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their associated habitat areas provide a large buffer to most of the agricultural activities occurring 
east of NW Cornelius Pass Road. There is a large forested area along with some rural residences 
that provide a buffer for most of the agricultural activities occurring west of NW Cornelius Pass 
Road.  The 100 foot railroad right-of-way along the western edge of the reserve area provides a 
buffer for the agricultural activities occurring northwest of the area near NW Dick Road. 
Urbanization would increase traffic on NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW 185th Ave, which could 
impact the movement of farm goods to Highway 26. Overall, the proposed urban uses have high 
compatibility with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land 
outside the UGB. 
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BETHANY WEST URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 170 Parcel Acres 166 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

97 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

73 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Bethany West Urban Reserve Area is a very small square shaped area on the north side of the 
Portland Community College Rock Creek campus. The UGB forms the boundary on the southern and 
eastern edges and rural reserves are to the west and north. Access to the area is provided by NW 
185th Ave and NW Shackelford Road in North Bethany.  

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This small reserve area contains one complete parcel and one partial parcel that total 166 parcel 
acres. The partial parcel is a vacant 40 acre portion of the Portland Community College (PCC) Rock 
Creek campus and includes an unnamed stream and a power line that runs diagonally through the 
reserve area. Just over half of the other 126 acre parcel is in agricultural production and contains 
one barn. The remaining portion of this parcel includes Rock Creek and a small section of the power 
line.   

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This very small reserve area contains a significant amount of natural resources along Rock Creek 
and the unnamed stream that reduces the buildable area to an approximately 73 acre piece in the 
northwest section of the area. This 73 acre section borders NW 185th Ave and is relatively flat The 
isolated nature of the reserve area reduces its efficiency for  employment  use although 
employment may provide a better buffer for the agricultural lands to the north and west. This area 
is able to accommodate a small portion of a residential or employment land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services 

Sanitary Sewer Services  
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

Clean Water Services (CWS) is the service provider for unincorporated Washington County. CWS 
provides wastewater treatment through the Rock Creek Waste Water Treatment Plant. It appears 
that there is adequate capacity to meet UGB needs. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

An existing 24-inch sanitary sewer trunk crosses the reserve area along the north side of Rock 
Creek. Flows continue via gravity through the CWS trunk and interceptor sewer lines and reach the 
Rock Creek treatment plant. CWS has indicated that the Rock Creek treatment plant has capacity 
available and the existing sewer trunk and interceptor line presumably also have available capacity.   

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

New sewer mains will be required for development to occur and laterals will be constructed by the 
development community. Impacts to the treatment plant are expected to be minimal with no 
anticipated upgrades due to the nominal amount of development expected in this small reserve 
area. The amount of up-sizing (if any) that would be needed is not known at this time. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $1.14 
Total $1.14 

Water Distribution Services 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

Water is supplied to the adjacent area inside the UGB by the Tualatin Valley Water District (TVWD). 
TVWD has indicated that there is sufficient capacity in terms of water supply, treatment, storage, 
and piping to serve areas within the current UGB.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

TVWD indicated water for this reserve area appears to be adequate; or they will be able to generate 
the supply as this area comes online. The estimated average daily demand generated by the 
development of the reserve area is approximately 0.2 MG.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Water New water mains will be required for development to occur and laterals will be constructed 
by the development community. The amount of up-sizing (if any) that would be needed is unknown 
at this time. TVWD noted that the bridge on NW Shackelford Road in North Bethany that would 
ultimately connect to NW 185th Ave would need to be constructed in order to provide water service 
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to the area from North Bethany.  For the purposes of this report, it is assumed that the bridge will 
be constructed along with the transportation improvements. 

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $0.72 
18” and larger $2.16 
Storage/pumping $0.56 
Total $3.44 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $1.67 
Water quality/detention $1.65 
Total $3.32 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: All of the nearby roads in the UGB have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for 
the 2015 pm peak. Currently Washington County is completing safety and capacity improvements 
to NW Springville Road between NW 185th and 178th Avenues. The project is expected to be 
completed in September 2018. NW 185th Ave is classified as a high injury corridor for automobiles 
and bikes.  
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Transit: TriMet bus line 52 provides service to Portland Community College (PCC) Rock Creek from 
the Beaverton Transit Center along NW Springville Road and 185th Ave. TriMet bus lines 47 and 67 
also provide service to PCC Rock Creek along NW Springville Road from the Hillsboro Transit 
Center and the Merlo MAX Station respectively, via NW Bethany Boulevard. 

Bike: There is a dedicated bike lane on NW 185th Ave that changes to an established bikeway south 
of NW West Union Road and extends south past Westview High School and Rock Creek Elementary 
School. The Rock Creek Trail which runs east for over two miles and west for over a mile intersects 
with NW 185th Ave. The Waterhouse Trail connects to the Rock Creek Trail providing a north-south 
route that extends to Highway 26. 

Pedestrian: There are sidewalks in the new residential development adjacent to the east in North 
Bethany. There are no pedestrian facilities on the PCC Rock Creek campus near the reserve area.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: All of the nearby roads in the UGB have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for 
the 2015 pm peak. Currently Washington County is completing safety and capacity improvements 
to NW Springville Road between NW 185th and 178th Avenues. The project is expected to be 
completed in September 2018.  

Transit: There is a transit stop for TriMet bus line 52 approximately ½ mile from the reserve area 
at the corner of NW Springville Road NW 185th Ave.  

Bike: The dedicated bike lane on NW 185th Ave is a little over a ½ mile from the reserve area. This 
bike facility continues south for about a mile and connects to the Rock Creek Trail which runs for a 
number of miles and provides the opportunity to connect to additional trails. 

Pedestrian: The sidewalks in the new residential development adjacent to the east in North 
Bethany provide connections to additional residential developments, Springville Elementary School 
and new park facilities. It appears there will be one connection to the reserve area along NW 
Shackleford Road. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: NW 185th Ave and NW Springville Road would see additional traffic as a result of 
urbanization of the reserve area, although the impact would be minimal from this very small 
constrained urban reserve.  

Transit: TriMet bus line 52 would most likely see some additional ridership especially if the ½ mile 
distance from the transit stop to the reserve area was improved with pedestrian facilities.  

Bike: The dedicated bike lane on NW 185th Ave would most likely see some additional use 
especially if the bike lane is extended to the reserve area. This would probably result in additional 
use of the Rock Creek Trail as well. 
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Pedestrian: The sidewalks in the adjacent residential area in North Bethany would most likely see 
additional use since future schoolchildren from the reserve area would attend either Springville or 
Sato Elementary School in North Bethany. Sidewalks extending to the transit stop would also see 
additional use. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

NW 185th Ave will need to be improved to urban arterial standards. A new collector will be needed 
to connect NW 185th Ave to NW Shackleford Road in North Bethany. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $22.90 
Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 

New $16.55 
Total  $39.45 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 60 minute headways for all day service five days a week by extending line 52, with 
one additional bus at a capital cost of $400,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is 
$364,000 and grows 2% per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, will be required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE Analysis) 

Environmental 

Rock Creek flows diagonally in a southwest direction through the reserve area for 4,700 feet 
through wooded and open land. A second unnamed stream that is located south of Rock Creek also 
flows in the same direction for approximately 3,180 feet, mostly in open fields. Both streams are 
located within a large floodplain and two National Wetland Inventory (NWI) wetlands (0.8 & 2.3 
acres) and one PCC identified wetland (12.5 acres) are associated with the stream corridors. There 
is riparian and upland habitat associated with the streams and floodplain area. Given the increased 
protection levels for streams, wetlands, habitat areas and floodplains within the UGB, and the 
location of the stream corridors and the power line in the southern portion of the reserve area 
adjacent to the Portland Community College, urbanization of the area can occur with minimal 
impact to this stream corridor and habitat areas.  
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Energy, Economic & Social 

This small reserve area contains no existing rural residences, thus the impact of urbanization on the 
existing residents of the area in terms of loss of sense of place and rural lifestyle is nonexistent. The 
additional traffic generated through urbanization will be small, however all traffic will be directed 
to NW 185th Ave which could contribute minor negative energy impacts, as 185th Ave is already 
heavily used and would expect to see additional traffic as North Bethany is built out. The area 
contains limited agricultural activities and the economic loss from these existing agricultural uses 
would be small, while the potential economic impact of urbanizing this area near Portland 
Community College will outweigh the economic loss from the limited agricultural uses. Overall this 
reserve area has low economic, social and energy consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

Farm and forest land borders the reserve area to the north and west whereas the UGB borders the 
area to the east and south. To the north is a small block of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land 
between the reserve area and NW Germantown Road that contains some agricultural activities but 
also two rural residences and forested land along Rock Creek. Urbanization of the reserve area 
would result in new development directly adjacent to this actively farmed land, which could result 
in issues related to safety, liability and vandalism and complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the 
use of pesticides and fertilizer. Urbanization would increase traffic on NW 185th Ave which could 
impact the movement of both farm equipment and goods, although most of the traffic would be 
expected to move south towards Highway 26 away from the agricultural activities. The proposed 
urban uses are not compatible with the directly adjacent agricultural activities occurring to the 
north and mitigation will be needed. 

To the west is a block of EFU zoned land that extends for quite a distance and includes field and row 
crops and nursery production. The land directly adjacent to the reserve area includes a forested 
parcel and a few rural residences with some associated agricultural activities. NW 185th Ave 
provides a buffer between the agricultural activities occurring in this location and the new urban 
area, however the road alone would not make the two uses compatible and there could still be 
complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer, although the forested 
parcel and the limited agricultural uses that are directly adjacent to the reserve area should lessen 
complaints. In addition, the improvement of NW 185th Ave to urban standards includes its own set 
of compatibility issues related to street light illumination, weeds and pedestrian movements that 
can reduce compatibility between the two uses, some of which may be addressed through road 
design. Urbanization would increase traffic on NW 185th Ave which could impact the movement of 
both farm equipment and goods, although most of the traffic would be expected to move south 
towards Highway 26 away from the agricultural activities. In addition, most of the agricultural 
activities occurring further west gain access from NW Cornelius Pass Road, which would help 
reduce traffic impacts.  Thus, the proposed urban uses are generally compatible with the 
agricultural activities occurring on the farm land west of NW 185th Ave with mitigation and road 
design efforts. 
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Overall, the proposed urban uses have medium compatibility with nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB. 
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BORING-HIGHWAY 26 URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 680 Parcel Acres 591 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

499 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

379 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Boring-Highway 26 Urban Reserve Area is a triangular shaped area bordered by State Highway 
26, SE 282nd Avenue and State Highway 212. It is composed mostly of small parcels with a handful 
of large parcels, is served by the three main roadways that form the edges of the area and has 
excellent access to Highway 26 through the Highway 212 interchange and the SE Haley Road 
intersection. The urban reserve area is primarily flat and the North Fork Deep Creek flows south 
through the southeast corner of the area and two tributaries of Johnson Creek flow west through 
the central and northern portion of the area. 

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This urban reserve area contains 146 parcels that range in size from a quarter acre to 79 acres. 
Eighty-five percent of the parcels are five acres or less and 35% of those are less than one acre. 
Overall, 126 of the 142 parcels have improvements, with a median value of $143,230, excluding 
publicly owned buildings. Three distinct land uses define the reserve area: rural residential pockets 
along SE Haley Road and SE Andy Street, commercial/industrial uses near the Highway 212 
interchange and two significant pockets of nursery land. A U.S. Postal Service facility and the Boring 
Fire District 59 station are located along Highway 212 near the commercial center of the Boring 
community. The Good Sheppard Community Church and School is located in the center of the area 
along SE Haley Road and encompasses over 30 acres of land and includes a mile long secondary 
access from Highway 212 through the John Holmlund Nursery property. Two of the improvements 
are valued over one million dollars with the main church building valued over 15 million dollars. 
Available data does not suggest the existence of power lines or other public easements within this 
urban reserve. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This area is a mixture of small lot rural residences and larger lot areas of agriculture activity and 
commercial use. The larger lot areas contain a significant amount of land free of existing structures 
and provide the easy opportunity for future urbanization while the rural residential areas will 
require the consolidation of lots. The large lot areas that are situated close to the Highway 212 
interchange and the SE Haley Road intersection provide opportunity for future employment use 
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with easy access to Highway 26. Therefore this area is able to efficiently accommodate both 
residential end employment land needs. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The nearby area within the existing UGB is served by individual septic systems. Clackamas Water 
and Environment Services (WES) operates a sewer treatment plant in Boring that is capable of 
continued operation serving the low-density area but is not sized for urban densities. This 
wastewater treatment plant treats wastewater from approximately 700 water users. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The Boring sewer treatment plant would need to increase its capacity exponentially in order to 
serve urban levels of density. Discharge from the plant follows the North Fork Deep Creek drainage 
to the Clackamas River. Expansion of the treatment plant is not viable due to the limited flow in the 
drainage. Accordingly, sewer would likely need to be provided by the City of Gresham, four and half 
mile away. Gresham does not have any facilities proximate to the reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Nearby facilities do not serve areas already inside the UGB. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $3.27 
Force main $0.36 
Pump station $0.70 
Total $4.33 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The Boring Water District provides service to most of the reserve area and provides service to a 
very small amount of land inside the UGB. If they were to serve additional land inside the UGB, 1.5 
miles of pipe would need to be upgraded. The highest use recorded was in 2017 at 49% of 
maximum capacity. Two reservoirs, totaling 800,000 gallons serve the gravity customers. A 
100,000 gallon reservoir serves customers on a pumped system (roughly 150 customers). The 
existing pipe network size works for their coverage area. The main network is comprised of 
asbestos concrete pipe that is nearing the end of its useful life. The district is working to fund 
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replacement of the older pipes. The Sunrise Water Authority provides water to some of the nearby 
land within the UGB although the district boundary is about two miles from the reserve area. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The current water use is approximately 700 water customers and the District still has about half of 
its supply available. The magnitude of increase to serve urban densities would be a significant 
challenge for a provider of this size. A new well coming online in 5 years will add 5.0 to 8.0 MGD. 
This will be the district’s fifth well. Sand filtration is the only treatment. There is a possibility that 
they could obtain water services from Gresham, which is roughly 4.5 miles to the northwest, 
although that would be very costly. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

The district runs a two inch line to serve a very small area inside the UGB. There are no interties to 
other providers to provide for an alternate source in case of emergency, although they do have a 
backup generator to support the plant. The district believes the well in 5 years and possibly another 
in 15 could support a limited urbanized reserve area. 

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $1.82 
18” and larger $9.32 
Storage/pumping $4.73 
Total $15.87 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

No nearby existing facilities serve areas already inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

There are no existing facilities to serve the reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

There is no impact to existing conveyance, detention or treatment facilities. New facilities will be 
built commensurate with development. 
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Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $8.11 
Water quality/detention $8.41 
Total $16.52 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: All roadways that serve nearby areas within the UGB have an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak except for a very short section of eastbound 
Highway 212 at SE 242nd Ave that has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0). 

Transit: There is no transit service in the nearby area inside the UGB. The closest bus line is 
TriMet’s Route 84 Powell Valley/Orient Drive which provides weekday rush-hour service between 
Gresham Central Transit Center and SE 282nd and Orient Drive which is approximately 1.4 miles 
away.  

Bike: There are no bike facilities in the nearby areas inside the UGB. There are a few streets that 
are considered bike with caution streets and Highway 212 has wide shoulders. Inside the UGB in 
Gresham is the Springwater Corridor and Highway 26 has wide shoulders. 

Pedestrian: There are no sidewalks in the nearby areas inside the UGB and the closest residential 
sidewalks in Gresham are two miles away. The Springwater Corridor Trail in Gresham is the closest 
trail to the urban reserve area.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: All roadways that serve the urban reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity 
ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak except for a very short section of eastbound Highway 212 at SE 
242nd Ave that has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0). 

Transit: There is no transit service near the reserve area.  

Bike: There are no bike facilities adjacent to or within the urban reserve area. Highway 26 is 
classified as having wide shoulders and SE 282nd Ave and Highway 212 are classified as bike with 
caution. 

Pedestrian: There are no sidewalks or trails adjacent to or within the urban reserve. The 
Springwater Corridor is approximately a ½ mile away via SE Haley Road. 
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Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Highway 26 will be expected to see additional traffic and currently it has an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. Highway 212 would also be expected to see 
additional traffic which could impact the very short section of eastbound Highway 212 at SE 242nd 
Ave that has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0).  

Transit: There is no transit service to nearby areas already inside the UGB. See transit analysis 
below. 

Bike: The Springwater Corridor is the only facility that serves the nearby area and may see 
increased use; however there will be a ½ mile gap between the urban reserve area and the trail 
facility. 

 Pedestrian: The Springwater Corridor is the only facility that serves the nearby area and may see 
increased use; however there will be a ½ mile gap between the urban reserve area and the trail 
facility.  

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

The portions of SE Highway 212 and SE 282nd Ave that border the reserve area will need to be 
improved to urban arterial standards. Both roadways are considered to be a ½ street 
improvements as the property on the other side of the roadway that is within the Boring urban 
reserve would be responsible for that portion of the improvements. SE Haley Road would be 
improved to urban collector standards and a new collector road would extend from SE Highway 
212 to SE Haley Road. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved ½  $54.13 
Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $12.66 
New $21.38 

Total  $88.17 
 
Provision of public transit service 

This area withdrew from the TriMet service district, thus no analysis of transit service was 
completed. 

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, will be required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  
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Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

North Fork Deep Creek flows south through the southeast corner of the reserve area for 
approximately 2,290 feet. About half of it flows along the edge of a parking lot with the other half 
flowing through an open lot that is associated with a nursery. There are sporadic locations of trees 
along the stream, but no continuous riparian corridor. There is a pond adjacent to the stream 
corridor on the nursery property. The centrally located tributary of Johnson Creek flows west 
mostly through open fields with a couple of forested locations for approximately 2,900 feet. There 
is no riparian corridor associated with most of the stream. The northerly located tributary of 
Johnson Creek consists of two segments that form a “Y”. The lower main segment is about 2,800 
feet in length and mostly flows through open land, although there is a 500 foot segment that is 
forested. The upper segment is about 950 feet in length and flows through open land as well as a 
nursery. Riparian habitat is identified along all the stream corridors.  There are two wetlands 
identified through the National Wetland Inventory. The first wetland is a 0.6 acre pond located on a 
commercial property that includes some limited adjacent buffer vegetation. The second wetland, 
about 5.7 acres in size is located on a vacant parcel and appears to have an unmaintained road 
through the middle of it. The proximity of flat, open, developable land adjacent to all of the streams 
and wetlands indicates potential impact from urbanization of this area, with the exception of the 
forested segment of the Johnson Creek tributary. Required restoration of degraded stream edges 
and enhancement of the wetland buffer to meet required urban riparian habitat and water quality 
needs will provide some level of protection from urbanization. Overall urbanization of the area 
could occur with low to moderate impacts to the stream corridors and wetlands depending on 
street connectivity needs. There is the potential to significantly improve the riparian corridors 
given the increased natural resource protection requirements on land inside the UGB. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

This urban reserve area is generally made up of three different land uses: rural residential pockets, 
commercial/industrial uses and two significant pockets of nursery land. It is expected that 
urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing rural residences in 
most instances. This will result in significant social consequences due to a loss of a rural lifestyle for 
existing rural residents. Due to difficulties of consolidating smaller lot sizes, the rural residential 
development along SE Haley Road would probably redevelop at a slower pace than the residential 
development along SE Andy Street, thereby delaying the social consequences. Any additional 
residential development near the commercial center of Boring would increase the opportunities for 
additional retail and commercial services due to a larger customer base thereby creating new civic, 
entertainment and socializing opportunities for all residents.. There are approximately 46 acres of 
rural industrial land with excellent access to Highway 26. While there is the potential for loss of the 
current jobs, the ability to generate a significant amount of additional jobs through more intense 
commercial/industrial uses may be a positive for the area. There are two large locations of nursery 
activity within the reserve area. The loss of the economic impact from these agricultural uses may 
be considerable; however the potential economic impact of urbanization on these large relatively 
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flat lands would likely outweigh this loss, especially considering potential employment uses. Access 
to the area would remain the same and the increased VMT from urbanization of the area would be 
significantly larger than current levels, although direct access to Highway 26 and the Gresham 
Regional Center and the Springwater Industrial area may reduce the impact compared to other 
areas that have limited transportation connections to centers or employment areas. In addition the 
potential for employment development is high, which could further reduce the VMT impact of 
existing and future residents. The nearby Springwater Corridor trail is an existing connection to the 
potential employment areas in Gresham that provides the opportunity for non-single occupancy 
vehicle travel, lessening the overall VMT consequences. Finally, the adjacent Boring urban reserve 
would need to be urbanized first before this reserve area, which would change the overall character 
of the Boring community, reducing any loss of a rural lifestyle for the existing residents. Overall this 
reserve area has medium economic, social and energy consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

There are three separate locations where farm and/or forest land is contiguous to the urban 
reserve area. The first location is a block of EFU land across Highway 26 in the northern portion of 
the reserve area between SE 282nd Avenue and SE Haley Road. While this area has some significant 
agricultural activities occurring the 200 foot plus right-of-way of Highway 26 will limit any impact 
urbanization of the reserve area would have on this agricultural land. Additional traffic along SE 
282nd to and from Gresham could impede the movement of farm equipment. There is less possibility 
of traffic impacts along SE Haley Road as most of the increased traffic would not continue east into 
the rural area but head either east or west on Highway 26. South of Highway 212 there are two 
locations where EFU zoned land abuts the urban reserve area. The first area is a 750 foot stretch of 
land just east of SE Lani Lane that is not currently in agricultural production. The majority of the 
additional EFU land to the south is in rural residential use. The second location is a very small 
segment adjacent to the eastbound on-ramp for Highway 26 that also is not currently in agricultural 
production. 

Due to the very limited nature of the nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and 
forest land and the buffer actions of the Highway 26 right-of-way, the proposed urban uses would 
have high compatibility with the nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and 
forest land. 
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BORING URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 2,718 Parcel Acres 2,562 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

1,217 Net Vacant 
 Buildable Acres 

924 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Boring Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area that is split lengthwise by the 
Springwater Corridor Trail and includes the business district of the community of Boring. It is 
served by Highway 212 and SE 282nd Ave, is 2,718 acres in size and has good access to Highway 26 
through the Highway 212 interchange. The western portion of the area north of Highway 212 
includes two steep forested buttes, Tower and Zion, which dominate the landscape. Relatively flat 
areas are located south of Highway 212 and west of SE 282nd Ave. An intrusion of rural reserve land 
follows the Springwater Corridor in the North Fork Deep Creek Canyon from SE 262nd Ave/SE Kelso 
Road to the center of the business district. The North Fork Deep Creek, along with a few tributaries 
generally flow west towards the canyon area along the Springwater Corridor Trail. A few 
tributaries to Johnson Creek flow north and west through the area north of Highway 212. 

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This large urban reserve area contains 1,040 parcels that range in size from a tenth of an acre to 53 
acres.  Ninety percent of the parcels are less than five acres in size and only seven are greater than 
20 acres. Overall, 842 of the 1,040 parcels have improvements, with 267 improvements valued 
more than $250,000 and 47 improvements valued greater than $500,000. Six of the structures are 
valued over one million dollars which includes two residences, three commercial structures and 
one church.  The median value of all structures is $182,520 excluding any publicly owned buildings. 
Four distinct land uses define the reserve area: forested rural residential development on the 
buttes, small to mid-sized rural residential between SE 282nd Ave and the Springwater Corridor, 
pockets of agricultural land and the community of Boring that includes both residential and 
employment uses. A Clackamas County Sanitary Sewer Treatment Facility is located along SE 
Richey Road, a PGE substation is located off of SE 282nd Ave, and two Boring Water District storage 
facilities are located in the urban reserve. The urban reserve area also includes the Boring Middle 
School, Naas Elementary School, and a portion of the Mountain View Golf Course. The Springwater 
Corridor Trail is owned by the City of Portland and Clackamas County and power lines run in a 
portion of the corridor.  
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GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

 
Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

A large portion of the urban reserve is either developed or limited by natural features such as steep 
slopes. Most of the central area of the Boring community is built out, however there is a significant 
pocket of vacant land in the commercial/business area that could provide additional employment 
uses. There are two large pockets of agricultural land near SE Kelso Road that provide the 
opportunity for either residential or employment uses. While an employment use in these areas 
would be at the edge of the future urbanized area, the location has good access to Highway 26 and it 
may provide a better buffer than residential use for the significant agricultural activity that is 
nearby. There are two other vacant land areas on either side of SE Haley Road, west of SE 282nd Ave 
that provide the opportunity for residential use based on parcel size and adjacent uses. There are 
additional small pockets of land throughout the area that could provide for future residential use 
depending on the efficiency of providing urban services and the ability to consolidate parcels.. 
Therefore this area is able to efficiently accommodate both residential end employment land needs. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The nearby area within the existing UGB is served by individual septic systems. Clackamas Water 
and Environment Services (WES) operates a sewer treatment plant in Boring that is capable of 
continued operation serving the low-density area but is not sized for urban densities. This 
treatment plant treats wastewater from approximately 700 water users. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The Boring sewer treatment plant would need to increase its capacity exponentially in order to 
serve urban levels of density. Discharge from the plant follows the North Fork Deep Creek drainage 
to the Clackamas River. Expansion of the treatment plant is not viable due to the limited flow in the 
drainage. Accordingly, sewer would likely need to be provided by the City of Gresham, four and half 
miles away. Gresham does not have any facilities proximate to the reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Nearby facilities do not serve areas already inside the UGB. 
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Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $6.96 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $3.71 
Force main/bore $2.17 
Pump station $1.35 
Total $14.19 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The Boring Water District provides service to most of the reserve area and provides service to a 
very small amount of land inside the UGB. If they were to serve additional land inside the UGB, 1.5 
miles of pipe would need to be upgraded. The highest use recorded was in 2017 at 49% of 
maximum capacity. Two reservoirs, totaling 800,000 gallons serve the gravity customers. A 
100,000 gallon reservoir serves customers on a pumped system (roughly 150 customers). The 
existing pipe network size works for their coverage area. The main network is comprised of 
asbestos concrete pipe that is nearing the end of its useful life. The district is working to fund 
replacement of the older pipes. The Sunrise Water Authority provides water to some of the nearby 
land within the UGB although the district boundary is about two miles from the reserve area. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The current water use is approximately 700 water customers and the District still has about half of 
its supply available. The magnitude of increase to serve urban densities would be a significant 
challenge for a provider of this size. A new well coming online in 5 years will add 5.0 to 8.0 MGD. 
This will be the district’s fifth well. Sand filtration is the only treatment. There is a possibility that 
the area could obtain water services from Gresham, which is roughly 4.5 miles to the northwest, 
although that would be very costly. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

The district runs a two inch line to serve a very small area inside the UGB. There are no interties to 
other providers to provide for an alternate source in case of emergency, although they do have a 
backup generator to support the plant. The district believes the well in 5 years and possibly another 
in 15 years could support a limited urbanized reserve area. 
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Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $17.62 
18” and larger $5.07 
Storage/pumping $12.32 
Total $35.01 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

No nearby existing facilities serve areas already inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

There are no existing facilities to serve the reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

There is no impact to existing conveyance, detention or treatment facilities. New facilities will be 
built commensurate with development. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $30.2 
Water quality/detention $29.89 
Total $60.09 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: All roadways that serve nearby areas inside the UGB have an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak except for a very short section of eastbound 
Highway 212 at SE 242nd Ave that has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0). 

Transit: There is no transit service in the nearby area inside the UGB. The closest bus line is 
TriMet’s Route 84 Powell Valley/Orient Drive which provides weekday rush-hour service between 
Gresham Central Transit Center and SE 282nd and Orient Drive which is approximately 1.4 miles 
away.  

Bike: There are no bike facilities in the nearby areas inside the UGB. There are a few streets that 
are considered bike with caution streets (SE 242nd and SE 222nd Aves) and Highway 212 has wide 
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shoulders. Inside the UGB in Gresham is the Springwater Corridor and Highway 26 has wide 
shoulders. 

Pedestrian: There are no sidewalks in the nearby areas inside the UGB and the closest residential 
sidewalks in Gresham are two mile away. The Springwater Corridor Trail in Gresham is the closest 
trail in the UGB to the urban reserve area.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: All roadways that serve the urban reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity 
ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak except for a very short section of eastbound Highway 212 at SE 
242nd Ave that has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0). 

Transit: There is no transit service near the reserve area.  

Bike: The Springwater Corridor runs north-south through the center of the reserve area however 
there are no other bike facilities adjacent to or within the reserve area. Highway 26 is classified as 
having wide shoulders and there are numerous roadways classified as bike with caution and a 
couple classified as helpful connections. 

Pedestrian: The Springwater Corridor runs north-south through the center of the reserve area. 
There are no other pedestrian facilities adjacent to or within the reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Highway 26 will be expected to see additional traffic and currently it has an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. Highway 212 would also be expected to see 
additional traffic which could impact the very short section of eastbound Highway 212 at SE 242nd 
Ave that has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0). 

Transit: There is no transit service to nearby areas already inside the UGB. See transit analysis 
below. 

Bike: The Springwater Corridor is the only facility that serves the nearby area and would see 
increased use. 

 Pedestrian: The Springwater Corridor is the only facility that serves the nearby area and would 
see increased use.  

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

The portions of SE 282nd Ave and SE Highway 212 that border the reserve area will need to be 
improved to urban arterial standards. Both roadways are considered to be a ½ street 
improvements as the property on the other side of the roadway that is within the Boring-Highway 
26 urban reserve would be responsible for that portion of the improvements. SE Highway 212 west 
of Boring SE Richey Road and SE Kelso Road will need to be improved to urban arterial standards. 
The following roads will need to improved to urban collector standards: SE Church road, SE 257th 
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Ave, SE Stewart Lane, SE Fireman Way, SE Gillespie Court/SE Zion Hill Drive, SE School Ave, SE 
272nd Ave, SE Sunshine Valley Road/SE Victoria Street, SE 258th Place/SE 257th Drive, SE Telford 
Road, and SE Haley Road. In addition, five new collectors will need to be built. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions 

Existing/Improved ½  $37.78 
Existing/Improved $119.12 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
Existing/Improved $200.00 
New $111.57 
Total $468.47 

 

Provision of public transit service 

This area withdrew from the TriMet service district, thus no analysis of transit service was 
completed. 

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, will be required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

North Fork Deep Creek flows west through the community of Boring for just shy of a mile, mostly 
through an intact riparian corridor. About one and half miles of very small tributaries also flow 
through this area, mostly through residential development; 1,600 feet of the tributaries flow 
through agricultural land. Riparian habitat is identified along the stream corridors with some 
upland habitat near the eastern edge of the reserve area. Two additional tributaries to North Fork 
Deep Creek totaling approximately 6,100 feet flow south through the southwest corner of the urban 
reserve area, on the north side of Highway 212. These streams flow through pasture land and 
wooded parcels and there are locations where the streams appear to be altered by structures or 
damned to create ponds. Riparian habitat is identified along the stream corridors with some upland 
habitat identified along the wooded portions of the streams. A two and half acre wetland identified 
through the National Wetland Inventory is located along North Fork Deep Creek at the eastern edge 
of the urban reserve area. The existing established riparian corridor of North Fork Deep Creek and 
the tributaries could be enhanced as a result of the urbanizing the area, as urban water quality and 
habitat regulations would require increased protection levels for the resources.  

The area between 282nd Ave and the Springwater Corridor contains a few tributaries to Johnson 
Creek that flow north and total approximately two miles. A significant portion of these small 
streams flow through a forested riparian corridor and the remaining portion traverses open fields. 
Riparian habitat is identified along the stream corridors with some upland habitat identified along 
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the wooded portions of the streams. In numerous locations it appears that the streams have been 
altered to create ponds. Urbanization of the area may protect and even enhance the existing 
forested riparian corridor due to increased urban water quality and habitat regulations. A 2,000 
foot stream section in the vicinity of SE Sunshine Valley Road and SE 250th Place flows west out of 
the urban reserve area to connect with other streams, ultimately flowing into Johnson Creek to the 
north. This stream is located in a forested portion of the large rural residential lots and both 
riparian and upland habitat is identified along the stream.  

The proximity of flat, developable land adjacent to most of the streams within the urban reserve 
area indicates a potential impact from urbanization of this area, with the exception of North Fork 
Deep Creek and the forested segments of the streams near the Springwater Corridor. Restoration of 
degraded stream edges and enhancement of the wetland buffer will provide protection from 
urbanization. The tributaries that mostly flow through the residential areas may be impacted by 
future development as they generally flow through the remaining developable portions of the 
properties, although the existing housing pattern and lot consolidation concerns may reduce 
options for future development that could limit impacts. Urbanization of the agricultural lands 
provides the opportunity to restore and enhance the riparian corridor of the streams that flow 
along the edges of the fields. There are some significant locations of upland habitat identified in the 
butte areas, although most of it is also located on slopes greater than 25% which would limit the 
amount of urbanization that could occur. Overall urbanization of the area could occur with 
moderate to high impacts to the stream corridors, habitat areas and the wetland depending on 
building and lot consolidation opportunities given the existing development pattern on relatively 
small lots and the opportunity to enhance riparian corridors on agricultural lands. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

This urban reserve area is generally made up of four distinct land uses: forested rural residential 
development on the buttes, small to mid-sized rural residential between SE 282nd Ave and the 
Springwater Corridor, pockets of agricultural land and the community of Boring that includes both 
residential and employment uses.  

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences in most instances. This will result in significant social consequences due to a loss of 
a rural lifestyle for existing rural residents. This would occur in both the residential area between 
SE 282nd Ave and the Springwater Corridor and the residential portion of Boring. The presence of 
stream corridors and associated habitat areas will create pockets of the new development that may 
soften the impact. New residential development combined with new retail/commercial 
opportunities in the center of Boring will provide new civic, entertainment and socializing 
opportunities for all residents. The land on the buttes would see limited additional development 
due to the forested steep slopes and the expense of providing urban services for a limited number 
of additional houses, resulting in less social consequences for those existing residents. 

While there is the potential for loss of existing jobs through redevelopment of the existing 
commercial/employment center of Boring, the ability to generate a significant amount of additional 
jobs through more intense commercial/employment uses may be positive for the Boring 
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community. The agricultural activity within the reserve area is minimal. The loss of the economic 
impact from these agricultural uses would not be considerable and the potential economic impact 
of urbanization on these relatively flat lands will outweigh this loss.  

Access to the reserve area would remain the same and the increased VMT from urbanization of the 
area would be significantly larger than current levels, although good access to Highway 26 via 
Highway 212 and SE Kelso Road and to the Gresham Regional Center and the Springwater 
Industrial area may reduce the impact compared to other areas that have limited transportation 
connections to centers or employment areas. In addition the potential for employment 
development is relatively high, which could further reduce the VMT impact of existing and future 
residents. Finally, the Springwater Corridor trail is an existing connection to these potential 
employment areas that provides the opportunity for non-single occupancy vehicle travel, lessening 
the overall VMT consequences. Overall this analysis area has high economic, social and energy 
consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

There are three separate locations where farm and/or forest land is contiguous to the urban 
reserve area. The first location is a small block of EFU land across SE 282nd Ave near Highway 26. 
While this is a relatively small area it is almost entirely in nursery production. Additional traffic 
along SE 282nd to and from Gresham could impede the movement of farm equipment and SE 282nd 
Ave would not provide an appropriate buffer between urban and agricultural uses and issues 
related to safety, liability and vandalism and complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of 
pesticides and fertilizer could still occur. The second location is east of SE 282nd Ave in the vicinity 
of SE Viva Lane and consists of one 80 acre parcel that is part of the larger Holmund Nursery to the 
east. Additional traffic along SE 282nd to and from Gresham could impede the movement of farm 
equipment, however since this parcel has field access from the remainder of the nursery that is 
headquartered off of Highway 212 there is alternative ways to move equipment. Even though the 
frontage of the EFU land along SE 282nd Ave is not very long, the street would not provide an 
appropriate buffer between urban and agricultural uses and issues related to safety, liability and 
vandalism and complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer could still 
occur. The third location is an extensive block of EFU land south of SE Kelso Road and east of the 
urban reserve area along both sides of SE Church Road. The agricultural land south of SE Kelso 
Road is in nursery production and extends over a mile south in some locations. Additional traffic 
along SE Kelso Road to and from Highway 26 could impede the movement of farm equipment and 
goods as that is the most direct route to the highway from this extensive agricultural area. This is 
especially true if the large parcels in the urban reserve developed in residential use. SE Kelso Road 
would not provide an appropriate buffer to between urban and agricultural uses and issues related 
to safety, liability and vandalism and complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides 
and fertilizer could still occur. The EFU land adjacent to SE Church Road is in nursery and field crop 
use and is also more intermixed with pockets of residences. However there is some large single 
owner operations occurring that would be impacted by increased traffic on SE Church Road, which 
also provides good access to Highway 26. Most of the EFU land directly adjacent to the urban 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 408 of 1024
METRO-0430



reserve is in residential use and would provide a bit of a buffer between the new urban area and the 
agricultural activities further east. 

The nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land would be impacted 
by urbanization of the reserve area, especially in the southern portion of the area. Thus, the 
proposed urban uses would have low compatibility with the nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land. 
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There are no warranties, expressed or implied, including the warranty of mechantability or fitness for a particular purpose, accompanying this product.
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BORLAND URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 1,354 Parcel Acres 1,170 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

482 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

366 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Borland Urban Reserve Area is a large irregular shaped area that straddles Interstate 205 along 
SW Borland Road and is 1,354 acres in size. The UGB forms the eastern boundary and a portion of 
the western boundary with the Tualatin River forming the northern edge. The land north of the 
Tualatin River and the land south and west of SW Stafford Road is urban reserve. Athey Creek and 
Fields Creek along with numerous other streams flow north through the reserve area to the 
Tualatin River. The area is generally flat with some slopes greater than 10% along the stream 
corridors and very minor areas of slopes greater than 25%. Access to the area is provided by SW 
Borland Road and SW Stafford Road.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This large reserve area is a mixture of numerous uses including rural residences, pockets of 
agricultural land, schools and churches, and a commercial section along Borland Road. The reserve 
area contains 336 parcels that range in size from 4,356 square feet to 37 acres. Fifty-six of the 
parcels are less than ½ acre, 124 are less than one acre, and 263 are less than five acres in size. Only 
17 parcels are greater than 10 acres and eight are greater than 20 acres in size. Three of the five 
largest parcels are occupied by a school and two churches. Two hundred and seventy-two of the 
337 parcels have improvements, with a median value of $214,690, not including any publicly 
owned buildings. One hundred and three structures are valued greater than $250,000, 33 
structures are valued greater than $500,000 and 14 are valued over $1 million, with 11 those being 
residences. There are two public schools, Athey Creek Middle School and Stafford Primary School, 
and two private schools, Arbor School of Arts and Sciences and Three Rivers Charter School, that 
combined occupy 70 acres. There are five churches; Athey Creek Christian Fellowship, 
Neighborhood Church Assembly of God, Rolling Hills Community Church, Resurrection Catholic 
Church and International Church Foursquare Gospel, that combined occupy 138 acres. Three of the 
churches are valued between $7-10 million each. Finally, the State of Oregon owns six parcels (5.1 
acres), Metro owns four open space parcels (19.3 acres) and Clackamas County owns five parcels 
(20.4 acres). 
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GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

Close to 80% of the parcels in this reserve area are five acres or less in size and almost half of those 
are less than one acre, most of which contain single family homes. Redevelopment of these 
residential areas will be challenging. The numerous stream corridors and associated riparian 
habitat areas, public lands, school and church sites reduce the buildable area to a few select 
locations. A couple of these locations are near the SW Borland Road and SW Stafford Road 
intersection and would be large enough to accommodate an employment land need. Overall, this 
area is able to accommodate an employment and residential land need.   

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

 The City of Tualatin provides the wastewater collection system for nearby land inside the UGB to 
the west and wastewater treatment is provided by Clean Water Services (CWS) Durham 
Wastewater Treatment Plant which appears to have capacity to serve the areas already inside the 
UGB. The City of West Linn provides the wastewater collection system for nearby land inside the 
UGB to the east and wastewater treatment is provided by the Tri-City Service District treatment 
plant. The Tri-City Service District is made up of West Linn, Oregon City and Gladstone and is 
managed by Clackamas County Water Environment Services (WES). Improvements are currently 
happening at the treatment plant, which will provide sufficient capacity to meet current UGB needs. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Waste from the western portion of the reserve area would be routed into the CWS system. The 
nearest connection point is an existing 8-inch line in SW Sequoia Drive, which utilized the Sequoia 
Ridge Pump Station. Downstream of the pump station 8-inch gravity pipes convey flows to a City of 
Tualatin 18-inch trunk line, which connects to a large diameter CWS interceptor to the Durham 
treatment plant. CWS has indicated that the treatment plant has capacity; however, significant 
additional flows may require plant improvements. In addition, the capacity of the existing pump 
stations and sewer lines are unknown. The eastern portion of the reserve area would be routed to 
the City of West Linn and the Tri-City Service District treatment plant. The sewer would connect to 
an existing gravity line in Willamette Falls Drive.  With the completion of the current treatment 
plant improvement project, some capacity may be available. In addition, the capacity of the existing 
pump stations and sewer lines are unknown. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

CWS’ Durham treatment plant is a large facility with a broad service area. The cumulative addition 
of multiple urban reserves could result in a need for some expansion in order to handle additional 
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load. The upgrades and financial impacts are beyond the scope of this report. Wastewater services 
(digesters) in the WES system are expected to need some upgrades to provide service for growth 
beyond that in the current UGB. The upgrades and financial impacts are beyond the scope of this 
report. The significant impacts to the wastewater system are primarily from the financial 
contributions required to build the mains within the reserve area. A portion of the reserve area is 
located north of I-205, thus a sewer crossing under I-205 will likely be needed in order to convey 
flows to the existing Willamette Falls Drive sewer. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $1.07 
Greater than 18” pipe (gravity) $4.1 
Bore $5.73 
Total $10.90 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Tualatin serves the adjacent areas inside the UGB to the west and it appears to have 
enough capacity to meet the needs of land inside the UGB based on its Water Master Plan. However 
water storage improvements are needed to serve future development within the existing UGB. The 
City of West Linn serves the adjacent areas inside the UGB to the east. The West Linn Water System 
is part of the Lake Oswego – Tigard Water Partnership. Potable water comes from the South Fork 
Water Board (SFWB), jointly owned by the Cities of West Linn and Oregon City. The source water is 
the Clackamas River. The SFWB operates a conventional water treatment plant located on the south 
side of the Clackamas River near its confluence with the Willamette River. The SFWB system 
includes intake facilities, a water treatment plant, and a transmission pipeline to a pump station 
located on Division St. in Oregon City. The water treatment plant was upgraded in October 2016. 
According to the City of West Linn, there are no issues serving the area currently within the UGB in 
regard to pumping, storage, and piping.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Water could be provided from either Tualatin or West Linn. The Tualatin water supply appears to 
be adequate to serve the reserve area, or they will be able to generate the supply as this area is 
developed. The City of West Linn indicated that there are no issues with water supply to serve the 
reserve area. The treatment plant will likely require upgrades to convey the additional potable 
supply if the city did provide water to the eastern portion of the area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

As noted above, water services could be provided from either Tualatin or West Linn. Service from 
Tualatin could be somewhat more efficient as it would not require crossing the river. Any further 
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impacts to the water system are primarily financial. New water mains must be provided to allow 
development of the reserve area and the laterals off the mains are provided by the development 
community 

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $3.64 
18” and larger $6.77 
Storage/pumping $5.15 
Total $15.56 

Storm Sewer Services 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $10.1 
Water quality/detention $10.62 
Total $20.72 

Transportation Services 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Most of the roads in Tualatin, which borders the reserve area on the west side, have an 
acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. SW Boones Ferry Road at the 
Tualatin River has a severely congested volume/capacity ration (>1.0) for the southbound lane and 
a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) for the northbound lane. Highway 99W at SW Tualatin 
Road and I-5 between SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road and the Tualatin River has a congested 
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volume/capacity ratio in both directions. Most of the roadways in West Linn, which borders the 
reserve area on the east side, have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm 
peak. Willamette Drive at I-205 has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both directions as 
does I-205 between Willamette Drive and Salamo Road. Northbound I-205 between S Woodbine 
Road and 10th Street also has a congested volume/capacity ratio. Highway 43 from Marylhurst 
University to I-205 is classified as a high injury corridor for bikes. 

Transit: Seven TriMet bus lines and the Westside Express Service (WES) Commuter Rail serve 
Tualatin. The routes are spread out along the major roadways including Highway 99W, SE Tualatin-
Sherwood Road and SW Boones Ferry Road providing service to the Town Center and employment 
areas. Two TriMet bus lines serve West Linn. Route 35 runs along Willamette Drive and Route 154 
runs along Willamette Falls Drive providing transit service to the Town Centers and a small portion 
of the city.  

Bike: Tualatin has a fairly well established bike route system of dedicated bike lanes (25 miles), 
established bikeways (7 miles) and local trails that connect the employment areas and Town Center 
to the residential areas. There are two bike lane connections across I-5 to provide access to the 
eastern portion of the city. There are nine miles of dedicated bike lanes and four and a half miles of 
bikeways in West Linn that generally run in a north south alignment due to topography limitations, 
thereby limiting east-west bike travel. A number of residential areas and neighborhoods, such as 
Willamette and Barrington Heights have few bike facilities that connect to other parts of the system. 

Pedestrian: Most of the residential areas of Tualatin have sidewalks with less pedestrian 
connections in the employment areas. The Town Center has a fairly well established pedestrian 
network that also includes access to some trails. Large portions of West Linn are well served by 
sidewalks, mostly in areas that have been developed more recently. Older neighborhoods such as 
Willamette and Sunset have very few sidewalks. The Rosemont and Salamo Trails provides a 
pedestrian connection route along Rosemont and Salamo Roads that ties the lower and upper 
portions of the city together on the west side.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: All of the roads in Tualatin that border the reserve area have an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. I-5 between SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road and 
the Tualatin River has a congested volume/capacity ratio in both directions. All of the roadways in 
West Linn that border the reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio for the 2015 pm 
peak with the exception of  I-205 in the northbound direction at the UGB line and both directions of 
I-205 near Salamo Road that has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0).  

Transit: TriMet bus route 76 that serves Tualatin is approximately 0.8 of a mile from the reserve 
area along SW Borland Road. TriMet bus route 154 that serves West Linn is approximately ⅔ of a 
mile from the reserve area via Willamette Falls Drive. The vast majority of the reserve area is well 
over a mile and a half from transit. 
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Bike:  A portion of SW Borland Road in Tualatin has a dedicated bike lane however it ends 
approximately 1,000 feet from the reserve area. There also is a gap between SW 65th Ave and SW 
61st Terrace. SW 50th Ave and SW Nyberg Lane also have dedicated bike lanes but do not completely 
connect with the rest of Tualatin. The Tualatin River Greenway Trail is located fairly close to the 
reserve area and follows a similar route as the bike lane on SW Nyberg Lane. There is a dedicated 
bike lane on Dollar Street that connects to the Tualatin River Greenway Trail in West Linn but there 
is no connection across the Tualatin River along SW Borland Road/Willamette Drive. There are 
dedicated bike lanes along portions of SW Borland Road and SW Stafford Road within the reserve 
area. 

Pedestrian: The residential subdivision in Tualatin that is nearest the reserve area has sidewalks 
although there are numerous gaps along SW Borland Road that connect to other parts of Tualatin. 
The Tualatin River Greenway Trail, which is close to the reserve area, extends along the river to the 
west side of I-5 with one small gap that has yet to be completed. A small portion of the adjacent 
residential subdivisions in West Linn contain sidewalks and there is no connection across the 
Tualatin River along SW Borland Road/Willamette Drive. A short section of the Tualatin River 
Greenway Trail is nearby but doesn’t extend beyond Fields Bridge Community Park. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: All of the roads in Tualatin that border the reserve area have an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. The local roads could see some impact from 
additional traffic especially if I-205 is congested. I-5 between SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road and the 
Tualatin River has a congested volume/capacity ratio in both directions. Urbanization of the 
reserve area could impact the congestion level on I-5 depending on the commute pattern of the 
future residents. All of the roadways in West Linn that border the reserve area have an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio for the 2015 pm peak with the exception of  I-205 in the northbound 
direction at the UGB line and both directions of I-205 near Salamo Road that has a congested 
volume/capacity ratio (<1.0). Likewise the local roads could see some impact from additional traffic 
and the congestion level on I-205 is currently congested in both directions and would be expected 
to see some impact as well. 

Transit: Urbanization of the reserve area would not impact the current bus routes serving the 
nearby areas already inside the UGB. See transit analysis below.  

Bike:  The bike lane on SW Borland Road would see additional use as a result of urbanization of the 
reserve area. This could provide the necessary pressure to complete the gaps in the current bike 
lanes for optimal use of the bike facilities and connection to the rest of Tualatin. The Tualatin River 
Greenway Trail is located fairly close to the reserve area and if the small gap was completed it could 
see additional use. The bike lane on Dollar Street that connects to the Tualatin River Greenway Trail 
in West Linn could also see additional use even without the connection across the Tualatin River 
along SW Borland Road/Willamette Drive. The dedicated bike lanes along portions of SW Borland 
Road and SW Stafford Road within the reserve area would see additional use. 
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Pedestrian: Urbanization of the reserve area would not impact the sidewalks in the residential 
subdivision in Tualatin that is nearest the reserve area as they provide internal circulation and the 
numerous gaps along SW Borland Road limits connections to other parts of Tualatin. The Tualatin 
River Greenway Trail is located fairly close to the reserve area and if the small gap was completed it 
could see additional use as it extends to the west side of I-5. Likewise urbanization of the reserve 
area would not impact the limited sidewalks in the adjacent residential subdivisions in West Linn as 
they only provide internal circulation and there is no connection across the Tualatin River along SW 
Borland Road/Willamette Drive. A short section of the Tualatin River Greenway Trail is nearby but 
doesn’t extend beyond Fields Bridge Community Park. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

SW Stafford Road and SW Borland Road would need to be improved to urban arterial standards. SW 
Ek Road would need to be improved to urban collector standards. Transportation costs due not 
reflect a need for new bridge structure on SW Stafford Road or SW Borland Road as the 
determination of what improvements would be necessary is beyond the scope of this analysis. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $141.86 
Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $17.66 
Total  $159.52 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 30 minute headways for all day service, five days a week, with three additional buses 
at a capital cost of $1,200,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is $1,092,000 and grows 
2% per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, will be required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

There are six main stream corridors that flow through the area. Saum Creek meanders along the 
western edge of the reserve area for just over a mile. Wetlands, identified in the Tualatin local 
wetland inventory coincide with the stream corridor and total approximately 7.1 acres. The creek 
and wetlands are located on wooded portions of smaller rural residential lots that are also 
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identified as riparian and upland habitat and contain some areas of slopes greater than 25%. In 
addition, a portion of the northwest corner of the reserve area where Saum Creek joins the Tualatin 
River is within the 100-year floodplain. The increased protection levels for streams, wetlands, steep 
slopes and habitat areas within the UGB will lessen any potential impacts. Given the relatively small 
size of the parcels and the fact that nearly all of them contain residences, most likely there will be 
limited amounts of future development that will further lessen any impact on the stream corridors 
and habitat areas.  

Two short tributaries to Saum Creek, both approximately 1,500 feet in length are located along the 
western edge of the area, one north of I-205 and one south of the interstate. The stream on the 
north side flows through wooded portions of a few larger parcels, including the Arbor School of 
Arts and Sciences property, and also includes riparian and upland habitat. The stream south of I-
205 flows through a wooded ravine that has slopes greater than 25% and also includes a 0.44 acre 
wetland identified on the National Wetland Inventory (NWI). As one would expect this stream also 
has adjacent riparian and upland habitat identified along the corridor, which would be protected 
once the land was added to the UGB. Based on the increased protection levels for streams, wetlands, 
steep slopes and habitat areas for streams inside the UGB, these two stream segments would be 
minimally impacted by future urbanization. 

Athey Creek and a small tributary flows north through the reserve area for approximately 1.3 miles. 
The portion of the creek that is south of I-205 flows mostly through a private open space and then 
is piped under I-205. The portion of the creek north of I-205 flows mainly through a wooded ravine 
that contains slopes greater than 25%. There is a 2.8 acre wetland that coincides with the stream 
corridor identified in the NWI and an additional pond that is not identified as a wetland. Riparian 
and upland habitat is identified along the stream corridor. In addition, the area where Athey Creek 
joins the Tualatin River is within the 100-year floodplain. Most of the parcels Athey Creek flows 
through are large enough to be subdivided and the stream corridor would restrict additional east-
west transportation connections. However, the location of the public schools on the eastern side of 
the stream reduces the need for new east-west street connections north of SW Borland Road and 
the land that is east of Athey Creek and south of SW Borland Road has an existing access point on 
SW Stafford Road. Based on the increased protection levels for streams, wetlands, steep slopes and 
habitat areas, urbanization could occur with minimal impacts to Athey Creek, depending on local 
street connection requirements. 

The third stream flows north through the area where SW Borland Road crosses under I-205 for 
approximately 3,100 feet before draining into the Tualatin River. The stream flows mainly through 
forested portions of parcels that either contain rural residences or are vacant. Riparian habitat is 
identified along the stream corridor with some upland habitat identified on the more forested 
parcels near I-205. There are small locations where the adjacent slopes are greater than 25%. A 
small area of 100-year floodplain is located where the stream meets the Tualatin River. Most of the 
stream flows along edges of developed rural residential properties and would not be further 
impacted by urbanization of the area. However there are a couple of locations where the stream 
could be impacted by future development, depending on the density and design of the development 
and street connection requirements. A second stream or drainage area flows within the I-205 right-
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of-way and appears to join the first stream on the north side of the highway. Given the locations of 
the stream corridors, the increased protection levels for streams and habitat areas on land inside 
the UGB, urbanization of the area could occur with minimal impact to the streams and habitat areas 
depending on local street connection requirements.  

The next stream flows north through the area, just east of the SW Borland Road/SW Ek Road 
intersection. This stream flows mainly along the side and back portions of rural residential 
properties for approximately 2,650 feet. The stream is mainly within a forested canopy and both 
riparian and upland habitat is identified along the stream corridor. This area is mostly developed 
with single family homes on 1-3 acre lots. Impacts to the stream would be minimal given the 
increased protection level for streams and habitat areas for land inside the UGB.  

The fifth stream flows north through the area near the SW Borland Road/SW Turner Road 
intersection. This stream corridor flows between two rural residential properties and then through 
an undeveloped parcel owned by the Lake Oswego Corporation before it drains into the Tualatin 
River. Similar to above, the stream is mainly within a forested canopy and both riparian and upland 
habitat is identified along the stream corridor. In addition, there is an area of 100-year floodplain 
where the stream meets the Tualatin River. Given the location of the stream within a narrow 
location of the reserve area and the presence of slopes greater than 25% at the back of the lots that 
would limit any additional development, urbanization could occur with no or very limited impacts 
to the stream corridor. 

Finally, Fields Creek flows through the very eastern portion of the reserve area in the vicinity of SW 
Bosky Dell Lane and SW Elderberry Lane for approximately 2,000 feet. Similar to the other streams, 
Fields Creek also flows along forested edges of one to three acre parcels that contain rural 
residences and has riparian and upland habitat identified along the stream corridor. In addition, 
there is an area of 100-year floodplain where the stream meets the Tualatin River. Redevelopment 
of the land near the stream will be challenging and take place over a long period of time. There are a 
few locations near SW Bosky Dell Lane where minor impacts on the stream corridor could occur, 
depending on density and design of the development. The parcels along SW Elderberry Lane and 
SW Alderwood Drive are less than 1 acre and additional development will be challenging. Impacts 
to the stream would be minimal given the increased protection level for streams and habitat areas 
for land inside the UGB. There is a small 820 foot tributary to Fields Creek that also flows along 
forested edges of parcels at the end of SW Alderwood Drive. Similarly, redevelopment of the parcels 
in this area will be challenging.  

Overall, urbanization could occur with minimal to moderate consequences to the stream corridors 
and habitat areas. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences in most instances. However, as noted previously, 80% of the parcels have 
improvements, approximately one-third of the parcels are less than one acre and 78% of the 
parcels are less than five acres in size. This combined with the public lands, school and church sites, 
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and stream and habitat corridors that divide the area up, results in the potential for a slow 
redevelopment process in the area overall. Thus any social impacts related to loss of sense of place 
and rural lifestyle for current residents will be minimal. There are some locations along SW Borland 
Road, west of SW Stafford Road, that could see localized impacts but this area is also close to the 
City of Tualatin and I-205. The additional traffic generated through urbanization, even though it will 
not be significant, will impact SW Stafford Road, SW Borland Road and I-205 which could provide 
negative energy impacts and also impact the Tualatin and West Linn neighborhoods where SW 
Borland road transitions to city streets. The loss of the economic impact from the agricultural uses 
in this area would be minimal and the potential economic impact of future residential or in some 
cases employment development of these lands, even though it is not great, should outweigh this 
loss. Overall this reserve area has low economic, social and energy consequences from 
urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

There is a large block of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land that is on the north side of the 
Tualatin River in the vicinity of SW Johnson Road. Only a small portion of the land closest to the 
river is in agricultural production with the remainder of the land forested or with rural residences. 
The river, including the riparian habitat that is along both banks, provides an adequate buffer for 
the limited agricultural activities that are occurring on this farm land. To the south is a 340 acre 
block of Timber (TBR) zoned land near SW Turner Road that is on a bluff overlooking the urban 
reserve area. The timber land has been divided up into 21 parcels and about three quarters of the 
parcels have very high value homes. Five parcels are currently vacant and wooded. There are three 
streams that flow through the timber land. Given the number and value of the homes, timber 
harvesting will most likely not occur beyond the necessary amount to develop the five vacant 
parcels. In addition, as the timber land is located along a bluff above the urban reserve area, 
urbanization of the reserve area would not impact the timber land.  

Overall the proposed urban uses have high compatibility with nearby agricultural activities 
occurring on farm land outside the UGB to the north and forest activities that may occur on forest 
land outside the UGB to the south. 
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BROOKWOOD PARKWAY URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 53 Parcel Acres 39 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

32 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

24 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Brookwood Parkway Urban Reserve Area is a very small area on the north side of Hillsboro 
located at the Brookwood Parkway/Highway 26 Interchange. The UGB forms the boundary on the 
eastern, southern and western sides and Highway 26 forms the edge to the north. Access to the area 
is provided by NW Meek Road, NW Oak Drive and NW Birch Ave.  

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This very small reserve area contains 24 parcels, eight of which are smaller than one acre, four are 
greater than two acres and only one is greater than five acres. The area contains rural residences on 
small lots, the North Hillsboro Congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses Church, the Lin Tara Sunset 
Kennel and no agricultural activities. Overall, 20 of the 24 parcels have improvements with a 
median value of $132,285.  

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This very small reserve area is almost entirely built out with rural residences on lots less than two 
acres in size. There are four vacant parcels that total 3.8 acres. Even with redevelopment of the 
existing parcels with residences, this area is able to accommodate a very small portion of a 
residential land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Hillsboro provides sanitary sewer services that feed into the regional sanitary sewer 
system operated by Clean Water Services (CWS). CWS provides wastewater treatment through the 
Rock Creek Waste Water Treatment Plant and there is adequate capacity to meet current UGB 
needs. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

There is a sewer connection available in NE Brookwood Parkway; however, based on existing 
topography, a pump station may be needed to use the connection. As another alternative, the City of 
Hillsboro noted that they are requiring an adjacent development to construct a sewer line in an 
easement through their property to serve the reserve area. This line would connect to an existing 
24-inch sewer in NE Huffman Road.  Depending on the type of industrial development that happens 
in the area, the 24-inch sewer line could be sufficient, or it may not have enough available capacity 
and therefore require upsizing. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

A very small number of new dwelling units would be accommodated in this very small reserve area, 
thus future impacts are relatively small. New wastewater mains and laterals will be provided by the 
development community. The amount of any upsizing that would be needed, while unlikely, is not 
known at this time. 

Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Water is supplied to the areas already inside the UGB by the City of Hillsboro and there is adequate 
capacity to serve those areas.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Hillsboro indicated there is adequate water supply to serve the reserve area. The estimated average 
daily demand generated by the development of the reserve area is approximately 0.2 MG.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Connections to existing water lines are available in NE Brookwood Parkway and NE Starr Blvd. The 
City of Hillsboro noted they are considering a future storage tank north of Hwy 26 that would serve 
the adjacent Jackson Employment area as well as the reserve area. If that occurred a waterline 
would need to be bored under Hwy 26. New water mains and laterals within the reserve area will 
be developer funded. The amount of any upsizing that would be needed is unknown at this time. 

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $0.73 
Storage/pumping $0.32 
Total $1.05 
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Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $0.48 
Water quality/detention $0.52 
Total $1.0 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roads in Hillsboro have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak. Three road sections have a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0): E Main Street 
east of NW Brookwood Parkway in both directions and highway 26 east bound at NW Cornelius 
Pass Road and NW 185th Ave. A few road sections in nearby unincorporated Washington County 
also have a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0): SW Farmington Road between 198th Ave and 
SW Kinnaman Road in both directions, SW Tualatin Valley Highway (TV Highway) east of SW 198th 
Ave westbound, SW TV Highway east of SW 185th Ave in both directions, and SW TV Highway west 
of SW 170th Ave in both directions. The following road sections have a severely congested 
volume/capacity ratio (>1.0): W Baseline at SW 197th Ave westbound, NE Evergreen Road east of 
NW Jackson School Road westbound and SW TV Highway east of SW 170th Ave in both directions.  

 High injury corridors for automobiles include: SW/SE Baseline Road, W/E Main Street, S/N 1st Ave, 
NE Cornell Road, SW TV Highway, SE Winter Bridge Road, SW/SE/NE Brookwood Parkway and NW 
Evergreen Road. High injury corridors for bikes include: NW 185th Ave, SW TV Highway, SW 209th 
Ave, and SW/SE Oak Street to SE 10th Ave. High injury corridors for pedestrians include SE Baseline 
Street, SW TV Highway, and NE Century Boulevard between W Baseline Road and NE Cornell Road.  
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Transit: Seven TriMet bus routes provide service to Hillsboro or nearby unincorporated 
Washington County, mainly along the arterial streets in the central portion of the city, focusing on 
the Hillsboro and Tanasbourne-Amber Glen Regional Centers, the Orenco Town Center and 
employment areas. There is no transit service to the southern and northern portions of the city. The 
MAX Light Rail Blue Line stops at nine stations within Hillsboro.  

Bike: Hillsboro has over 54 miles of dedicated bike lanes, 6.5 miles of established bikeways and 
numerous streets considered bike friendly that together create a fairly well connected system that 
is focused mostly in the central portion of the city and the regional centers. In addition there are 
some local trails that provide key connections to the greater bike network. 

Pedestrian: A large proportion of the residential neighborhoods in Hillsboro have sidewalks 
although there are significant pockets that do not. The Hillsboro Regional Center is mostly served 
by sidewalks with the exception of the industrial area south of TV Highway. The other employment 
areas are fairly well served by sidewalks and trails such as the Rock Creek Trail provide additional 
pedestrian opportunities.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: The roads in Hillsboro near the reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio 
(<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. Highway 26 eastbound at NW Cornelius Pass Road has a congested 
volume/capacity ratio.  

Transit: The closest transit stop to the reserve area is ¾ mile south on NE Evergreen Road via NE 
Brookwood Parkway for TriMet bus route 46 that travels between North Hillsboro and the 
Hillsboro Transit Center.   

Bike: There is a dedicated bike lane on NW Jacobsen Road, north of the Highway 26 Interchange 
that is 700 feet from the reserve area. This bike lane extends east through an employment area to 
NW Cornelius Pass Road. A bike lane extends south from NW Jacobsen Road on SE Century 
Boulevard then east on NE Wagon Drive to provide access to Liberty High School and ultimately the 
Rock Creek Trail that extends east for over three miles.  There is a dedicated bike lane on NE 
Huffman Road that is 1,700 feet south of the reserve area that runs through an employment area 
and connects to the Gordon Faber Recreation Complex via NE Bennett Street. This bike lane 
continues south on NE Century Boulevard to connect with numerous other bike facilities.  

Pedestrian: Sidewalks on NE Brookwood Parkway connect the reserve area to employment areas 
to the east on NE Huffman Road and to the south of NE Evergreen Road. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: NE Brookwood Parkway, NE Starr Boulevard and NW Meek Road would be expected to 
see additional traffic from urbanization of the reserve area although any increase would be minimal 
give the extremely small size of the reserve. Highway 26 would also most likely see a small amount 
of additional traffic that would not impact the congestion level eastbound at NW Cornelius Pass 
Road.  
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Transit: TriMet bus route 46 may see a small increase in use, but the ¾ mile distance to the closest 
transit stop on NE Evergreen Road will hinder much of the potential increase in ridership. See 
transit analysis below.  

Bike: The dedicated bike lane on NW Jacobsen Road may see a small amount of additional use, 
especially if the 700 foot gap over Highway 26 is improved as this bike lane connects to an 
extensive system that extends for miles. The same is true for the dedicated bike lane on NE Huffman 
Road as long as the 1,700 foot gap on NE Brookwood Parkway is completed.   

Pedestrian: The sidewalks on NE Brookwood Parkway may see additional use as they connect to 
employment areas to the east and south, although any increase would be small. The sidewalks that 
extend to the transit stop may also see a small increase in use. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

No additional transportation facilities are needed. 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 30 minute headways for all day service by a new line from the Orenco Light Rail 
Station. This new line will provide service to the North Hillsboro Industrial Area with three 
additional buses at a capital cost of $1,200,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is 
$1,528,000 and grows 2% per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Waible Gulch flows in a southerly direction through the northwest corner of the reserve area for 
1,120 feet. The stream flows through both open land and a small wooded section of a residential lot 
and is located within the floodplain. There is riparian habitat associated with the stream and there 
are no wetlands identified in the reserve area. The stream isolates a small corner of the reserve 
area, however since the land to the west is within the UGB this isolated corner can be accessed from 
the west resulting in no need to provide a stream crossing for connectivity. Given the increased 
protection levels for streams, habitat areas and floodplains within the UGB and the ability to 
provide access from the west to the isolated corner, urbanization of the area can occur with 
minimal impact to this stream corridor and habitat areas. 
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Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences. Although the small amount of vacant land and the small parcel sizes may slow the 
redevelopment process. This small rural enclave is adjacent to Highway 26 and has vacant land 
inside the UGB to the west, south and east that will eventually urbanize, thereby possibly eroding 
the rural lifestyle feel prior to urbanization of the reserve area. The additional traffic generated 
through urbanization will be negligible and would not contribute negative energy impacts. Directly 
to the west is a significant area of land inside the UGB that is designated for employment use but is 
currently undeveloped. Once this area is developed, it may provide additional employment 
opportunities which could reduce VMT for current and future residents. The area contains no 
agricultural activities so there is no economic loss from existing agricultural uses. Overall this 
reserve area has low economic, social and energy consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

Farm and forest land borders the reserve area to the north across Highway 26. This large block of 
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land extends north for a number of miles. This land is mostly in 
field crop production; however the 300 foot plus Highway 26 right-of-way and the Waible Gulch 
stream corridor provide an adequate buffer between the reserve area and these agricultural 
activities. Thus, the proposed urban uses have high compatibility with the extensive nearby 
agricultural activities occurring on the farm land to the north.  
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COOPER MOUNTAIN URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 1,241 Parcel Acres 1,210 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

393 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

299 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Cooper Mountain Urban Reserve Area is a large area on the west edge of Beaverton that is east 
of SW Grabhorn Road and south of SW Kemmer Road. The UGB forms the boundary on the eastern, 
southern and northern sides and the reserve area includes a portion of the Cooper Mt. Nature Park. 
Rural reserve land is to the west of SW Grabhorn Road. The land slopes down from the northern 
portion near the nature park towards SW Tile Flat Road with an elevation change of over 700 feet. 
The area is a mixture of large parcels to the west and smaller parcels in the east with homes. Access 
to the area is provided by SW Grabhorn Road, SW Kemmer Road, and SW 175th Avenue. No streets 
connect east-west through the reserve area.  

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This large reserve area contains 177 parcels that range in size from 4,200 square feet to 194 acres 
in size. Eighty percent or 143 parcels are five acres or less in size and seven parcels are greater than 
40 acres. The area contains rural residences, agricultural lands, forested parcels, and a 150 acre 
portion of the Cooper Mt. Nature Park. In addition the area contains both a City of Beaverton and 
Tualatin Valley Water District reservoir, a parcel owned by the Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation 
District and a Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue facility is adjacent to the reserve area on SW 175th 
Avenue. Overall, 147 of the 177 parcels have improvements, with a median value of $296,315. 
There are 22 rural residences with building values over $500,000 and five of those are valued over 
$800,000. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This large reserve area is hilly and most of the land has slopes greater than 10%. There are 
numerous streams in the western and central portion of the area that divide the larger parcels into 
much smaller blocks of land for development, further reducing the ability to provide land for 
employment purposes. In addition there are a few pockets of rural residences in the eastern portion 
of the reserve area that are on parcels ranging from less than one acre to three to four acres that 
limits the ability to consolidate parcels into larger blocks of land for development. The Cooper Mt. 
Nature Park encompasses 150 acres within the reserve area and it along with the Paul & Verna 
Winkleman Park, managed by Tualatin Hills Park & Recreation District, provides significant 
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recreation opportunities for a residential community.  Directly south of the reserve area is the 
Beaverton School District’s new Mountainside High School. This area is able to accommodate a 
residential land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Beaverton provides sanitary sewer services that feed into the regional sanitary sewer 
system operated by Clean Water Services (CWS). CWS provides wastewater treatment through the 
Durham Waste Water Treatment Plant which has capacity to serve lands inside the UGB. CWS is 
currently working to complete significant capital improvements relating to their conveyance piping 
that are necessary to serve the land currently within the UGB. These improvements are scheduled 
to be fully complete in 2020. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Capacity appears to be available at the CWS Durham treatment plant although small upgrades may 
be needed. CWS is currently in the midst of significant capital improvements that are being made to 
serve the Cooper Mountain and River Terrace areas of Tigard. The City is currently updating their 
Sanitary Sewer Master Plan which includes the reserve area. The portion of the reserve area east of 
SW 175th Ave, and the northeast corner, will flow to the Summer Creek Trunk Line. If the study 
finds upsizing is required, the City will add those improvements to their capital improvement plan 
for completion prior to annexation of the reserve area. The portion of the URA west of SW 175th Ave 
will flow to the existing River Terrace Pump Station. The City also noted that lines recently 
constructed in the South Cooper Mountain area are over-sized and should have capacity for the 
reserve area flows.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Flows from the reserve area will require a new pump station at the low point on SW Tile Flat Road, 
where it will be pumped to the east and flow by gravity to the existing River Terrace Pump Station 
and onto CWS trunk lines. The Durham treatment plant may require upgrades at some point in time 
as this and other urban reserve areas are included in the UGB. The upgrades and financial impacts 
are beyond the scope of this narrative. The majority of impacts are local in nature, occurring as 
facilities are developed. New wastewater mains must be provided to allow development of this 
reserve area. The laterals off the mains are provided by the development community. 

 

 

 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 439 of 1024

METRO-0461



Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $1.85 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $1.49 
Force main $0.54 
Pump station $0.60 
Total $4.48 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Beaverton recently signed an agreement with Tualatin Valley Water District stating that 
all of the land within the Cooper Mountain area will be served by the City of Beaverton. According 
to the City of Beaverton, they have ample water rights to supply the areas within the UGB and the 
treatment plants have capacity for both current and future use. The City plans to construct a new 
storage tank within the next three years to provide storage for areas within the existing UGB. In 
addition, there are plans to construct a new pump station to feed the storage tank. The City has 
indicated that their current transmission and distribution networks are adequately sized. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

As noted above the City of Beaverton recently signed an agreement with Tualatin Valley Water 
District to serve all of the land in the Cooper Mountain area including the reserve area. The City has 
ample water rights to supply the reserve area and the treatment plants have capacity for future 
development. The new storage tank that is to be built in the next three years will have excess 
capacity that will provide storage for the reserve area. The City has indicated that their current 
transmission and distribution networks are adequately sized for the reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

As noted above the City is planning to serve the reserve area through the construction of a new 
storage tank and pump station which is needed to achieve full development potential. Therefore, 
the majority of impacts are local in nature, occurring as facilities are developed. New laterals off the 
mains are provided by the development community. The amount of any additional upsizing that 
would be needed is not known at this time. 

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $4.82 
18” and larger $9.23 
Storage/pumping $5.00 
Total $19.05 
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Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $12.39 
Water quality/detention $12.51 
Total $24.90 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Many of the roads in Beaverton have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak, however there are numerous roads with higher levels of congestion. The following 
road sections have a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0): SW Scholls Ferry Road at SW Tile Flat 
Road in both directions; SW Scholls Ferry Road at SW 121st Ave in both directions; SW Hart Road at 
SW Hall Blvd. in both directions; Highway 217 at SW Denney Road and SW Allen Blvd. in both 
directions; Highways 8 and 10 at Highway 217 in both directions; SW Hocken Ave between 
Highways 8 and 10 in both directions; Highway 8 at SW Murray Blvd. in both directions; SW Walker 
Road west of SW Cedar Mill Blvd. in both directions; SW Walker road at SW Ecole Ave in both 
directions and SW 170th at SW Johnson Street in both directions. The following road sections have a 
severely congested volume/capacity ratio (>1.0): Highway 8 between SW 160th and 170th Aves in 
both directions; SW Jenkins Road at SW Merlo Road westbound; SW Jay Street at SW 158th Ave 
westbound and Highway 217 at SW Cabot Street overpass southbound.  

High injury corridors for automobiles include: SW Scholls Ferry Road, SW Brockman Street, SW 
Murray Blvd., SW Allen Blvd., Highways 8 and 10, SW Jenkins Road, SW Walker Road and Highway 
217 north of Highway 10. High injury corridors for bikes include: SW Murray Blvd., SW Allen Blvd., 
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Highway 8, SW Denney Road and SW Milliken Way. High injury corridors for pedestrians include 
Highway 8 and the portion of Highway 10 at Highway 217 and east.  

Transit: Eighteen TriMet bus routes provide service to Beaverton, mainly along the arterial streets 
in the northern portion of the city, focusing on the Beaverton Regional Center and the Beaverton 
Transit Center. There is very limited transit service to the southwest portion of the city. WES 
Commuter Rail stops at the Beaverton Transit Center and MAX Blue and Red Light Rail Lines stop at 
seven and two stations respectively.  

Bike: Beaverton has over 50 miles of dedicated bike lanes, 22 miles of established bikeways and 
numerous streets considered bike friendly that together create a well connected system that is 
dispersed throughout the entire city.  

Pedestrian: Most of the central and western residential neighborhoods in Beaverton have 
sidewalks as does the Beaverton Regional Center. The employment areas are less well served by 
sidewalks and have limited internal pedestrian amenities. The Fanno Creek Trail and the Westside 
Trail provide extended pedestrian opportunities for the east and west sides of the city.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: The roads in Beaverton near the reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio 
(<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak with the exception of SW Scholls Ferry Road at SW Tile Flat Road 
which has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both directions. SW Roy Rogers Road which 
is outside the UGB also has a congested volume/capacity ratio in both directions between SW Beef 
Bend Road and SW Bull Mt. Road.  

Transit: No TriMet bus routes travel close to the reserve area. The closest transit stops are 
approximately 1¾ miles from the reserve area near the Murray Scholls Town Center via SW 175th 
Ave and SW Scholls Ferry Road and 1¼ miles away at SW Bany Road and SW 170th Ave.  

Bike: There is a 1,000 foot section of a dedicated bike lane on SW Weir Road/SW 170th Ave that is 
adjacent to the reserve area but it does not connect to any other bike facility and is about ½ mile 
short of connecting to the Westside Trail. There is a dedicated bike lane on SW 175th Ave near the 
new Mountainside High School (800 feet away) that connects to the established bikeway on SW 
Scholls Ferry Road that extends east for over a mile to the Murray Scholls Town Center and the 
Westside Trail and also extends west to the rural area. SW Roy Rogers Road south of SW Scholls 
Ferry Road has a bike lane on one side of the road.  

Pedestrian: There are a few locations where the adjacent residential development has sidewalks 
that connect to the reserve area; however they do not extend much farther than the development 
itself or just to the next residential area. There are sidewalks near the new high school that extend 
to SW Scholls Ferry Road and connect with the sidewalks that extend along the roadway to the 
Murray Scholls Town Center. These sidewalks connect with the Westside Trail that extends quite 
some distance to the north. 
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Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: SW Scholls Ferry Road will see increased traffic as a result of urbanization and may 
increase congestion issues both east and west of the area, including the SW Tile Flat Road 
congestion location, although SW Scholls Ferry Road will be improved up to SW Tile Flat Road as 
development of South Cooper Mt. continues. SW 175th Ave would see additional traffic as would SW 
170th Ave, SW 185th Ave, SW Gassner Road and SW Grabhorn Road which could lead to future 
congestion issues on SW Farmington Road. SW Weir Road would also see additional traffic east to 
SW Murray Blvd. SW Roy Rogers Road will see increased traffic and may increase the congestion 
issues between SW Beef Bend Road and SW Bull Mt. Road as well as further south to Sherwood. 

Transit: There would be no impact on existing TriMet bus routes. See transit analysis below. 

Bike: If the bike lane on SW Weir Road/SW 170th Ave is extended to the Westside Trail it would see 
significant use as the trail provides opportunities for extended bike rides and commute 
opportunities. The bike lane on SW 175th Ave and the established bikeway on SW Scholls Ferry 
Road would likely see additional use, especially if the 800 foot gap is completed. The bike lane on 
SW Roy Rogers Road would likely see additional use as well, especially as River Terrace is 
completed.  

Pedestrian: The few locations of adjacent residential sidewalks would not be impacted by 
urbanization of the area as they do not extend much farther than the development itself or just to 
the next residential area. The sidewalks near the new high school and along SW Scholls Ferry Road 
would most likely see additional use.  

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

SW Grabhorn Road, SW Kemmer Ave and SW 175th Ave will need to be improved to urban arterial 
standards. SW Grabhorn Road and SW 175th Ave also will need to be realigned in a few locations. A 
short section of SW Weir Road will need to be improved to urban collector standards and a new 
collector will extend from the South Cooper Mt. area to SW Grabhorn Road.  

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $89.49 
New $31.88 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
Existing/Improved $2.68 
New $50.10 

Total  $174.15 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
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development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 30 minute headways for all day service, five days a week with four additional buses 
at a capital cost of $1,600,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is $1,664,000 and grows 
2% per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Numerous streams flow through the reserve area with all but one of them located in the western 
portion of the area. The one stream corridor in the eastern portion of the area is a 1,930 foot 
headwater section of Summer Creek that flows east into the City of Beaverton ultimately joining 
Fanno Creek. Most of this stream flows through forested land although the first 500 feet or so is 
within pasture land and also has a 19,000 square foot National Wetland Inventory (NWI) wetland 
associated with it. In addition there are two other ponds that are not identified as wetlands located 
near the stream corridor. The forested section of the stream is within a ravine with slopes greater 
than 25%. There is a significant amount of riparian and upland habitat associated with the stream, 
especially within the forested ravine. Directly north of this stream corridor is a small rural 
residential subdivision that is composed of high value view homes on one-plus acre lots. Given the 
streams location near the high value homes and the increased protection levels for steep slopes, 
streams and habitat areas within the UGB, urbanization of the area can occur with minimal impact 
to this stream corridor, especially the portion within the ravine. 

Mckernan Creek and numerous tributaries flow south/southwest through the central and western 
portions of the reserve area, before joining together and crossing SW Grabhorn Road to the rural 
lands to the west. These stream corridors have a combined length of 4.5 miles of which 1.2 miles 
are located within the Cooper Mt. Nature Park and would be protected from impacts related to 
future development. The overwhelming majority of these streams are within forested riparian 
corridors and numerous portions of the streams have slopes greater than 25% adjacent to the 
stream corridor. There is one 9,400 square foot wetland identified on the NWI along one of the 
stream corridors. As you would expect there is a significant amount of riparian and upland habitat 
identified throughout this network of streams. The streams isolate the very eastern portion of the 
reserve area and any east west connection would need to cross numerous streams and impact a 
large segment of the habitat areas, the cost of which may prohibit such road connections. Given the 
increased protection levels for, streams, wetlands, steep slopes and habitat areas within the UGB 
and the protection provided by the Cooper Mt. Nature Park, urbanization of the reserve area can 
occur with minimal impacts to these stream corridors and habitat areas, especially if east-west road 
connections are not made through this location. If east west connections were developed then there 
could be significant impacts to the stream corridors and habitat areas, depending on the road 
locations. Overall urbanization of the area could occur with minimal to moderate or high impacts to 
the stream corridors and habitat areas, depending on roadway connections and urban form. 
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Energy, Economic & Social 

This large reserve area is composed of three different land uses; the Cooper Mt. Nature Park, rural 
residential subdivisions on smaller lots, and larger parcels, either in agricultural production or 
forested. Numerous stream corridors and associated habitat areas tend to break up the larger 
parcels into much smaller blocks of land that would result in a less dense development pattern on 
some of the larger parcels. It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new 
housing replacing the existing rural residences in most instances. However, as noted previously, 
over 80% of the parcels have improvements and 80% of the parcels are less than five acres in size. 
This combined with the numerous high-valued homes results in the potential for a slow 
redevelopment process in the eastern portion of the area, reducing the social impacts on the 
existing residents of the area in terms of loss of sense of place and rural lifestyle. Directly south is 
the South Cooper Mt. area that was brought into the UGB in 2011 and is being urbanized, including 
the new Mountainside High School. Once this area is developed to urban levels, the rural lifestyle 
for the current residents of the reserve area will be less, as they will be closer to a new urban 
neighborhood. The combination of this reserve area with the South Cooper Mt. expansion area 
provides opportunities to create one urban community and develop efficiencies in infrastructure 
financing and delivery of services. Agricultural activities are limited to the southwest corner of the 
area and the potential economic impact of urbanizing this area will outweigh the loss of the 
economic impact from these agricultural uses. The additional traffic generated through 
urbanization will impact SW Tile Flat Road, SW Grabhorn Road, SW Scholls Ferry Road and SW 
175th Avenue which could provide negative energy impacts as these roadways currently are highly 
traveled. This is especially true when the River Terrace and the South Cooper Mt. areas build out 
and the new high school is operating at all class levels. Numerous trails are planned for the South 
Cooper Mt. area that also is expected to have a Main Street area. This provides the opportunity for 
trail connection points that could reduce some local automobile trips, thereby reducing VMT. 
Overall this reserve area has medium economic, social and energy consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

Farm and forest land borders the reserve area to the west and southwest along SW Grabhorn Road 
and SW Tile Flat Road. South of SW Tile Flat Road at the intersection with SW Grabhorn Road is one 
parcel zoned Agriculture Forest 20 acre (AF20) that borders the reserve area for approximately 
600 feet. This parcel of land is in orchard production and the Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land 
to the west, south of SW Tile Flat Road is a mixture of rural residences and limited field crops and 
pasture land. SW Tile Flat Road would provide a buffer between the agricultural activities occurring 
in this location and a new urban area, however the road alone would not make the two uses 
compatible and there could still be complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and 
fertilizer. Urbanization of the reserve area would increase traffic on SW Tile Flat Road which could 
impact the movement of both farm equipment and goods. Thus, the proposed urban uses are 
somewhat compatible with the limited nearby agricultural activities occurring on the farm land to 
the south. 
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West  of SW Grabhorn Road between SW Tile Flat Road and SW Eagle Crest Terrace is a significant 
block of EFU zoned land that extends to the Tualatin River. The land directly adjacent to the reserve 
area includes some agricultural activities, forested land and the Spirit Horse Farm while the larger 
scale agricultural activities occur further west. SW Grabhorn Road would provide a buffer between 
the limited agricultural activities occurring in this location and the new urban area, however the 
road alone would not make the two uses compatible and there could still be complaints due to 
noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer. In addition, the improvement of SW 
Grabhorn Road to urban standards includes its own set of compatibility issues related to street light 
illumination, weeds and pedestrian movements that can reduce compatibility between the two 
uses, some of which may be addressed through road design. Urbanization of the reserve area would 
increase traffic on SW Grabhorn Road which could impact the movement of both farm equipment 
and goods; however the traffic generated may not be great as the stream corridors isolate the very 
western edge of the proposed urban area. It appears that the land further west that has a greater 
extent of active farming operations are accessed through SW Clark Hill Road and SW Tile Flat Road 
which may see some additional traffic however it will be limited as the vast majority of traffic 
generated through urbanization of the area will head towards SW Scholls Ferry Road and SW 175th 
Avenue. Thus, the proposed urban uses are somewhat compatible with the nearby agricultural 
activities occurring on the farm land to the west of the lower portion of the reserve area. 

North of SW Eagle Crest Terrace is a small block of AF20 zoned land that has limited agricultural 
uses. Adjacent to the west is a small block of Exclusive Forest & Conservation District (EFC) zoned 
land that also has very little agriculture activities and appears to have no forest land production 
occurring. A portion of the EFC land is owned by Baker Rock Resources West and as is part of the 
nearby quarry. SW Grabhorn Road would provide a buffer between the limited agricultural 
activities occurring in this location and a new urban area, however the road alone would not make 
the two uses compatible and there could still be complaints due to noise, odor and dust, although 
the very limited agricultural activities reduces this possibility. SW Grabhorn Road would see an 
increase in traffic due to urbanization, but it will be limited as this section of the reserve area is 
isolated by a stream corridor and the overall development pattern will be small. It appears that the 
land further west that has a greater extent of active farming operations are accessed through SW 
Clark Hill Road and SW Tile Flat Road which may see some additional traffic however it will be 
limited as the vast majority of traffic generated through urbanization of the area will head towards 
SW Scholls Ferry Road and SW 175th Avenue. Thus the proposed urban uses are compatible with 
the very limited nearby agricultural activities occurring on this block of farm and forest land.  

Overall, the proposed urban uses have medium to high compatibility with nearby agricultural and 
forest activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB.  
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DAMASCUS URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 1,233 Parcel Acres 1,208 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

778 Net Vacant 
 Buildable Acres 

590 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Damascus Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area totaling 1,233 acres. It stretches 
from Highway 212 and SE Weatherly Lane in the east to SE Dolphin Road and SE Walgren Road in 
the west. SE 232nd Drive bisects the urban reserve and is one of two main access points, the other 
being SE Royer Road. The area is a mixture of flat agricultural land and rolling hills that contain 
rural residences on smaller lots. Noyer Creek flows south along the eastern edge of the reserve 
area. A 6.6 acre parcel at 17010 SE Tong Road, which is separate from the main area, is also part of 
the urban reserve. 

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This fairly large urban reserve area contains 205 parcels that range in size from 5,000 square feet 
to 81 acres.  Almost 71% of the parcels are less than five acres in size and only 11 are greater than 
20 acres. Overall, 159 of the 205 parcels have improvements, 85 of which are valued above 
$250,000 with 19 of those above $500,000. The median value of all improvements, excluding any 
publicly owned buildings, is $215,495. The reserve area contains a significant block of agriculture 
land near Highway 212 and additional land in agricultural production is sprinkled throughout the 
area. Most of the rural residences are centered on SE 232nd Drive and SE Royer Road. The Lewis and 
Clark Montessori Charter School is located in the middle of the area along SE 232nd Drive and St. 
Paul Damascus Lutheran Church is located on Highway 212. Alpha Broadcasting has four antennas 
located on a 37 acre parcel along the western boundary of the urban reserve. Available data does 
not suggest the existence of power lines or other public easements within this urban reserve.  

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This area is a mixture of small lot rural residences and larger lot areas of agriculture activity. The 
larger lot areas contain a significant amount of land free of existing structures that provide the 
opportunity for efficient urbanization while the smaller acreage rural residential pockets provide 
an opportunity for a less efficient level of urbanization. The large lot area that is situated adjacent to 
Highway 212 provides the opportunity for future employment or residential use. Employment uses 
in this area would have relatively easy access to Highway 26 through the community of Boring. 
Therefore this area is able to efficiently accommodate both residential end employment land needs. 
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Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The Damascus area within the existing UGB is served by individual septic systems.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Much planning and discussion as to who would serve the Damascus area and by extension the 
urban reserve area has not resulted in solid conclusions. Clackamas County’s Water and 
Environmental Services (WES) is the logical provider due to topography and location within the 
County. However, they are prohibited from adding significant new flows to the Clackamas River 
basin. In short, serving the reserve area will be difficult. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

As mentioned above, the local sewer providers do not have plans to serve the reserve area. If 
services come from WES it is likely that upsizing would be needed and new trunk lines would be 
developed in the portion of Damascus within the UGB and would logically be sized to serve the 
reserve area. On its own, urbanization of the reserve area would not likely have negative impacts on 
existing systems. The larger issue however, is that there are no facilities leading to the site; they 
would need to be built before development could occur. The cost estimates do not include the 
extension of a trunk line to Damascus or improvements to existing infrastructure. It is assumed that 
these costs would be part of the development of the Damascus community inside the UGB, and that 
those improvements would also serve the reserve area. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $7.52 
Force main $0.39 
Pump station $0.25 
Total $8.16 
 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The Sunrise Water Authority currently serves the area from east of I-205 and north of the 
Clackamas River, including Happy Valley. They will also serve Pleasant Valley and Carver when they 
are annexed into Happy Valley. The Sunrise Water Authority has recently completed a 20-year CIP 
that includes the necessary investments to serve the district’s service area for the current planning 
horizon.  
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Sunrise Water Authority currently purchases 3 MGD of water from the Clackamas River Water 
District, but they have the option to purchase up to 10 MGD. In addition, the district also has two 
wells located in Damascus that can produce approximately 3.5 MGD. The estimated peak day 
demand for the current 20 year planning horizon in their master plan is 20 MGD. The water 
authority also has an intertie connecting to South Fork Water Board, which they can use 10 MGD 
during an emergency circumstances. Water is treated at two treatment plants. The water treatment 
plant was built in 1964 and will need upgrades in the future. Sunrise Water Authority has not 
determined the cost or timing of the water treatment plant upgrades. The agency plans to build 10 
to 15 million gallons of additional storage to serve growth expected within the existing UGB 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

As noted above, current water capacity covers the growth expected within the UGB. There are no 
plans to serve the urban reserve at this time. However, much of the land in the reserve area is 
inside of the district’s boundary and is currently served at rural densities. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Plenty of water rights are available to serve the reserve area. If the urban reserve is developed the 
items identified in the water master plan would simply need to be constructed earlier than 
expected. Additionally the Clackamas River Water treatment plant will need to be expanded at 
some point. Expansion and development in the Damascus area inside the UGB could require the 
improvements to be made sooner. Due to the unknown nature of the treatment plant upgrades, 
costs have not been included in the estimate. 

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $6.62 
18” and larger $6.52 
Storage/pumping $7.77 
Total $20.91 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

No public stormwater facilities exist to serve the adjacent area already inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

No public stormwater facilities exist.  
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Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

There is no public stormwater system to be impacted by urbanization of the reserve area. Storm 
water conveyance, water quality, and detention for roadways would be developed during 
construction and used to handle the public sector runoff. Private property runoff would need to be 
treated onsite. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $9.87 
Water quality/detention $9.76 
Total $19.63 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: All roadways that serve nearby areas inside the UGB have an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak except for a very short section of eastbound 
Highway 212 at SE 242nd Ave that has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0). 

Transit: There is no transit service in the nearby area inside the UGB. The closest bus line is 
TriMet’s Route 155 Sunnyside which provides service between Clackamas Town Center and SE 
172nd and Sunnyside Roads which is approximately 3.3 miles away.  

Bike: There are no bike facilities in the nearby areas inside the UGB. There are a few streets that 
are considered bike with caution streets (SE 242nd and SE 222nd Aves) and Highway 212 has wide 
shoulders.  

Pedestrian: The only sidewalks in the nearby area inside the UGB are a couple of very short 
segments on Highway 212 near SE Foster Road.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: All roadways that serve the urban reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity 
ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak except for a very short section of eastbound Highway 212 at SE 
242nd Ave that has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0). 

Transit: There is no transit service near the reserve area. The closest bus line is TriMet’s Route 155 
Sunnyside which provides service between Clackamas Town Center and SE 172nd and Sunnyside 
Roads which is approximately 3.3 miles away.  

Bike: There are no nearby bike facilities inside the UGB to serve the area. There are a few streets 
that are considered bike with caution streets (SE 242nd and SE 222nd Aves) and Highway 212 has 
wide shoulders.  
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Pedestrian: The only sidewalks in the Damascus area are a couple of very short segments on 
Highway 212 near SE Foster Road, which do not serve the reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Highway 212 would be expected to see additional traffic which could impact the very 
short section of eastbound Highway 212 at SE 242nd Ave that has a congested volume/capacity ratio 
(<1.0). 

Transit: There is no transit service to nearby areas already inside the UGB. See transit analysis 
below. 

Bike: There are no bike facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB. 

 Pedestrian: There are no pedestrian facilities that serve nearby areas inside the UGB. The 
sidewalks near SE Foster Road and Highway 212 will not be impacted.  

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

The portions of SE 232nd Ave that border the reserve area will need to be improved to urban 
arterial standards.  These sections are considered to be ½ street improvements as the property on 
the other side of the street that is currently in the UGB would be responsible for their portion of the 
improvements. The remainder of SE 232nd Ave will need to be improved to urban arterial 
standards. SE Royer Road will need to be improved to urban collector standards and two new 
collectors will be needed in the eastern portion of the reserve area. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved ½  $6.90 
Existing/Improved $50.70 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
Existing/Improved $31.96 
New $52.38 

Total  $141.94 
 

Provision of public transit service 

This area withdrew from the TriMet service district, thus no analysis of transit service was 
completed. 

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, will be required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  
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Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Two small segments of Noyer Creek that total approximately 2,200 feet flow south along the 
eastern edge of the reserve area. Two small tributaries also connect to Noyer Creek along the 
eastern edge and total approximately 3,200 feet.  All four stream segments are located in wooded 
ravines that provide protection for the stream segments from future urbanization. A third tributary 
to Noyer Creek flows northeasterly through the edge of the large block of agricultural land near 
Highway 212 for approximately 3,125 feet. A portion of the stream in this location is redirected 
under a loading area related to the nursery. This stream section is susceptible to impacts from 
urbanization given its location, already altered state and lack of an existing riparian corridor. 
However, restoration of this degraded stream edge, including the altered section, would provide 
protection from urbanization. Two tributaries to Richardson Creek flow north through the western 
portion of the reserve area for approximately 4,450 feet. A little more than half of the tributaries 
length flows through pasture land and the remaining portion flows through locations of sporadic 
trees and shrubs, but no continuous riparian corridor. However there is some riparian and upland 
habitat identified along the stream corridors. These two streams are susceptible to impacts of 
future urbanization and given their location near SE Royer Road impacts to the upland habitat 
would be likely.  A 2,100 foot segment of Deep Creek and a 450 foot segment of Noyer Creek form 
the southern boundary of the urban reserve near Highway 224. There is a 50-100 foot riparian 
buffer along the creeks with limited ability to develop additional land given their location at the 
edge of the reserve area. An un-named stream flows south along SE 232nd Drive for approximately 
3,000 feet before flowing into Noyer Creek near the confluence with Deep Creek. The stream is 
mostly located in steep sloped wooded areas of rural residential lots and would be less impacted by 
urbanization due to steep slope protection measures.  

There are two National Wetland Inventory wetlands identified in the reserve area. The first wetland 
is a 6,000 square foot pond located on a rural residential property that is isolated from any stream 
corridor and includes both tree and shrub buffer vegetation. The isolated nature of this wetland 
may or may not make it susceptible to impacts from urbanization, depending on the ultimate 
redevelopment of this residential pocket. The second wetland, about 0.6 acres in size, is located 
along one of the tributaries to Richardson Creek adjacent to a residence. The wetland does have 
some significant adjacent tree canopy that continues along the stream corridor which is identified 
as riparian habitat. The location of this wetland along a stream corridor with riparian habitat may 
make the wetland less susceptible to impact given the required protection levels for stream, 
wetland and habitat areas within the UGB. There is a non-wetland identified pond located near the 
intersection of Highway 224 and SE 232nd Drive that may require protection in the future. 

There are areas near SE Royer Road and SE 232nd Drive that may have upland wildlife habitat 
considerations. A significant portion of these areas also contain slopes greater than 25% that would 
limit the impacts of future development, however impacts to some upland habitat areas would be 
likely. Overall urbanization of the area could occur with low to moderate impacts to the natural 
resources; most stream corridors and wetlands would be protected due to existing buffers in 
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ravines and steep slopes, and increased stream and wetland protection requirements on land inside 
the UGB. The identified upland habitat areas will need to be evaluated for future protection levels.  

Energy, Economic & Social 

This urban reserve area is generally made up of two different land uses, rural residential 
development on rolling hills and a significant block of agricultural activity near Highway 212. It is 
expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences in most instances. The rural residential development along smaller streets such as 
SE Forest Hill Drive, SE Weatherly Lane an SE Cielo Court as well as portions of SE Royer Road 
would probably see limited new development due to restricted developable area. The portion of the 
reserve area from SE Curtis Road to east of SE Royer Road contains numerous large unrestricted 
parcels that provides the opportunity for a more robust residential development pattern. This also 
applies to the land south of the Lewis and Clark Montessori Charter School. Urban level 
development in these two locations would negatively impact the existing residents that are located 
in the less developable areas due to increased traffic on SE 232nd Drive and loss of sense of place 
and rural lifestyle. The loss of the economic impact from the large nursery area may be 
considerable; however the potential economic impact of urbanization on this large block of 
relatively flat land may outweigh this loss, especially if it developed for commercial or employment 
use. Development of commercial uses in this area would provide easy access to goods and services 
for existing and future residents. Vehicular access to the area would remain the same and the 
increased VMT from urbanization of the area would be significantly larger than current levels, 
especially given that SE 232nd Drive is the main access between Highways 212 and 224. Overall this 
analysis area has high economic, social and energy consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

The urban reserve area is almost completely surrounded by farm and forest land with the vast 
majority being zoned for timber use (TBR). There is a relatively small area zoned agriculture-forest 
(AGF) adjacent to the eastern portion of the area that includes the Noyer Creek canyon and some 
agricultural activity along SE Bartell Road. The canyon provides a very good buffer for the 
agricultural activities in this area. If urbanization occurred right up to the edge of the timber land it 
would not be compatible with any forest activities that might occur, although restrictions on 
logging adjacent to Noyer Creek reduces the likely hood that the canyon area would be harvested. 
There is a small pocket of exclusive farm use (EFU) zoned land south of SE Walgren Road and west 
of SE Dolphin Road along the western edge of the reserve area. About half of this 68 acre area is in 
agricultural production, mostly for row crops with some pasture land and is under two ownerships. 
Directly adjacent to one of the row crop areas is the Alpha Broadcasting property that, if it stayed in 
its current use with antennas, would provide a buffer between the agricultural activities and the 
future urban area. SE Dolphin Road would not provide a satisfactory buffer for the other row crop 
area and issues related to safety, liability and vandalism and complaints due to noise, odor, dust and 
the use of pesticides and fertilizer could still occur. Additional traffic along SE Dolphin Road may 
impact the movement of farm equipment, but since most of the future traffic would expect to travel 
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east towards SE 232nd Road the impact would be slight. The remaining land adjacent to the urban 
reserve is zoned TBR. Much of the land slopes downward from the urban reserve towards Highway 
224 and is in rural residential use, some with very large homes. Since the TBR zoned area contains 
numerous residents, forest activities would be minimal. Due to the very limited nature of nearby 
agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land and the presence of the Noyer 
Creek canyon as a buffer, the proposed urban uses would have high compatibility with the nearby 
agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land. 
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DAVID HILL URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 328 Parcel Acres 321 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

175 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

133 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The David Hill Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area on the northwest edge of Forest 
Grove located in the vicinity of NW David Hill Road. The UGB forms the boundary on the eastern 
side and rural reserve land is to the west, north and south. The high point of the area is near David 
Hill Road and the land slopes down to the south towards NW Gales Creek Road and east towards 
NW Thatcher Road losing 440 and 360 feet respectively. Access to the area is provided by NW 
David Hill Road, NW Gales Creek Road and NW Thatcher Road.  

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This small reserve area contains 23 parcels that range from just under an acre to 57 acres in size. 
Eleven parcels are greater than ten acres in size and four parcels are greater than 25 acres. Two 
parcels are split by the urban reserve boundary with a small portion of each already inside the UGB. 
The area contains rural residences mostly on forested parcels and very limited agricultural 
activities. Overall, 17 of the 23 parcels have improvements with a median value of $196,020. There 
are two improvements with a building value over $250,000. A City of Forest Grove water reservoir 
is located in the reserve area. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This reserve area is almost entirely composed of land with slopes greater than ten percent, which 
eliminates the ability to accommodate employment land needs. There also are some significant 
locations of land with slopes greater than 25%, which could reduce the amount of residences or the 
ability to design a compact residential community. This area is able to accommodate a residential 
land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Forest Grove operates a local sanitary sewer utility that feeds into the regional sanitary 
sewer system operated by Clean Water Services (CWS). CWS provides wastewater treatment 
through the Rock Creek Waste Water Treatment Plant. CWS has indicated that the Rock Creek 
treatment plant has sufficient capacity. The City of Forest Grove has a current project to replace old 
pipes within their system.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The estimated peak flow added to the system with the development of the reserve area is 
approximately 2.0 cfs (1.3 MGD). The southern portion of the site would connect to an existing City 
of Forest Grove gravity sewer line in NW Gales Creek Road. The northern portion of the site would 
connect to an existing City of Forest Grove gravity sewer line in NW Thatcher Road. Existing lines 
vary from 12-inch to 21-inch. City of Forest Grove lines connect to a CWS interceptor near Hwy 47 
and Sunset Drive and waste is conveyed to the Hillsboro and/or Rock Creek treatment plants. CWS 
indicated that the Hillsboro treatment plant is undergoing improvements; however, there are no 
plans for future expansion. Flows that exceed the capacity of the Hillsboro treatment plant are sent 
to the Rock Creek treatment plant which has available capacity. Available capacity within the City of 
Forest Grove and CWS sewer lines is unknown at this time.   

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

In order to connect to existing facilities, sewer lines will need to be constructed through the 
undeveloped portion of David Hill (inside the UGB). If the David Hill area is developed prior to the 
reserve area, those lines would be constructed with capacity for the reserve area. Impacts to the 
wastewater system are primarily financial. New wastewater mains must be provided to allow 
development of the reserve area and a small upgrade to the treatment plant may be necessary. The 
amount of any upsizing that would be needed is not known at this time. The upgrades and financial 
impacts are beyond the scope of this narrative. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $3.60 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $1.35 
Total $4.95 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Forest Grove is currently in the process of updating their Water Master Plan. According 
to the City, if current growth trends continue, they will have enough water capacity through the 
year 2050. If growth trends exceeded expectations, the City would have options to purchase 
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additional water or become a partner in the Willamette Water Supply. The City has its own 
treatment plant that can treat 3.7 MGD. They can supplement with up to 10 MGD of water from the 
Joint Water Commission. Treatment capacity is sufficient for areas currently within the UGB. City of 
Forest Grove water storage capacity is sufficient based on current growth trends. Anticipated 
industrial growth within the City could create a storage deficit within the next 10 years. If the 
industrial growth occurs, the city plans to utilize SDC funds to construct additional storage. A 
currently undeveloped area of David Hill (located within the existing UGB) is located at an elevation 
higher than what they can serve with existing storage. New storage and associated pumps will be 
needed to serve this area of the UGB.  The City indicated that most piping within the current UGB is 
sufficient; however, some piping within the David Hill area may need upsizing. If needed, these 
improvements would likely be completed by developers, as development occurs. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Availability of water for the reserve area appears to be adequate; or they will be able to generate 
the supply as this area is urbanized. New storage and associated pumps are necessary to serve the 
reserve area as well as the David Hill area as noted above. Once constructed, this storage could also 
be utilized by the David Hill reserve area if sized appropriately. The City indicated that some piping 
within the David Hill area already inside the UGB may need upsizing. If needed, these 
improvements would likely be completed by developers, as development occurs. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

New reservoirs, water pumps, and water mains will be needed to develop the area. For the purpose 
of this report and cost estimate, it is assumed that a water line will be constructed in NW Thatcher 
Road along the boundary of the existing undeveloped David Hill area, in order to connect to existing 
facilities.  If the David Hill area (inside the UGB) is developed prior to the reserve area, then the 
water line would likely be constructed with that development. The amount of any upsizing from the 
serving utility that would be needed is unknown at this time. 

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $2.49 
18” and larger $4.45 
Storage/pumping $1.75 
Total $8.69 
 
Storm Sewer Services 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater management facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $7.94 
Water quality/detention $7.35 
Total $15.29 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: All of the roads in Forest Grove have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak. Highway 47 between NW David Hill Road and NW Martin Road and Pacific Ave 
between Cornelius and E Street are classified as high injury corridors for automobiles. 19th Ave 
between B Street and Pacific Ave is classified as a high injury corridor for pedestrians. 

Transit: TriMet bus line 57 provides service to Forest Grove from the Beaverton Transit Center 
along the Pacific Ave/19th Ave couplet. Line 57 connects with the MAX Light Rail Blue Line in 
Hillsboro. Grove Link is a locally run bus service that serves a greater part of the city and connects 
residents to downtown Forest Grove and TriMet line 57.  

Bike: Forest Grove has almost 9.5 miles of dedicated bike lanes, 3.5 miles of established bikeways 
and a handful of streets considered bike friendly. Most of these facilities are either focused on the 
Town Center and Pacific University or provide routes along the edge of the city paralleling Highway 
47. Significant portions of the city do not have bike facilities including employment areas.   

Pedestrian: Most of the residential neighborhoods in Forest Grove have sidewalks including the 
older historic neighborhood and more recent development. The Town Center is well served by 
sidewalks however the employment areas are not. The Gales Creek Trail and the Highway 47 Trail 
connect the outer edges of the city with some nearby residential areas.   

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: All of the roads in Forest Grove have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak.  
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Transit: TriMet bus line 57 does not run near the reserve area with the closest transit stop is well 
over two miles away at B Street and 19th Ave. Grove Link stops approximately three-quarters of a 
mile from the reserve area at Watercrest Road and Forest Gale Drive. 

Bike: The Emerald Necklace Trail that can be accessed off of Ridge Pointe Drive runs through 
Forest Glen Park to NW Gales Creek Road where is connects to a dedicated bike lane that runs 
almost the entire way to downtown. However the only way to access the trail from the reserve area 
is to follow local neighborhood streets three-quarters of a mile due to steep slopes and the 
development pattern of the adjacent homes within the UGB.  

Pedestrian: The sidewalks within the nearby residential neighborhoods do not connect to the 
reserve area and given the existing development pattern it would be difficult to connect to them in 
the future, with the exception of one location near NW David Hill Road.   

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: NW Gales Creek Road, NW David Hill Road, NW Thatcher Road and Forest Gale Drive 
would see additional traffic as a result of urbanization. 

Transit: There is potential impact to TriMet bus line 57. See transit analysis below.  

Bike: The bike lane on NW Gales Creek Road is the only bike facility that may see additional use, 
especially if the bike lane is extended 3,000 feet to the reserve boundary.  

Pedestrian: The existing sidewalks within the nearby residential neighborhoods would not be 
impacted.   

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

NW Gales Creek Road will need to be improved to urban arterial standards. NW David Hill Road will 
need to be improved to urban collector standards and four new collectors are needed to provide 
access to the central portion of the area and additional connections to the east. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $34.10 
Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $17.60 
New $70.45 

Total  $122.15 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
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be provided at 30 minute headways for all day service seven days a week by extending line 57 with 
two additional buses at a capital cost of $800,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is 
$1,310,000 and grows 2% per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Two different sections of a stream flow south along the eastern edge of the reserve area for 
approximately 2,585 feet. All but 460 feet of the stream is located within an area of slopes greater 
than 25% and is mostly wooded. There is riparian habitat associated with the stream sections along 
with a few small locations of upland habitat identified. There are no wetlands or floodplains 
identified in the reserve area. The land east of the stream inside the UGB is either owned by the City 
of Forest Grove as open space or is developed with single family homes that face the opposite 
direction with no connection potential. This eliminates the ability or need for any east-west road 
connections that would impact the stream corridor. Given the increased protection levels for 
streams, habitat areas and steep slopes within the UGB and the adjacent land uses to the east inside 
the UGB, urbanization of the area can occur with minimal impact to this stream corridor and habitat 
areas. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

This small reserve area is a mixture of forested parcels, rural residences and agricultural activities 
on a hill that descends 400 feet from the high to the low point. Much of the land is on slopes greater 
than 25% that would result in a less dense development pattern. This will reduce the overall 
urbanization impact on the small number of existing residents in terms of loss of sense of place and 
rural lifestyle. Directly to the east is a large area of land that is inside the UGB but is currently 
undeveloped. Once this area is developed to urban levels, the loss of the rural lifestyle for the 
current residents of the reserve area will be less and they will be closer to established urban 
neighborhoods. The area contains a limited amount of the agricultural activities and the potential 
economic impact of urbanizing this area should outweigh the loss of the economic impact from 
these agricultural uses. There are 0.5 miles of stream corridors and approximately 45% of the land 
is identified as containing riparian or upland habitat areas. The cost for protecting these natural 
resource areas is considerable in contrast to the potential economic impact of urbanizing the 
developable lands in a well connected manner. The additional traffic generated through 
urbanization will impact NW David Hill Road, NW Thatcher Road, and NW Gales Creek Road which 
could provide negative energy impacts, although currently these roads are fairly lightly traveled. 
This may change when the substantial amount of land already inside the UGB builds out at urban 
densities. Overall this reserve area has low economic, social and energy consequences from 
urbanization.   
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Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

To the south across NW Gales Creek Road is a large block of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land 
that extends for a number of miles. All of the land that abuts the south side of NW Gales Creek Road 
is in field crop production. NW Gales Creek Road would provide a buffer between the agricultural 
activities occurring in this location and a new urban area, however the road alone would not make 
the two uses compatible and there could still be complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of 
pesticides and fertilizer. In addition, the improvement of NW Gales Creek Road to urban standards 
includes its own set of compatibility issues related to street light illumination, weeds and 
pedestrian movements that can reduce compatibility between the two uses, some of which may be 
addressed through road design. Urbanization of the reserve area would increase traffic on NW 
Gales Creek Road which could impact the movement of both farm equipment and goods, although 
the amount of traffic would not be great from this relatively small reserve area with significant 
slopes. Thus, the proposed urban uses are not compatible with the extensive nearby agricultural 
activities occurring on the farm land to the south and mitigation measures on the urban land will be 
necessary.  

To the west between NW Gales Creek Road and NW David Hill Road is a large block of Agriculture 
Forest (AF20) zoned land that is mostly forested with some sporadic locations of agricultural 
activities including the David Hill Vineyards and Winery. An unnamed stream flows in a forested 
ravine along the western edge of the reserve area, essentially buffering the vineyard from the 
proposed urban area. There does not appear to be any active forest activities occurring to the west, 
thus the proposed urban uses would be compatible with nearby agricultural and forest activities in 
this location.   

There is a small area of AF20 land on the north side of the reserve area boundary in the vicinity of 
NW David Hill Road. It appears that some of the property has been logged in the past. In addition, 
directly north is land zoned Exclusive Forest and Conservation (EFC) that is owned by Stimson 
Lumber and has been logged in the recent past. While it is conceivable that the trees will be 
harvested again in the future it is not known what the timing would be given the long-term cycle of 
forest harvesting. Urbanization of the reserve area would increase traffic on NW David Hill Road 
which could impact the movement of both forestry equipment and goods, however again the timing 
of these activities is unknown. Thus, the proposed urban uses are compatible with the nearby forest 
activities occurring on the forest land in this location in the near term but conflicts may occur in the 
long-term. 

There is a block of EFU zoned land that straddles NW Thatcher Road and extends for a number of 
miles to the north/northeast. The land directly adjacent to the reserve area is in agricultural 
production and includes mainly field and nursery crops. Urbanization of the reserve area would 
impact this small area of agricultural production as there could be complaints due to noise, odor, 
dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer. Mitigation measures on this short northern edge may 
be needed. To the east of NW Thatcher Road is a significant block of nursery and field crops that 
extend north to NW Kemper Road and east to Highway 47. This area of agricultural activity could be 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 469 of 1024

METRO-0491



impacted by the increase in traffic on NW Thatcher Road, although the amount of increased traffic 
would not be great from this small area with steep slopes. The vast majority of the area east of the 
reserve that is inside the UGB is still in a rural state. Once this area urbanizes overall impacts to the 
agricultural activities in this location will increase, especially as more traffic moves north to access 
Highway 47.  

In summary, the proposed urban uses are generally compatible with nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB to the west and north of the reserve 
area. As noted above, there may be compatibility issues with the forestry lands to the north at some 
point in the future if and when those lands are harvested. The proposed urban uses are not 
compatible with the agricultural activities occurring on the farm land to the south and mitigation 
measures on the urban land will be necessary. Thus, the reserve area is moderately compatible with 
nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB. 
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ELLIGSEN ROAD NORTH URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 633 Parcel Acres 588 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

427 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

324 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Elligsen Road North Urban Reserve Area is a somewhat rectangular shaped area on the north 
side of Wilsonville that lies north of SW Elligsen Road, west of SW 65th Ave and south of SW Frobase 
Road and totals 633 acres. The UGB forms the western and southern boundaries with urban reserve 
land to the east and north. Interstate 5 borders a portion of the western edge of the reserve area. A 
tributary to Boeckman Creek flows south from the middle of the reserve area and then along SW 
Elligsen Road before crossing underneath to the farmland to the south. The reserve area contains a 
series of moderately steep hills with some slopes greater than 10% through the middle of the area. 
Access is provided by SW Elligsen Road, SW 65th Ave and SW Frobase Road.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This reserve area contains 56 parcels that range in size from ¾ of an acre to 95 acres in size. Thirty-
four of the parcels are five acres or less and 47 are less than ten acres. Five of the largest parcels, all 
greater than 40 acres total 326 acres or 55% of the parcel acreage. Rural residences are focused on 
SW 65th Ave with the remainder of the area in agricultural use or forested parcels. Thirty-six of the 
56 parcels have improvements, with a median value of $412,620, excluding public buildings. Six 
improvements are valued greater than $500,000; with two valued over $2 million. Most of the high 
value homes are located along SW 65th Ave. There are two water reservoirs located at the high 
point of the reserve area, one for the City of Wilsonville and one for the City of Tualatin. The 
Pleasant Ridge RV Park is located in the southwest corner of the reserve area and the Meridian 
United Church of Christ Cemetery is located along SW 65th Ave. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

There is a significant amount of land in the middle and southern portions of the reserve area that 
contains slopes greater than 10%. There is a 100 acre section of the area adjacent to SW Frobase 
Road that is generally flat that could be used for employment purposes, however access to I-5 is not 
ideal. Given the concentration of high-value homes along SW 65th Ave residential use may be a more 
appropriate use. This area is able to accommodate both residential and a limited amount of 
employment land need. 
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Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The wastewater treatment plant was upgraded in 2014 which increased capacity from 2.5 MGD to 
4.0 MGD resulting in excess capacity. The City has a 20-year program in place to replace aging 
concrete pipe. There is capacity to serve areas already in the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The wastewater treatment plant can serve a population of 35,000 people.  The plant currently 
serves 24,000 people. The development of the Frog Pond area will use some of the additional 
capacity, but will not likely trigger any treatment plant upgrades. The City is planning to expand the 
treatment plant in 2030, however future industrial development in the Basalt and Coffee Creek 
areas could require capacity upgrades sooner depending on the timing of the industrial 
development. The City did not provide information on the capacity of the existing trunk line 
proposed to serve the reserve area; therefore, it is unknown how much additional capacity is 
available. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Based on conceptual level sewer sizing analysis, approximately 4.4 cfs will be added to the existing 
system. Conceptual sewer layouts indicate that additional flows will utilize the existing gravity 
trunk line ranging in size from 10-inch (at the upstream connection at Elligsen Road) to 30-inch (at 
the treatment plant). The capacity of the existing line is not available at this time, and therefore, the 
extent of required improvements to the existing trunk line and the associated costs are unknown. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $0.94 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $4.40 
Force main $0.16 
Pump station $0.50 
Total $6.00 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Wilsonville owns and maintains the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant, which is capable of 
processing 15 MGD. A planned improvement will bring the treatment plant capacity to 20 MGD in 
order to serve the existing UGB through the year 2036. Current storage capacity is at 11 MG and the 
City has funded a project to provide additional storage to serve proposed development within the 
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existing UGB. At present, existing pump stations and pipe networks are adequate to serve the area 
within the existing UGB.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The City has ample water rights for the long term, so water supply is not an issue. The expected 
additional 10 MG expansion of the treatment plant in 2035 should provide capacity for the reserve 
area. Existing storage tanks do not have capacity to serve development outside of the existing UGB. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

The City feels confident that it will have water capacity and storage to serve the reserve area. 
Numerous connection points exist at the edge of the reserve area and are assumed to be of 
adequate size. Transmission lines within the reserve area are expected to be built as development 
occurs.  

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $5.08 
18” and larger $5.76 
Storage/pumping $4.27 
Total $15.11 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur within the reserve area; 
therefore no impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 
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Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $7.54 
Water quality/detention $6.86 
Total $14.4 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: All roadways in Wilsonville have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak. I-5 south of SW Wilsonville Road to across the Willamette River is classified as a 
high injury corridor for automobiles and SW Parkway Ave from Printer Parkway to SW Town 
Center Loop E is classified as a high injury corridor for pedestrians.  

Transit: South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART) provides full transit services to the City of 
Wilsonville through seven bus lines, Dial-a-Ride and medical transport services. The vast majority 
of the city’s developed areas are within ¼-mile of a transit stop. TriMet’s Westside Express Service 
(WES) Commuter Rail originates its route in Wilsonville, servicing four other stations on its way to 
Beaverton.  

Bike: Wilsonville has a well defined bike network of dedicated bike lanes (19 miles) and 
established bikeways (4.5 miles) that connects neighborhoods, schools, parks, community centers, 
business districts and natural resource areas.  

Pedestrian: Wilsonville has a fairly well defined pedestrian network in its residential 
neighborhoods with less pedestrian amenities in the industrial and employment areas. Interstate 5 
provides a barrier for east-west pedestrian connections.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: All roadways that serve the urban reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity 
ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. 

Transit: Currently there is no regular SMART service to the reserve area. The closest bus routes are 
adjacent to the area on SW Canyon Creek Road and SW Elligsen Road (routes 6 & 2X).  

Bike: A small portion of a dedicated bike lane on SW Elligsen Road is adjacent to the reserve area. 
Dedicated bike lanes are also found on SW Canyon Creek Road and SW Parkway Center Drive on the 
south side of SW Elligsen Road.  

Pedestrian: A small portion of SW Elligsen Road adjacent to the reserve area has sidewalks on both 
sides of the street. The remaining portion of the road has no sidewalks. Sidewalks are also found on 
SW Canyon Creek Road and SW Parkway Center Drive on the south side of SW Elligsen Road that 
extend south to commercial and employment areas of the city. 
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Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: SW Elligsen Road would see additional traffic, most of which may funnel to I-5 or 
continue west to the employment areas. SW Stafford Road would also be expected to see additional 
traffic flow south towards the Town Center area.   

Transit: Existing SMART routes 6 and 2X may see additional ridership, see transit analysis below. 

Bike: Bike facility improvements on SW Elligsen Road as part of the improvement of the road to 
urban standards will provide appropriate bike access to the facilities on SW Canyon Creek Road and 
SW Parkway Center Drive which would see additional use as they connect to commercial and 
employment areas of the city. 

 Pedestrian: Pedestrian facility improvements on SW Elligsen Road as part of the improvement of 
the road to urban standards will provide appropriate pedestrian access to the facilities on SW 
Canyon Creek Road and SW Parkway Center Drive which may see additional use as they connect to 
commercial and employment areas of the city. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

The portions of SW Elligsen Road and SW 65th Ave that border the reserve area will need to be 
improved to urban arterial standards. Both roads are considered to be a 1/2 street improvement as 
the Elligsen Road South urban reserve and the land inside the UGB would be responsible for half of 
the improvements on SW Elligsen Road and the Norwood urban reserve would be responsible for 
half of the improvements on SW 65th Ave. A new arterial extends from SW Elligsen Road to connect 
with SW Day Road. SW Frobase Road would be improved to urban collector standards and three 
new collectors will provide access to the remainder of the reserve area. 

 
Facility Class 
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved ½  $42.08 
New $34.51 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
Existing/Improved ½  $9.59 
New $64.24 

Total  $150.42 
 
 
Provision of public transit service 

South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART) evaluated the reserve area for providing transit 
service. SMART could provide services to the reserve area although actual service depends on the 
level of development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area, 
however there is no guarantee of service. Service could be provided weekdays at 30 minute 
headways with one additional bus at a capital cost of $650,000 (recurs every 14-15 years). Bus 
capital costs reflect electric vehicle costs as SMART plans to provide services with a zero emission 
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fleet. Annual service cost is $79,000 and grows 3% per year. The Elligsen North reserve area is 
within the TriMet service boundary and SMART would need to negotiate with TriMet to provide 
bus service to the area.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. It is 
expected that the concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs 
and cost estimates for the reserve area or portion thereof. 

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

A 3,400 foot segment of a tributary to Boeckman Creek flows south through the middle of the 
reserve area. The majority of the stream has been manipulated to flow along agriculture fields and 
then along SW Elligsen Road before crossing under the road to the south. Riparian habitat has been 
identified along the stream corridor along with some upland habitat in the steeper sloped sections 
of the reserve area. A 15,000 square foot wetland identified on the National Wetland Inventory 
(NWI) is located in the northeastern portion of the reserve area and a man-made pond presumably 
used for irrigation purposes is located on farm land in the center of the area. Given the increased 
protection levels for streams, wetlands, and habitat areas within the UGB, urbanization could occur 
with minimal to moderate impacts to the stream tributary, depending on east-west road 
connections. Overall urbanization of the area could occur with low impacts to the natural resources. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences in most instances. There is a considerable amount of land that could be developed 
to urban densities which may contribute to social impacts in terms of loss of sense of place and 
rural lifestyle for the existing residents. However, as noted previously, there are numerous high-
valued homes along SW 65th Ave that results in the potential for a slow redevelopment process in 
the eastern portion of the area, reducing the social impacts on those existing residents in terms of 
loss of sense of place and rural lifestyle. The additional traffic generated through urbanization of 
the area will mostly funnel on to SW Stafford Road and SW Elligsen Road which could provide 
negative energy impacts as these roads provide access to I-5 and I-205. However SW Norwood 
Road is a short distance to the north and provides an alternative east-west connection across I-5 
which could reduce the energy impacts. Adjacent to the south is the Argyle Square Shopping Center 
and a large employment cluster, providing close shopping and employment opportunities for future 
residents thereby reducing VMT. The loss of the economic impact from the agricultural uses in this 
area would not be significant and the potential economic impact of future residential development 
should outweigh this loss. Overall this reserve area has medium economic, social and energy 
consequences from urbanization.   
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Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land borders the reserve area on the south and partially to the 
north. The 90 acre block of farm land to the north is completely in agricultural production, mostly 
in field crops and a Christmas tree farm. SW Frobase Road provides a buffer for the reserve area, 
although the road itself would not make the two uses compatible and issues related to safety, 
liability and vandalism and complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and 
fertilizer could still occur. In addition, the improvement of SW Frobase Road to urban standards 
includes its own set of compatibility issues related to street light illumination, weeds and 
pedestrian movements that can reduce compatibility between the two uses, some of which may be 
addressed through road design. Urbanization would increase traffic on SW Frobase Road and SW 
65th Ave which could impact the movement of both farm equipment and goods. The proposed urban 
uses are not compatible with the nearby agricultural activities occurring on the farm land to the 
north.   

The EFU land to the south is being actively farmed with field crops and includes one residence not 
associated with agricultural activities. SW Elligsen Road provides a buffer for the reserve area, 
although the road itself would not make the two uses compatible and issues related to safety, 
liability and vandalism and complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and 
fertilizer could still occur. In addition, the improvement of SW Elligsen Road to urban standards 
includes its own set of compatibility issues related to street light illumination, weeds and 
pedestrian movements that can reduce compatibility between the two uses, some of which may be 
addressed through road design. Urbanization would increase traffic on SW Elligsen Road which 
could impact the movement of both farm equipment and goods. The proposed urban uses are not 
compatible with the nearby agricultural activities occurring on the small portion of farm land to the 
north. 

Overall, the proposed urban uses would not be compatible with nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB to the north and the south and 
mitigation will be required on the urban side. 
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ELLIGSEN ROAD SOUTH URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 256 Parcel Acres 252 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

212 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

161 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Elligsen Road South Urban Reserve Area is rectangular shaped area on the east side of 
Wilsonville that lies east of SW Stafford Road and south of SW Elligsen Road and totals 256 acres. 
The UGB forms the western and southern boundary with undesignated land to the east and urban 
reserve land to the north. Boeckman Creek, which flows diagonally through the center of the 
reserve, splits the area into two evenly sized segments. The land is generally flat with some slopes 
greater than 10% along Boeckman Creek. Access to the area is provided by SW Stafford Road and 
SW Elligsen Road.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This reserve area contains 12 parcels that range from 8,000 square feet to 59 acres in size. Seven of 
the parcels are greater than ten acres and three are less than five acres. The four largest parcels, all 
greater than 40 acres, total 190 acres or 75% of the land area in the reserve. The area contains rural 
residences associated with the agricultural activity that is occurring in the majority of the area. 
Eight of the 12 parcels have improvements, with a median value of $209,940. Three separate power 
lines run east-west then turn in a southeasterly direction through the southern portion of the 
reserve area. In addition, a fourth power line runs in an east-west direction through the northern 
portion of the reserve area. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This reserve area is generally flat with some sloped land along Boeckman Creek that in combination 
with the power lines divides the area into smaller pockets. The adjacent lands within the UGB are 
composed of residential uses with limited opportunities for road connections, excluding the future 
Frog Pond area. Some of the land pockets are large and flat enough to be appropriate for 
employment uses and given the power lines that pass through the reserve area, employment may 
be the best use for some locations. Access to I-5 is good via SW Elligsen Road and the reserve area is 
adjacent to existing employment land within the city. This area is able to accommodate both a 
residential and employment land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  
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Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The wastewater treatment plant was upgraded in 2014 which increased capacity from 2.5 MGD to 
4.0 MGD resulting in excess capacity. The City has a 20-year program in place to replace aging 
concrete pipe. There is capacity to serve areas already in the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The wastewater treatment plant can serve a population of 35,000 people.  The plant currently 
serves 24,000 people. The development of the Frog Pond area will use some of the additional 
capacity, but will not likely trigger any treatment plant upgrades. The City is planning to expand the 
treatment plant in 2030, however future industrial development in the Basalt and Coffee Creek 
areas could require capacity upgrades sooner depending on the timing of the industrial 
development. Trunk lines are currently utilizing approximately 50% of their capacities. The 
development of Frog Pond West will use some of that capacity and any additional capacity could be 
available for use by the reserve area. Existing pump stations are currently being upgraded for 
existing and currently planned uses. It is unknown at this time if additional pump station capacity 
will be available for development within the reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Based on conceptual level sewer sizing analysis, approximately 1.9 cfs will be added to the existing 
system. Conceptual sewer layouts indicate that additional flows from the reserve area will be 
divided into two basins. The western basin could connect to an existing 12-inch sewer in SW 
Thornton Drive. These flows will pass through the Canyon Creek lift station before continuing to the 
wastewater treatment plant in existing 12-inch to 18-inch gravity pipes. The eastern basin will 
connect to the Boeckman interceptor (existing sizes 12-inch to 18-inch) and will pass through the 
Memorial Park lift station before reaching the wastewater treatment plant. The capacity of the 
existing sewer lines and pump stations are not available at this time, and therefore, the extent of 
required improvements to the existing trunk line and the associated costs are unknown. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $0.69 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $1.91 
Total $2.60 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Wilsonville owns and maintains the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant, which is capable of 
processing 15 MGD. A planned improvement will bring the treatment plant capacity to 20 MGD in 
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order to serve the existing UGB through the year 2036. Current storage capacity is at 11 MG and the 
City has funded a project to provide additional storage to serve proposed development within the 
existing UGB. At present, existing pump stations and pipe networks are adequate to serve the area 
within the existing UGB.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The City has ample water rights for the long term, so water supply is not an issue. The expected 
additional 10 MG expansion of the treatment plant in 2035 should provide capacity for the reserve 
area. Existing storage tanks do not have capacity to serve development outside of the existing UGB. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

The City feels confident that it will have water capacity and storage to serve the reserve area. 
Numerous connection points exist at the edge of the reserve area and are assumed to be of 
adequate size. Transmission lines within the reserve area are expected to be built as development 
occurs.  

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

18” and larger $0.56 
Storage/pumping $2.0 
Total $2.56 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur within the reserve area; 
therefore no impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 
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Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $4.65 
Water quality/detention $4.66 
Total $9.31 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: All roadways in Wilsonville have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak. I-5 south of SW Wilsonville Road to across the Willamette River is classified as a 
high injury corridor for automobiles and SW Parkway Ave from Printer Parkway to SW Town 
Center Loop E is classified as a high injury corridor for pedestrians.  

Transit: South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART) provides full transit services to the City of 
Wilsonville through seven bus lines, Dial-a-Ride and medical transport services. The vast majority 
of the city’s developed areas are within ¼-mile of a transit stop. TriMet’s Westside Express Service 
(WES) Commuter Rail originates its route in Wilsonville, servicing four other stations on its way to 
Beaverton.  

Bike: Wilsonville has a well defined bike network of dedicated bike lanes (19 miles) and 
established bikeways (4.5 miles) that connects neighborhoods, schools, parks, community centers, 
business districts and natural resource areas.  

Pedestrian: Wilsonville has a fairly well defined pedestrian network in its residential 
neighborhoods with less pedestrian amenities in the industrial and employment areas. Interstate 5 
provides a barrier for east-west pedestrian connections.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: All roadways that serve the urban reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity 
ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. 

Transit: Currently there is no regular SMART service to the reserve area. The closest bus routes are 
on SW Canyon Creek Road (routes 6 & 2X) which is 800 feet from the reserve area and SW 
Wilsonville Road and SW Advance Road (route 4) which is one-half mile from the reserve area.  

Bike: There are no bike facilities adjacent to the reserve area. The closest facility is a dedicated bike 
lane that runs south on SW Canyon Creek Road that is approximately one-third of a mile from the 
center of the area along SW Elligsen Road. There is a small segment of bike lane on SW Elligsen 
Road at SW Parkway Center Drive. 

Pedestrian: There are no sidewalks or trails near the reserve area. The closest sidewalks run south 
on SW Canyon Creek Road, which is approximately one-third of a mile from the center of the area 
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along SW Elligsen Road. A portion of SW Elligsen Road near SW parkway Center Drive has 
sidewalks on both sides of the street. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: SW Elligsen Road and SW Stafford Road would see additional traffic. If employment uses 
were developed much of the traffic would access I-5 at the Elligsen Road interchange. SW Canyon 
Creek Road could also see additional traffic, depending on if a connection is made with the reserve 
area along the undeveloped SW Wiedemann Road right-of-way.  

Transit: Existing SMART routes 6 and 2X could see additional ridership, see transit analysis below. 

Bike: Bike facility improvements on SW Elligsen Road as part of the improvement of the road to 
urban standards will provide appropriate bike access to the facilities on SW Canyon Creek Road 
which would likely see additional use as it connects to commercial and employment areas of the 
city. 

 Pedestrian: Pedestrian facility improvements on SW Elligsen Road as part of the improvement of 
the road to urban standards will provide appropriate pedestrian access to the facilities on SW 
Canyon Creek Road which could see additional use as it connect to commercial and employment 
areas of the city, although it is still a considerable distance from the majority of the reserve area. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

The portions of SW Elligsen Road and SW Stafford Road that border the reserve area will need to be 
improved to urban arterial standards. The SW Elligsen Road portion is considered a ½ street 
improvement as the Elligsen Road North urban reserve would be responsible for the other half of 
the road. Two new collectors will provide access to the middle of the area. 

Facility Class 
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved 1/2 $9.07 
Existing/Improved $31.97 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
New $42.00 

Total  $83.04 
 

Provision of public transit service 

South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART) evaluated the reserve area for providing transit 
service. SMART could provide services to the reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. 
Actual service depends on the level of development in the expansion area and in the corridors 
leading to the reserve area. Service could be provided at 15 minute headways peak weekday and 30 
minute headways off-peak weekday and Saturday with one additional bus at a capital cost of 
$650,000 (recurs every 14-15 years) Bus capital costs reflect electric vehicle costs as SMART plans 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 490 of 1024
METRO-0512



to provide services with a zero emission fleet. Annual service cost is $270,000 and grows 3% per 
year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. The 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Boeckman Creek flows diagonally through the reserve area in a northeast to southwest direction 
for just over a mile. The northern portion flows mostly through agricultural fields while the 
southern portion flows within a forested riparian corridor with some slopes greater than 25%. 
Riparian habitat has been identified along the stream corridor and most of the forested section is 
identified as wetland (5.8 acres of a larger 22 acre wetland) on the Wilsonville local inventory. In 
addition there is an additional 0.2 acre wetland identified on the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) 
along the stream corridor. Given the increased protection levels for streams, wetlands, habitat 
areas and steep slopes within the UGB, urbanization could occur without significant impacts to 
Boeckman Creek. However, the creek location divides the reserve area into sections, which could 
lead to impacts related to street connectivity needs, especially for residential use, thus some 
impacts to Boeckman Creek and habitat area may occur through urbanization of the area depending 
on the design and level of street connectivity needs.  

A tributary of Boeckman Creek flows south through the northern portion of the area for 
approximately 1,490 feet between agricultural land and a farmstead before joining Boeckman 
Creek. This stream also appears to drain into a couple of ponds, one of which has been identified as 
a NWI wetland (0.1 acre). This stream also has riparian habitat identified along the stream corridor. 
Given the increased protection levels for streams, wetlands, and habitat areas within the UGB, 
urbanization could occur without significant impacts to this stream corridor. Nevertheless, this 
small stream corridor along with Boeckman Creek isolates a small land area from the remainder of 
the urban reserve, which could lead to impacts related to street connectivity needs, especially for 
residential use, thus some impacts to the stream and habitat area may occur through urbanization 
of the area depending on the use and level of street connectivity needs  

A tributary flows southwest through the southern portion of the area, mostly through agricultural 
land and appears to also drain into a pond. The small stream section that is forested also is 
identified as a wetland (0.25 acre) and includes riparian habitat. Given the required protection 
levels for streams, wetlands, and habitat areas within the UGB, urbanization could occur without 
significant impacts to this stream corridor. Consistent with the other streams in the area, impacts 
related to street connectivity needs, especially for residential use could occur. Thus some impacts 
to the stream and habitat area may occur through urbanization of the area depending on the use 
and level of street connectivity needs.  
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Boeckman Creek and the southern tributary also flow within the power line easements which 
provide a level of protection due to the inability to urbanize at a high level within the easement. 
However, if employment uses occurred in this area the stream corridors could be susceptible to 
impacts related to providing parking facilities within the easement as can be seen in other locations 
in Wilsonville. Overall urbanization of the area could occur with moderate to high impacts to the 
natural resources depending on street connectivity needs and other site needs such as parking or 
storage related to non-residential uses.  

Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing or employment uses 
replacing the existing seven rural residences. While the social impact of losing the rural lifestyle 
may be considerable for the individual homeowners the cumulative impact will be small given so 
few residents. The stream corridors and habitat areas plus the power line easements divide the 
reserve area into small sections for urban development which may help reduce the loss of sense of 
place and rural lifestyle. The additional traffic generated through urbanization of the area will 
ultimately funnel on to SW Stafford Road due to limited potential east-west connections which 
could provide negative energy impacts. Preservation of the stream corridors and the power line 
easements provide the opportunity for development of trails, such as the conceptual Boeckman 
Creek Trail, that could reduce some local automobile trips, thereby reducing VMT. The loss of the 
economic impact from the agricultural uses in this small area would be minimal and the potential 
economic impact of future residential and/or employment development should outweigh this loss. 
Overall this reserve area has low economic, social and energy consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land borders the reserve area on the east and partially to the 
north. Most of the farmland to the east is in agricultural production that includes field crops, 
nursery and pasture land with a few rural residences that don’t appear connected to the farming 
activities. SW Stafford Road provides a buffer for the reserve area, although the road itself would 
not make the two uses compatible and issues related to safety, liability and vandalism and 
complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer could still occur. In 
addition, the improvement of SW Stafford Road to urban standards includes its own set of 
compatibility issues related to street light illumination, weeds and pedestrian movements that can 
reduce compatibility between the two uses, some of which may be addressed through road design. 
Urbanization would increase traffic on SW Stafford Road which could impact the movement of both 
farm equipment and goods. The proposed urban uses are not compatible with the nearby 
agricultural activities occurring on the farm land to the east. 

The small section of EFU land adjacent to the north is being actively farmed with field crops and 
includes one residence. SW Elligsen Road provides a buffer for the reserve area, although the road 
itself would not make the two uses compatible and issues related to safety, liability and vandalism 
and complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer could still occur. In 
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addition, the improvement of SW Elligsen Road to urban standards includes its own set of 
compatibility issues related to street light illumination, weeds and pedestrian movements that can 
reduce compatibility between the two uses, some of which may be addressed through road design. 
The limited frontage between the two uses should help reduce potential conflicts. Urbanization 
would increase traffic on SW Elligsen Road which could impact the movement of both farm 
equipment and goods. The proposed urban uses are not compatible with the nearby agricultural 
activities occurring on the small portion of farm land to the north. 

Overall, the proposed urban uses would have low compatibility with nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB to the east and to a lesser extent to the 
north.  Mitigation would be required on the urban side of the boundary. 
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GRAHAMS FERRY URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 203 Parcel Acres 200 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

85 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

65 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Grahams Ferry Urban Reserve Area is a block shaped area on the west side of Wilsonville, east 
of SW Grahams Ferry Road that totals 203 acres in size. The current UGB forms the southern and 
eastern boundaries of this primarily flat area. The area is served by SW Grahams Ferry Road and 
SW Tooze Road. The Coffee Lake Wetlands natural area owned by Metro, which is inside the UGB, is 
east of the reserve area. 

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This small urban reserve area contains 24 parcels that range from 2,200 square feet to 60 acres in 
size. Nineteen of the 24 parcels are less than ten acres in size and the five largest parcels account 
for 78% of the land in the reserve area. The area includes both rural residential development and 
limited agricultural activity, mostly in pasture land. Overall, 16 of the 24 parcels have 
improvements, with a median value of $183,755.  Available data does not suggest the existence of 
power lines or public easements through this area. There is a large block of Metro-owned open 
space that borders the reserve area to the east effectively eliminating any connections to the 
industrial uses to the east within the UGB. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

The reserve area is flat with two small locations of slopes greater than 10% that would not impact 
future development. The five largest parcels, which total 155 acres, are adjacent to each other 
forming a considerable block of land. However, there are some significant natural resources located 
on these parcels that will direct development to the western portion of the reserve area, away from 
the existing employment center of Wilsonville. Therefore this area is able to accommodate a 
residential land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The wastewater treatment plant was upgraded in 2014 which increased capacity from 2.5 MGD to 
4.0 MGD resulting in excess capacity. The City has projects planned for the Memorial Park lift 
station over the next three years and a 20-year program in place to replace aging concrete pipe. 
There is capacity to serve areas already in the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The wastewater treatment plant can serve a population of 35,000 people.  The plant currently 
serves 24,000 people.  The development of the Frog Pond area (existing UGB) will use some 
capacity, but will not likely trigger any treatment plant upgrades. The City is planning to expand the 
treatment plant in 2030, however future industrial development in the Basalt and Coffee Creek 
areas could require capacity upgrades sooner depending on the timing of the industrial 
development.  At this time, it is unknown if the treatment plant will have additional capacities to 
serve the reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Based on conceptual level sewer sizing analysis, approximately 1.2 cfs will be added to the existing 
system. Conceptual sewer layouts indicate that additional flows will utilize the existing gravity 
trunk line ranging in size from 15-inch (at the upstream connection at Coffee Lake Drive) to 30-inch 
(at the treatment plant). The capacity of the existing line is not available at this time, and therefore, 
the extent of required improvements to the existing trunk line and the associated costs are 
unknown. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $1.77 
Total $1.77 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Wilsonville owns and maintains the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant, which is capable of 
processing 15 MGD. A planned improvement will bring the treatment plant capacity to 20 MGD in 
order to serve the existing UGB through the year 2036. Current storage capacity is at 11 MG and the 
City has funded a project to provide additional storage to serve proposed development within the 
existing UGB. At present, existing pump stations and pipe networks are adequate to serve the area 
within the existing UGB.  
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The City has ample water rights for the long term, so water supply is not an issue. The expected 
additional 10 MG expansion of the treatment plant in 2035 should provide capacity for the reserve 
area. Existing storage tanks do not have capacity to serve development outside of the existing UGB. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

The City feels confident that it will have water capacity and storage to serve the reserve area. 
Numerous connection points exist at the edge of the reserve area and are assumed to be of 
adequate size. Transmission lines within the reserve area are expected to be built as development 
occurs.  

Water Costs 

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $0.87 
18” and larger $1.44 
Storage/pumping $0.98 
Total $3.29 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur within the reserve area; 
therefore no impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $2.5 
Water quality/detention $2.54 
Total $5.04 
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Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: All roadways in Wilsonville have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak. I-5 south of SW Wilsonville Road to across the Willamette River is classified as a 
high injury corridor for automobiles and SW Parkway Ave from Printer Parkway to SW Town 
Center Loop E is classified as a high injury corridor for pedestrians.  

Transit: South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART) provides full transit services to the City of 
Wilsonville through seven bus lines, Dial-a-Ride and medical transport services. The vast majority 
of the city’s developed areas are within ¼-mile of a transit stop. TriMet’s Westside Express Service 
(WES) Commuter Rail originates its route in Wilsonville, servicing four other stations on its way to 
Beaverton.  

Bike: Wilsonville has a well defined bike network of dedicated bike lanes (19 miles) and 
established bikeways (4.5 miles) that connects neighborhoods, schools, parks, community centers, 
business districts and natural resource areas.  

Pedestrian: Wilsonville has a fairly well defined pedestrian network in its residential 
neighborhoods with less pedestrian amenities in the industrial and employment areas. Interstate 5 
provides a barrier for east-west pedestrian connections.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: All roadways that serve the urban reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity 
ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. 

Transit: Currently there is no regular SMART service to the reserve area. SMART’s Route 7 – 
Villebois, the closest route that is over one-half mile from the reserve area, provides limited 
connecting service to the SMART Central Station for WES trains. The Route 7 Villebois Shopper 
Shuttle provides connection the Town Center. The WES Wilsonville station is a little over one mile 
away. 

Bike: The majority of SW Tooze Road and SW Boeckman Road adjacent to the reserve area have a 
dedicated bike lane that extends east across I-5 and south to Villebois and other bike facilities. 
Significant natural areas border the east side of the reserve area, thereby limiting bike access to SW 
Boeckman Road. 

Pedestrian: A majority of SW Tooze Road and SW Boeckman Road have a sidewalk on one side and 
sidewalks are present in all of the developed portions of Villebois. Significant natural areas border 
the east side of the reserve area, thereby limiting pedestrian access to SW Boeckman Road. Access 
to the nearby Ice Age Tonquin Trail is in Villebois, which extends south through Graham Oaks 
Nature Park to the Willamette River. 
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Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: SW Tooze Road/SW Boeckman Road would see additional traffic as it provides access to 
employment areas as well as to the east side of Wilsonville. SW Kinsman Road would see additional 
traffic as it provides a connection to I-5 via SW Wilsonville Road.  

Transit: SMART transit service would be expected to see additional use, see below for details. 

Bike: Bike facility improvements on SW Tooze Road as part of the upgrade of the road to urban 
standards will provide appropriate bike access to SW Boeckman Road and Villebois which would 
see additional use. Significant natural areas border the east side of the reserve area, thereby 
limiting direct bike access to SW Boeckman Road. 

Pedestrian: Pedestrian facility improvements on SW Tooze Road as part of the upgrade of the road 
to urban standards will provide appropriate pedestrian access to SW Boeckman Road and Villebois. 
This would lead to additional use of the Ice Age Tonquin Trail. Significant natural areas border the 
east side of the reserve area, thereby limiting direct pedestrian access to SW Boeckman Road. 

Need for new transportation facilities costs (see attached transportation map) 

The portion of SW Grahams Ferry Road that borders the reserve area will need to be improved to 
urban arterial standards. A new collector is needed north of SW 110th Ave through the middle of the 
reserve area to SW Grahams Ferry Road. 

Facility Class 
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $22.36 
Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 

New $15.11 
 Total $37.47 
 
Provision of public transit service 

South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART) evaluated the reserve area for providing transit 
service. SMART could provide services to the reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. 
Actual service depends on the level of development in the expansion area and in the corridors 
leading to the reserve area. Service could be provided at 60 minute headways weekday with one 
additional bus at a capital cost of $650,000 (recurs every 14-15 years). Bus capital costs reflect 
electric vehicle costs as SMART plans to provide services with a zero emission fleet. Annual service 
cost is $140,000 and grows 3% per year. 

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  
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Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Coffee Lake Creek flows south along the northern edge of the reserve area and then continues south 
through the eastern portion of the area for approximately 1,260 feet. A 44 acre portion of a much 
larger wetland system identified on the local Wilsonville inventory is located west of the portion of 
Coffee Lake Creek that flows through the area. The wetland appears to contain some irrigation 
ponds and an irrigation channel. This wetland extends south and east to connect with the wetland 
that is located on the Metro owned open space within the UGB to the east, essentially surrounding 
the very eastern portion of the reserve area. As you would expect a substantial amount of riparian 
habitat is identified along the wetland and stream, essentially encompassing the entire east side of 
the reserve area. Given that all of the natural resources are located in the eastern portion of the 
reserve area, urbanization of the western section could occur with no impacts to the stream and 
wetland areas. Overall urbanization of the area could occur with minimal impacts to the stream 
corridor and the wetland area if future development is focused away from the wetland/stream 
complex. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences. This would result in a loss of sense of place and rural lifestyle for the few residents 
of the area. The significant natural resources in the area decreases the overall amount of 
development that can occur, while at the same time providing a significant amount of land that will 
stay in a natural state, thus potentially reducing the social impacts of future urbanization on the 
existing residents of the area. SW Tooze Road and SW Boeckman Road provide an easy connection 
to employment areas in the City of Wilsonville which could help reduce the increase in VMT as a 
result from urbanization of the area. However, given the modest amount of development that would 
occur, the increase in traffic would not be great and would not have significant energy 
consequences. In addition, the future build out of Villebois to the south will provide additional 
commercial development and provide the opportunity for other modes of transportation besides 
the automobile that could reduce some local trips. The agricultural activity within the reserve area 
is minimal. The loss of the economic impact from these agricultural uses would not be considerable 
and the potential economic impact of residential development, even though it is not significant will 
outweigh this loss. Overall this analysis area has low economic, social and energy consequences 
from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

There is a 160-acre block of exclusive farm use (EFU) zoned land directly adjacent to the north edge 
of the reserve area that extends west of SW Grahams Ferry Road. The resource land to the west of 
SW Grahams Ferry Road is forested with no agricultural activities and the resource land to the 
north contains some minimal agricultural activities and also forested land. The vast majority of this 
farmland is open space owned by Metro. Due to the very limited nature of the agricultural activities 
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occurring on the adjacent EFU zoned land, the proposed urban uses would be compatible with 
nearby agricultural activities occurring on farm land outside the UGB.  
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GRESHAM EAST URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 857 Parcel Acres 802 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

564 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

428 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Gresham East Urban Reserve is a boot-shaped area in Multnomah County totaling 857 acres. 
The area is bounded by SE Lusted Road to the north, SE 302nd Avenue to the east and Johnson Creek 
to the south. Metro’s current UGB forms the western edge. The urban reserve area is served by SE 
Lusted Road in the north, SE 282nd and SE 302nd Avenues running north-south and by SE Orient 
Drive in the southern portion of the area.  It is primarily flat, with all slopes over 25% occurring in 
the riparian areas of three of the four drainages that flow west through the area. 

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

The urban reserve contains 220 parcels, the vast majority of which are relatively small in size with 
82% five acres or less. Only three parcels are greater than 20 acres with the largest being 50 acres 
owned by the East Multnomah County Soil and Water District. One hundred and seventy-seven of 
the parcels have improvements with a median value of $167,260, excluding the publicly owned 
buildings. Fifty-two properties have improvements valued above $250,000. There are two school 
sites within the area that contain three schools: Sam Barlow High School in the northeastern corner 
of the area and East Orient Elementary School and West Orient Middle School in the southeast, 
totaling about 62 acres. The area also contains a City of Gresham water pump station. The area is 
predominantly in agriculture use intermixed with some rural residential pockets and commercial 
land uses primarily along SE Dodge Park , SE Powell Valley Road and SE Orient Drive.  Available 
data does not suggest the existence of power lines or other public easements within this urban 
reserve.  

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

Four stream corridors divide this fairly large reserve area into smaller segments, some of which are 
mostly agricultural land and others that are mainly developed with residences and school facilities. 
Limited commercial or employment development may be appropriate in some areas such as in the 
vicinity of SE Powell Valley Road, SE Dodge Park Blvd. and SE Orient Drive, whereas more 
significant residential development could occur on the agricultural lands. Some of the agricultural 
lands could also provide employment capacity, especially those that are closer to Gresham’s 
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Springwater Corridor Industrial area. Thus, this area is able to efficiently accommodate residential 
and employment land needs.  

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services 

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Gresham’s waste water treatment facility, pipe network and pump stations are sized to provide 
services to the area inside the UGB including the Springwater area which is not yet annexed to the 
city.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Gresham’s sanitary sewer master plan only covers full build out within the current UGB and the 
waste water treatment plant and pump stations have not been evaluated for their ability to serve 
areas outside the UGB.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Impacts to the existing facilities are unknown at this time as the existing facilities have not been 
evaluated for their ability to serve areas outside the UGB. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs  

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $3.26 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $2.24 
Force main/bore $1.36 
Pump station $7.3 
Total $14.16 
 

Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Portland is the primary water source for Gresham. Additionally Gresham and the 
Rockwood PUD jointly own and operate a well field. Recent analysis has determined that the City 
will need additional supply in the future and could negotiate its contract with Portland to purchase 
more water or develop more wells. Additional treatment facilities will be needed depending on the 
source and additional storage and pump capacity will be required. The pipe network conveying 
water is adequately sized and will be extended as needed for development to occur. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Lusted Water District currently services most of the reserve area however the district does not 
have the capacity to serve at urban densities. Gresham also does not have existing capacity to serve 
the reserve area. Growth outside of the UGB will add to the need to expand or build new facilities. 
The reserve might be servable by the existing reservoir, but it’s likely that new storage would need 
to be developed. Pumps would also need to be constructed to supply water to the new storage 
facilities. Currently the City has no plans for developing these systems. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Additional source, treatment, storage, pump facilities and distribution lines will need to be 
developed and constructed to serve the reserve area as it is higher in elevation than the existing 
service area. 

Water Costs   

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $6.2  
18” and larger $3.9 
Storage/pumping $5.4 
Total $15.5 
 

Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

 Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 
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Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $9.2 
Water quality/detention $9.27 
Total $18.47 
 

Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: All roadways in Gresham have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 
pm peak. The following roadways are classified as high injury corridors for automobiles: NE/SE 
257th Drive, SE Orient Drive, W/E Powell Boulevard, NE Burnside Road and SE Burnside Street. 
W/E Powell Boulevard and NE/SE Hogan Ave are classified as high injury corridors for bikes. W/E 
Powell Boulevard and NE/SE 257th Drive are classified as high injury corridors for pedestrians. 

Transit: TriMet’s MAX Light Rail Blue line serves Gresham with nine stops and nine TriMet bus 
routes also serve the city. Two of the routes are frequent bus routes. Route 84 Powell Valley/Orient 
Drive which provides weekday rush-hour service between Gresham Central Transit Center and SE 
282nd and Orient Drive, briefly touches the urban reserve area at the intersection of SE 282nd and 
Orient Drive.  

Bike: Gresham has a well defined bike network that consists of a variety of bike facilities including 
48 miles of dedicated bike lanes and 16 miles of  bikeways such as the Springwater Corridor and 
the Gresham to Fairview Trail.   

Pedestrian: Gresham has a fairly well defined pedestrian network in its residential neighborhoods 
although there a few significant pockets of post-war housing where there are no sidewalks. The 
city’s system of multi-use paths provides additional opportunities for longer pedestrian 
connections throughout the city.  The employment and butte areas have less of a pedestrian 
network.   

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: All roadways that serve the urban reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity 
ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. 

Transit: Currently TriMet Route 84 Powell Valley/Orient Drive provides weekday rush-hour 
service between Gresham Central Transit Center and SE 282nd and Orient Drive at the edge of the 
urban reserve area. There is no regular or all day service near the reserve area.  

Bike: There are no bike facilities adjacent to or within the urban reserve area. SE Chase, SE 302nd 
Ave and SE Short Road are considered helpful connections and SE Lusted Road, SE Dodge Park Blvd 
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and SE Orient Drive are considered bike with caution routes. The Springwater Corridor is just 
under a mile away. 

Pedestrian: One small residential subdivision adjacent to the reserve area has sidewalks on both 
sides of the street in most the development. Otherwise there are no other sidewalks or trails near 
the urban reserve. The Springwater Corridor is just under a mile away. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Roadways that serve nearby areas inside the UGB will not be impacted by the addition of 
the urban reserve, apart from the improvement of adjacent facilities to urban standards.  

Transit: TriMet transit service will be expanded, see below for details. 

Bike: There is one dedicated bike lane on SE Powell Valley Road that may see additional use when 
the portion of SE Lusted Road within the urban reserve is upgraded to urban standards that 
provides bike facilities, however there still will be a ½ mile gap between SE Powell Valley Road and 
the improved SE Lusted Road. 

 Pedestrian: No existing pedestrian facilities will be impacted by the addition of the urban reserve 
area. Given the development pattern of the adjacent subdivision with sidewalks there would be no 
increased pedestrian movement through the subdivision.  

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

The portions of SE Lusted Road and SE 282nd Ave that border the reserve area will need to be 
improved to urban arterial standards. SE 282nd is considered to be a 1/2 street improvement as the 
property on the west side that is already within the UGB would be responsible for that portion of 
the roadway. SE Orient Drive would also be improved to urban arterial standards and SE Chase and 
SE 302nd Ave would be improved to urban collector standards. 

Facility Type   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $59.01 
Existing/Improved ½ $10.97 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
Existing/Improved $42.88 

Total  $112.86 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 45 minute headways for weekdays peak only through a route change to Line 84 with 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 513 of 1024

METRO-0535



one additional bus at a capital cost of $400,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is 
$208,000 and grows 2% per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, will be required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

There are four streams that flow west through the reserve area. In the north, two tributaries to 
Beaver Creek have forested riparian habitat areas along the majority of the stream corridors with 
some upland habitat area identified near the stream closest to Sam Barlow High School. Similarly 
Kelley Creek, which flows through the middle of the reserve area, is entirely within a forested 
riparian habitat corridor. The fourth small stream in the southern part of the reserve area flows 
into Johnson Creek which travels through Gresham and Portland to the Willamette River. This 
stream has a less riparian habitat when compared to the other three streams, flows through some 
agricultural lands and also appears to be piped in a few locations. No 100-yr floodplains are 
identified within the study area. There is one small National Wetland Inventory wetland of 
approximately ¼ acre, just south of SE Orient Drive along the Johnson Creek tributary. The 
proximity of flat, developable land adjacent to all four streams within the urban reserve area 
indicates potential impact from urbanization of this area, especially if a need for north south 
transportation connections is identified. The required protection level for streams, wetlands, and 
habitat areas within the UGB is higher and the presence of a significant existing riparian corridor 
along Kelley Creek and the northern tributaries may help reduce the potential impacts. Required 
restoration of degraded stream edges, including impacts due to adjacent agricultural activity, will 
increase the level of protection for the portion of the southern stream that flows through the active 
farmland. Overall urbanization of this urban reserve area will have a moderate to high impact on 
the stream corridors and habitat areas depending on needed transportation connections. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

The vast majority of the parcels in this fairly large urban reserve area are less than five acres in size 
and 78% have improvements, reflecting the numerous rural residences and some commercial uses 
focused mainly along the major roadways. It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will 
result in new housing or employment uses replacing the existing rural residences or commercial 
uses. Of the three schools located in the urban reserve, the elementary and middle schools serve the 
rural area while the third, Sam Barlow High School serves the urban and rural area. Urbanization 
may enhance the opportunity for Sam Barlow High School to become more of a community focal 
point, while the elementary and middle schools may be negatively impacted as they are not sized to 
serve an urban population. At the same time, urbanization may provide the opportunity for these 
two smaller school facilities to be enhanced. As this area contains a high number of residences and 
is close to downtown Gresham, urbanization would be less of an impact on the rural way of life for 
the current residents compared to areas that are farther away from a center. The increased VMT 
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from urbanization of the area would be significantly larger than current levels, although the direct 
access to the Gresham Regional Center, the Springwater Industrial area, Highway 26 and the Max 
Light Rail line may reduce the impact compared to other areas that have limited transportation 
connections to centers or employment areas. There are two main pockets of nursery activity, each 
approximately 150 acres in size.  The loss of the economic impact from these agricultural uses may 
be considerable; however the potential economic impact of urbanization on these relatively flat 
lands will most likely outweigh this loss. There are some noteworthy existing stream buffers that 
traverse the area. The cost of protecting these well-established linear resources will be small in 
contrast to the potential economic impact of urbanizing the larger areas in between. Overall this 
urban reserve area has medium economic, social and energy consequences from urbanization. 

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

There are three locations where farm and/or forest land is contiguous to the urban reserve area 
(see attached resource land map).  The first location is a fairly extensive block of Exclusive Farm 
Use (EFU) zoned land that fronts SE 302nd Avenue for 2,500 feet between SE Lusted Road to just 
north of SE Jackson Road. This pocket of resource land is in agricultural production with the 
exception of a couple of rural residences. The proposed urban uses would not be compatible with 
these agricultural activities as 302nd Ave does not provide an adequate buffer between the two uses 
and issues related to safety, liability and vandalism and complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the 
use of pesticides and fertilizer could still occur. Mitigation measures could help reduce conflicts 
between urban uses inside the UGB and agricultural uses outside the UGB.  

The second and third locations are EFU zoned land along Johnson Creek at the southern edge of the 
reserve area. There are two very small pockets (less than 10 acres each) of agricultural activities 
occurring on the land north of Johnson Creek. A portion of the western pocket is in the same 
ownership as agricultural land inside the reserve area that would be converted to urban uses once 
the land is added to the UGB. This small pocket may not be economically viable to continue in 
agricultural production. The vast majority of the agricultural activity occurs south of Johnson Creek 
and north of Highway 26 and will not be directly impacted by urban uses in the urban reserve area. 
Increased traffic along SE Stone Road will probably have some adverse affect, as SE Stone Road 
provides access to Highway 26. Thus the proposed urban uses are mostly compatible with the 
agricultural activities occurring on this farmland with the exception of the one small pocket north 
of Johnson Creek that will need to be buffered from the urban uses.  

Overall the proposed urban uses have low compatibility with the nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB.  
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HENRICI URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 421 Parcel Acres 395 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

299 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

227 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Henrici Urban Reserve Area is a rectangular shaped area on the south side of Oregon City, 
north and south of S Henrici Road that totals 421 acres in size. The current UGB forms the northern 
boundary of the area. The area is primarily flat, with the exception of the very western edge of the 
area and the northeast portion that contains forested steep slopes above Thimble Creek. The area is 
served by S Henrici Road, S Beavercreek Road and Highway 213. There is one parcel that is 
separate from the rest of the area located west of Highway 213 in the vicinity of Edgemont Drive 

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This relatively small-sized urban reserve area contains 357 parcels that range in size from less than 
1,000 square feet to 17 acres in size. Seventy-five percent of the parcels are less than one acre in 
size, 14 are greater than five acres and three are greater than ten acres. Overall, 301 of the 357 
parcels have improvements, with a median value of $160,160, excluding any publicly owned 
buildings. The area is composed mainly of rural residential development, the majority of which are 
on parcels less than an acre in size with a few locations of very small scale agricultural activity.  
Four of the parcels are in public ownership including two water storage facilities, one owned by the 
City of Oregon City and the other owned by Clackamas River Water. The Oregon City School District 
owns an 11.85 acre site in the eastern portion of the area off of S Meadow Ave and the fourth public 
parcel is a water retention facility owned by the State of Oregon. There are four churches in the 
reserve area. The Beavercreek Cooperative Telephone Company offices are located along S Henrici 
Road and the El Paso Natural Gas Co. owns a facility at the corner of Highway 213 and S Henrici 
Road.  

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

The reserve area is flat with only two locations of slopes greater than 25% located at the edges of 
the area. While this provides the opportunity for employment possibilities from a topography 
perspective, the overwhelming number of small parcels and the existing residential development 
combined with the distance from I-205 reduce the attractiveness of the area for employment use. 
The existing rural residential development pattern does provide the opportunity for future 
residential development and the school district’s property would provide a focal point for the 
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neighborhood once a school is built. Therefore this area is able to accommodate a residential land 
need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Oregon City’s Infrastructure Master Plan includes planned improvements and funding necessary to 
support the expected growth within the existing UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Additional growth beyond the UGB is going to be a challenge for Oregon City due to the capacity of 
existing major facilities such as wastewater treatment and conveyance. Currently the City is not 
completing necessary infrastructure planning for growth in the urban reserve areas. Development 
in the reserve area will include major infrastructure changes and costs for improving the existing 
infrastructure have not been included in the sewer cost estimate due to the unknown nature of 
actual improvements required. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

There will be significant impacts to existing facilities and other necessary facilities will require 
major improvements. Most of this infrastructure would be built by the development community. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $1.65 
Total $1.65 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Oregon City serves lands within their corporate boundary. Oregon City has recently 
annexed the Beavercreek UGB expansion area to the southwest. While the city is adequately served 
elsewhere, they do not have the water storage necessary to serve these recently annexed areas. 
Lands within the jurisdiction of Clackamas County in this vicinity are served by Clackamas River 
Water (CRW). CRW has adequate capacity to serve both the lands within the UGB and its rural 
customers. They operate a 30 MGD water treatment plant. Volumes available for their service area 
are 7.4 MGD on north and around 4 MGD on south for a total availability of approximately 11 MGD. 
The treatment plant is 50 years old and a pending facility master plan will determine what types of 
upgrades will be needed in the future. As noted above, the Beavercreek (previous UGB expansion) 
area needs a new reservoir to serve its pressure zone. Within five years, CRW expects to have a 2.2 
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or 2.5 million gallon elevated reservoir in the area. It is unclear however if this, or a future city 
owned facility will serve the Beavercreek area. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

CRW is planning for the urban reserve areas and all of the Henrici reserve area is in CRW. However 
they will not likely be the service provider in the future. Oregon City has the general policy that they 
will serve all of the lands within the UGB. As reserve areas are included in the UGB, the City intends 
to serve them. Oregon City would therefore annex the areas and subsequently take ownership of 
any water related infrastructure within the reserve area. There would be an exception for facilities 
that are needed to go beyond the area in question such as large scale transmission lines. 
Accordingly CRW, like many service providers must be are cautious about investing in 
improvements for the rural areas that may become urban. CRW has more than enough water to 
serve the reserve area and is expected to build a new storage reservoir within the next few years. 
Oregon City has plans to build reservoirs that could serve urban reserves, but no timeline 
information is available at this time. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

As noted above, CRW has water networks in place can serve areas adjacent to them without 
significant upgrades; however it is not clear that CRW will be the future water provider. There are 
new storage reservoirs currently planned to serve lands within the existing UGB that are also 
needed for servicing the Henrici reserve area. These reservoirs will be constructed regardless of the 
status of reserve area. Oregon City will need to provide new facilities. 

Water Costs  

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

18” and larger $3.96 
Storage/pumping $2.84 
Total $6.80 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. Stormwater will be complex but manageable 
given this infrastructure would be at the upstream edge of the surrounding basins.  
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Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $5.84 
Water quality/detention $5.80 
Total $11.64 
 

Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roadways in Oregon City have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for 
the 2015 pm peak. Southbound Highway 213, from Holcomb Blvd to Beavercreek Road, has a 
congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) as does most of I-205 in both directions through Oregon 
City and across the Abernathy Bridge. A short section of southbound Highway 213, between I-205 
and Holcomb Blvd has a severely congested volume/capacity ratio (>1.0) as does short portions of 
I-205 through Oregon City. Highway 213 also has a small severely congested section in both 
directions between Meyers Road and Glen Oak Road. 

Highway 213 south of Beavercreek Road, Molalla Ave from Division Street to Highway 213 and 
McLoughlin Boulevard through downtown Oregon City are classified as high injury corridors for 
automobiles. McLoughlin Boulevard through downtown Oregon City is classified as a high injury 
corridor for pedestrians. 

Transit: Four TriMet bus lines serve Oregon City all of which focus on the downtown and central 
portion of the city along Molalla Ave. Service is provided to Clackamas Community College but large 
portions of the city are not served by transit.  

Bike: Oregon City has 24 miles of dedicated bike lanes and three miles of established bikeways with 
most of them located in the “up-top” section of the city. The Park Place neighborhood is also fairly 
well served and Highway 213 has dedicated bike lanes. Most of the downtown streets are classified 
as bike with caution streets and the South End neighborhood has minimal bike facilities.  

Pedestrian: Downtown Oregon City is well served by sidewalks as is Molalla Ave as it extends to 
the “up-top” portion of the city. There are a number of pockets of older subdivisions that do not 
have sidewalks with more recent developments well served by sidewalks. 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 523 of 1024

METRO-0545



Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: Beavercreek Road and Highway 213 are the main access ways to the reserve area and 
both roadways have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak near the 
reserve area. Southbound Highway 213, from Holcomb Blvd to Beavercreek Road, has a congested 
volume/capacity ratio (<1.0). Highway 213 has a small section between Meyers Road and Glen Oak 
Road that has a severely congested volume/capacity ratio (>1.0) in both directions, which is less 
than a ½ mile from the reserve area.  

Transit: TriMet bus lines 32 and 99 provide service to Clackamas Community College which is 
approximately one mile away. No other bus line provides service near the reserve.  

Bike: Beavercreek Road and Highway 213 have dedicated bike lanes that extend to the reserve area 
and Glen Oak Road, just north of the reserve area, has a dedicated bike lane along most of its length 
between Beavercreek Road and Highway 213. These bike lanes connect to numerous other bike 
facilities “up-top”. 

Pedestrian: The newer subdivisions on the north edge of the reserve area have sidewalks although 
there are only three connection points to the reserve. Beavercreek Road does not have sidewalks; 
however the portion of Highway 213 that is closest to the reserve area does have sidewalks. There 
still is a significant gap along Highway 213 between Conway Drive and Meyers Road, where the 
trails at Clackamas Community College connect to Highway 213. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Beavercreek Road and Highway 213 are the main access ways to the reserve area. 
Beavercreek Road has an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak and would 
not be impacted, beyond the need to improve the road to urban standards. The small section of 
Highway 213 between Meyers Road and Glen Oak Road that has a severely congested 
volume/capacity ratio (>1.0) in both directions, would be impacted by urbanization of the reserve 
area. Southbound Highway 213, from Holcomb Blvd to Beavercreek Road, has a congested 
volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) and would be impacted in the pm peak timeframe.  

Transit: TriMet bus lines 32 and 99 would not be impacted by urbanization of the reserve area. See 
transit analysis below.  

Bike: The bike lanes on Beavercreek Road and Highway 213 could see additional use when bike 
lanes are constructed on the portions of these two roadways within the reserve area. In addition 
the bike lane on Glen Oak Road would also be expected to see additional use, especially as 
connections are made to the reserve area from the local streets on the north side. These bike lanes 
connect to numerous other bike facilities “up-top” and the trails at Clackamas Community College. 

Pedestrian: The sidewalk network within the subdivisions on the north edge of the reserve area 
would be expected to see additional use when the three connection points are improved with 
sidewalks in the reserve area. Likewise the sidewalks on Highway 213 close to the reserve area 
would be expected to see more use; however the gap between Conway Drive and Meyers Road, 
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where the trails at Clackamas Community College connect to Highway 213 will reduce some of the 
expected impact. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

Highway 213, S Beavercreek Road and S Henrici Road will need to be improved to urban arterial 
standards. S Meadow Avenue will need to be improved to urban collector standards and four new 
collectors will be needed to provide necessary street connectivity.  

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $81.05 
Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $2.70 
New $26.66 

Total  $110.41 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 30 minute headways for all day service, seven days a week, by extending line 79 
with three additional buses at a capital cost of $1,200,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service 
cost is $1,825,000 and grows 2% per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

A 1,100 foot section of Thimble Creek flows north through the northeast corner of the reserve area. 
This stream segment is located at the base of a forested slope, some 100 feet below the homes on S 
Danny Court, which is a built out rural subdivision on a cul-de-sac. Due to development constraints 
related to steep slopes and the developed nature of these narrow deep lots, this section of Thimble 
Creek will not be impacted by urbanization of the reserve area. Significant upland habitat has been 
identified on the forested hillsides that run down to Thimble Creek. The steep slopes in this area 
would limit the amount of the residential development that can occur, thus protecting the upland 
habitat. 

A second stream flows west through some open land and the rural residential subdivision centered 
on S Wilshire Circle for approximately 2,600 feet, ultimately joining Beaver Creek outside of the 
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reserve area. The 750 foot portion of the stream that meanders through the middle of open land 
west of the rural subdivision is susceptible to impacts from future development, depending on 
design and roadway connections. The stream segment that is east of the rural subdivision is located 
on the Evangelical Lutheran Church property and is less susceptible to future impacts as the 
property is developed. The remaining portion of the stream flows through backyards of developed 
home sites and would most likely not be further impacted by urbanization of the reserve area. In 
addition, portions of this segment have already been channelized or possibly piped. Riparian 
habitat is only identified along the western open land section and required restoration of the 
riparian corridor would occur as the result of urbanization. 

A third stream segment is located in the western portion of the reserve area, east and west of S 
Highway 213. The stream flows through a forested section of land on the north side of S Henrici 
Road for approximately 650 feet and appears to drain into a water retention facility that is located 
at the intersection of S Henrici Road and S Highway 213. The stream then resurfaces on the west 
side of S Highway 213 and flows 580 feet through open land to the end of the reserve boundary, 
ultimately joining Beaver Creek. Both of these stream segments have identified riparian and upland 
habitat and could be susceptible to limited impacts from urbanization depending on the 
development pattern and street connection needs. Increased natural resource protection 
requirements on land inside the UGB will help reduce the overall impacts. There are no inventoried 
wetlands within the urban reserve area. Overall urbanization of the area could occur with minimal 
impacts to the stream corridors and the riparian and upland habitat areas.  

Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences. As noted a significant portion of this reserve area is developed with single family 
homes on small rural lots, which is not much different than the pattern of development within the 
UGB. This existing level of development would slow the redevelopment of the land once brought 
into the UGB. A few of the larger parcels are owned by the school district and different churches 
that currently have some level of development on them. Assuming the school property develops as 
a school facility the amount of potential buildable area is further reduced. This combined with the 
existing level of development results in a future urban pattern of small neighborhoods that is 
similar to what is currently there now.  Thus the social impacts to the existing residents regarding a 
loss of the rural lifestyle would be minimal. S Highway 213 and S Beavercreek Road provide easily 
accessible connections between the reserve area and the commercial/employment node at the S 
Highway 213 and S Beavercreek Road intersection and any additional development would increase 
the amount of traffic that occurs on these two roadways. However, given the modest amount of 
development that would occur, the overall increase in traffic would not be great and would not 
significantly increase VMT for the area or have significant energy consequences. The agricultural 
activity within the reserve area is minimal. The loss of the economic impact from these agricultural 
uses would not be considerable and the potential economic impact of residential urbanization, even 
though it is not significant will outweigh this loss. Overall this analysis area has low economic, 
social and energy consequences from urbanization.   
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Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

There are two locations where farm or forest land is contiguous to the urban reserve area. The first 
area consists of one parcel at the northeast corner of the reserve area, north of S Danny Court that 
is zoned for timber use (TBR). This 27 acre parcel is located on the far side of Thimble Creek. The 
adjacent parcels inside the reserve area are currently built upon with little to no additional 
development expected due to the steep slope that runs down to Thimble Creek. Thus the proposed 
urban use will not impact any forest activities that occur on this adjacent forest land outside the 
UGB.  The second location is along the western edge of the reserve area, west of S Highway 213 and 
is also zoned TBR. This small block of forest land includes a few rural residences and the land 
slopes down to Beaver Creek. Any future development of the reserve area would be at the top of the 
hill, away from any timber activities. The likely hood of timber harvesting is small given the 
residences and streamside protection requirements along Beaver Creek. Thus the proposed urban 
uses would be compatible with nearby forest activities in this location. Overall, the proposed urban 
uses have high compatibility with the nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm 
and forest land. 
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HOLCOMB URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 318 Parcel Acres 309 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

204 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

155 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Holcomb Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area on the east side of Oregon City, north 
and south of S Holcomb Boulevard and is 318 acres in size. It is served by S Holcomb Boulevard 
with S Kraeft Road, S Stoltz Road and S Hilltop Road providing access to existing pockets of rural 
residences. The area is a mix of forested parcels and very minor agricultural activities intermixed 
with rural residences. The area north of S Holcomb Boulevard is generally flat and represents the 
high point, losing 350 feet in elevation from S Holcomb Boulevard to the southern edge of the 
reserve area. A tributary of Holcomb Creek flows south through the lower portion of the reserve 
area, joining Holcomb Creek south of S Redland Road. 

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This somewhat small urban reserve area contains 98 parcels that range in size from a third of an 
acre to 44 acres. Eighty-three percent of the parcels are five acres or less in size and only two are 
greater than 20 acres. Overall, 81 of the 98 parcels have improvements, with a median value of 
$170,800, excluding any publicly owned buildings. Sixteen residences are valued over $500,000. 
The area is mainly composed of rural residential development with a very minimal amount 
agricultural activity. A Clackamas River Water District storage facility is located at the high point of 
the urban reserve, north of S Holcomb Boulevard, and Clackamas County owns one parcel (0.36 
acres).   

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

The portion of the urban reserve north of S Holcomb Boulevard contains the most flat and 
unconstrained land, is the high point of the area and could accommodate both residential and 
employment uses from a topographic perspective. However, employment use in this portion of the 
area would not make sense due to the somewhat isolated nature of the area up on the hill, only one 
access point along S Holcomb Boulevard which is a two-lane road through an existing urban 
residential area and the distance from the existing employment centers of Oregon City and I-205. A 
significant portion of the land south of S Holcomb Boulevard has slopes greater than 10% that 
would limit development opportunities for employment uses. Therefore this area is able to 
efficiently accommodate residential land needs. 
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Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Oregon City’s Infrastructure Master Plan includes planned improvements and funding necessary to 
support the expected growth within the existing UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Additional growth beyond the UGB is going to be a challenge for Oregon City due to the capacity of 
existing major facilities such as wastewater treatment and conveyance. The area has topographic 
challenges which seem difficult to overcome and the infrastructure would be an expensive 
endeavor. Currently the City is not completing necessary infrastructure planning for growth in the 
urban reserve areas. Development in the reserve area will include major infrastructure changes and 
costs for improving the existing infrastructure have not been included in the sewer cost estimate 
due to the unknown nature of actual improvements required. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

There will be significant impacts to existing facilities and other necessary facilities will require 
major construction in sensitive (landslide prone) areas. Most of this infrastructure would be built 
by the development community. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $0.97 
12 – 18 ” pipe (gravity) $1.43 
Total $2.41 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Oregon City serves lands within their corporate boundary. Oregon City has recently 
annexed the Beavercreek UGB expansion are to the southwest. While the city is adequately served 
elsewhere, they do not have the water storage necessary to serve these recently annexed areas. 
Lands within the jurisdiction of Clackamas County in this vicinity are served by Clackamas River 
Water (CRW). CRW has adequate capacity to serve both the lands within the UGB and its rural 
customers. They operate a 30 MGD water treatment plant. Volumes available for their service area 
are 7.4 MGD on north and around 4 MGD on south for a total availability of approximately 11 MGD. 
The treatment plant is 50 years old and a pending facility master plan will determine what types of 
upgrades will be needed in the future. As noted above, the Beavercreek (previous UGB expansion) 
area needs a new reservoir to serve its pressure zone. Within five years, CRW expects to have a 2.2 
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or 2.5 million gallon elevated reservoir in the area. It is unclear however if this, or a future city 
owned facility will serve the Beavercreek area. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

CRW is planning for the urban reserve areas and all of the Holcomb reserve area is in CRW. 
However they will not likely be the service provider in the future. Oregon City has the general 
policy that they will serve all of the lands within the UGB. As reserve areas are included in the UGB, 
the City intends to serve them. Oregon City would therefore annex the areas and subsequently take 
ownership of any water related infrastructure within the reserve area. There would be an exception 
for facilities that are needed to go beyond the area in question such as large scale transmission 
lines. Accordingly CRW, like many service providers must be are cautious about investing in 
improvements for the rural areas that may become urban. CRW has more than enough water to 
serve the urban reserve area and is expected to build a new storage reservoir within the next few 
years. Oregon City has plans to build reservoirs that could serve urban reserves, but no timeline 
information is available at this time. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

As noted above, CRW has water networks in place that can serve the reserve area without 
significant upgrades; however it is not clear that CRW will be the future water provider. There are 
new storage reservoirs currently planned to serve lands within the existing UGB that are also 
needed for servicing the Holcomb reserve area. These reservoirs will be constructed regardless of 
the status of reserve area. Oregon City will need to provide new facilities.  

Water Costs  

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $1.58 
18” and larger $2.92 
Storage/pumping $2.07 
Total $6.57 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. Stormwater will be complex but manageable 
given this infrastructure would be at the upstream edge of the surrounding basins. 
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Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $2.71 
Water quality/detention $2.63 
Total $5.34 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roadways in Oregon City have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for 
the 2015 pm peak. Southbound Highway 213, from Holcomb Blvd to Beavercreek Road, has a 
congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) as does most of I-205 in both directions through Oregon 
City and across the Abernathy Bridge. A short section of southbound Highway 213, between I-205 
and Holcomb Blvd has a severely congested volume/capacity ratio (>1.0) as does short portions of 
I-205 through Oregon City. Highway 213 also has a small severely congested section in both 
directions between Meyers Road and Glen Oak Road 

Highway 213 south of Beavercreek Road, Molalla Ave from Division Street to Highway 213 and 
McLoughlin Boulevard through downtown Oregon City are classified as high injury corridors for 
automobiles. McLoughlin Boulevard through downtown Oregon City is classified as a high injury 
corridor for pedestrians. 

Transit: Four TriMet bus lines serve Oregon City all of which focus on the downtown and central 
portion of the city along Molalla Ave. Service is provided to Clackamas Community College but large 
portions of the city are not served by transit.  

Bike: Oregon City has 24 miles of dedicated bike lanes and three miles of established bikeways with 
most of them located in the “up-top” section of the city. The Park Place neighborhood is also fairly 
well served and Highway 213 has dedicated bike lanes. Most of the downtown streets are classified 
as bike with caution streets and the South End neighborhood has minimal bike facilities.  

Pedestrian: Downtown Oregon City is well served by sidewalks as is Molalla Ave as it extends to 
the “up-top” portion of the city. There are a number of pockets of older subdivisions that do not 
have sidewalks with more recent developments well served by sidewalks.  
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: S Holcomb Blvd, the main access way to the reserve area has an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. Southbound Highway 213, from Holcomb Blvd 
to Beavercreek Road, has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) and a short section of 
southbound Highway 213, between I-205 and Holcomb Blvd has a severely congested 
volume/capacity ratio (>1.0).  

Transit: TriMet bus line 154 provides service on S Holcomb Blvd to within ¾ of a mile of the 
reserve area. No other bus line provides service near the reserve.  

Bike: Holcomb Blvd has dedicated bike lane that ends just shy of ¾ of a mile from the reserve area. 
The remainder of Holcomb Blvd is classified as a bike with caution street. No other bike facilities 
are located near the reserve area. 

Pedestrian: There are only a couple of nearby subdivision streets that have sidewalks and a few 
short sections of Holcomb Blvd have sidewalks on one side. There are no sidewalks or trails that 
serve or extend to the reserve area.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Holcomb Blvd, the main access way to the reserve area has an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak.  A short section of southbound Highway 213, 
between I-205 and Holcomb Blvd has a severely congested volume/capacity ratio (>1.0). Both of 
these roadways would be impacted by urbanization of the reserve area. Those portions of Holcomb 
Blvd currently in the UGB that are not up to urban standards should be improved prior to 
urbanization of the reserve area. 

Transit: TriMet bus line 154 should be extended on S Holcomb Blvd to the reserve area. See transit 
analysis below.  

Bike: The dedicated bike lane on Holcomb Blvd should be extended to the reserve area. No other 
bike facilities are located near the reserve area. 

Pedestrian: Sidewalks should be constructed on those portions of S Holcomb Blvd that currently 
do not have sidewalks prior to urbanization of the reserve area. There are no sidewalks or trails 
that serve or extend to other portions of the reserve area.  

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

S Holcomb Blvd would need to be improved to urban arterial standards. S Edenwild Lane and S 
Kraefft Road which currently are private streets would need to be public streets and improved to 
urban collector standards. S Hilltop Road would need to be improved to urban collector standards 
and three new collectors would be needed to provide necessary street connectivity. 
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Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $13.80 
Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 

Private/Improved $15.68 
Existing/Improved $6.90 
New $32.87 

Total  $69.25 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 60 minute headways for weekdays only by extending line 154 with one additional 
bus at a capital cost of $400,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is $416,000 and grows 
2% per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, will be required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

A tributary to Holcomb Creek flows south through the lower portion of the reserve area for just shy 
of a half mile, mostly through an intact riparian habitat corridor. The stream is located in a fairly 
steep portion of the reserve area where most of the slopes are greater than 25%, limiting potential 
development near the stream. There are some significant locations of riparian and upland habitat 
identified in the lower portion of the area, although most of it is also located on slopes greater than 
25% which would limit the amount of urbanization that could occur. Overall urbanization of the 
area could occur with minimal impacts to the stream corridor and most of the upland habitat areas 
due to topography that limits development opportunities. Any needed east-west transportation 
connections in this lower area would impact the natural resources. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

This urban reserve area is mostly in rural residential development with very minor agricultural 
activities. It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing 
the existing rural residences. The steep slopes that divide the area south of S Holcomb Road are 
forested and provide separation between residential areas and agricultural activities. The existing 
rural residences along S Kraeft Road are all high value homes; this combined with topographic 
constraints and limited transportation connections may result in a slow transformation to new 
development. Thus the social impacts of losing the rural lifestyle for these residents would be 
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minor. Urbanization of the agricultural area in the southern portion of the reserve could result in 
some significant residential development. This development would be separated from the 
remainder of the area by the steep slopes that divide the area. This portion of the urban reserve 
does not extend to S Redland Road and any future connection would travel through a rural reserve, 
thereby limiting the potential capacity of the transportation connection. Urbanization of this area 
would not greatly impact the existing residences based on the limited number of new housing units 
and the isolated nature of the agricultural land. The area around S Holcomb Boulevard is currently 
developed with close to 50 residences, including homes on 20,000 square foot lots along S Stoltz 
Road. Even though additional development will occur in this location if the reserve urbanizes, the 
social impact to exiting residences will be less due to the current development pattern that is 
similar to a suburban development pattern. The agricultural activity within the reserve area is 
minimal. The loss of the economic impact from these agricultural uses would not be considerable 
and the potential economic impact of residential urbanization, even though it is not significant will 
outweigh this loss. Access to the area would remain the same and the increased VMT from 
urbanization of the area would be greater than current levels, but not overwhelming given the 
constraints for high levels of future development. Overall this analysis area has low economic, 
social and energy consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

There are two locations where farm and/or forest land is contiguous to the urban reserve area. The 
first location is a small block of exclusive farm use (EFU) land at the northern edge of the reserve 
area at the end of S Hilltop Road.  There are very minor agricultural activities occurring on one 
parcel, consisting of pasture land and an orchard, associated with a large rural residence. This 
parcel is accessed by S Hilltop Road which could see additional traffic if the area urbanized, 
although the movement of farm equipment from these limited agricultural activities would be 
minor and not impacted by additional traffic. The second location is a small block of timber (TBR) 
zoned land along the northeast corner of the reserve area that consists of three adjacent parcels. 
Two of the parcels contain fairly large homes surrounded by forest. Due to the location of the 
homes, the prospect of forest activities occurring is small. The third parcel is 30 acres in size and 
slopes away from the reserve area. It does not contain any structures, is divided by a power line and 
appears to have been harvested in 2016. Urbanization of the reserve area would be compatible with 
any future forest activities occurring on this parcel due to the change in elevation. Access to this 
parcel is by S Hilltop Road and urbanization of the area may make future access to the forest lands 
for machinery and trucks slightly more difficult. Overall the nearby agricultural and forest activities 
occurring on farm and forest land would not be impacted by urbanization of the reserve area. Thus, 
the proposed urban uses have high compatibility with the nearby agricultural and forest activities 
occurring on farm and forest land. 
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HOLLY LANE/NEWELL CREEK CANYON URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 696 Parcel Acres 591 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

173 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

131 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Holly Lane/Newell Creek Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area on the east side of 
Oregon City that straddles Highway 213 between S Redland Road and Beavercreek Road. The area 
is steeply sloped on both sides of the highway and is 696 acres in size. The east side of the area is 
served by S Holly Lane and the west side is served by Division Street and local roads such as Davis 
Road, 18th Street and Morton Road. This urban reserve area is unique in that it is almost 
surrounded by land inside the UGB and shares a 370 yard border with a rural reserve in the 
northeast corner. The area is a mix of forested parcels on both sides of Highway 213 that are mostly 
in public ownership and rural residences along S Holly Lane. Newell Creek flows north through the 
middle of the reserve area, joining Abernethy Creek at the northern edge of the area. 

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This mid-sized urban reserve area contains 152 parcels that range in size from a tenth of an acre to 
over 61 acres in size. Seventy-eight percent of the parcels are five acres or less with half of those 
being less than one acre. Only eight parcels are greater than ten acres. Overall, 98 of the 152 parcels 
have improvements, with a median value of $133,730, excluding any publicly owned buildings. A 
significant portion of the area, 203 acres, is open space owned by Metro. In early 2016 Metro 
approved a plan to provide formal public access to Newell Creek Canyon with a planned opening in 
late 2018. The remainder of the area is composed of rural residential development with a few 
locations of very small scale agricultural activity and one 61 acre parcel of forested land. Three 
power lines cross through the southern portion of the urban reserve.  

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

One-third of the land area of the reserve is in public owner ship and off limits for urban 
development. In essence the entire area is covered by slopes greater than 10% except for portions 
of some parcels that front onto S Holy Lane, essentially removing employment possibilities. Slopes 
greater than 25% also cover large swathes of land east of S Holly Lane and in the vicinity of S Alden 
Street on the west side of the reserve area, reducing residential development opportunities. 
Generally development opportunities are limited to the land adjacent to S Holly Lane and some 
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small pockets near Davis Road/18th Street and S Alden Street. Therefore this area is able to 
accommodate a residential land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Oregon City’s Infrastructure Master Plan includes planned improvements and funding necessary to 
support the expected growth within the existing UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Additional growth beyond the UGB is going to be a challenge for Oregon City due to the capacity of 
existing major facilities such as wastewater treatment and conveyance. The area has topographic 
challenges which seem difficult to overcome and the infrastructure would be an expensive 
endeavor. Currently the City is not completing necessary infrastructure planning for growth in the 
urban reserve areas. Development in the reserve area will include major infrastructure changes and 
costs for improving the existing infrastructure have not been included in the sewer cost estimate 
due to the unknown nature of actual improvements required. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

There will be significant impacts to existing facilities and other necessary facilities will require 
major construction in sensitive (landslide prone) areas. Most of this infrastructure would be built 
by the development community. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $0.31 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $2.12 
Total $2.43 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Oregon City serves lands within their corporate boundary. Oregon City has recently 
annexed the Beavercreek UGB expansion area to the southwest. While the city is adequately served 
elsewhere, they do not have the water storage necessary to serve these recently annexed areas. 
Lands within the jurisdiction of Clackamas County in this vicinity are served by Clackamas River 
Water (CRW). CRW has adequate capacity to serve both the lands within the UGB and its rural 
customers. They operate a 30 MGD water treatment plant. Volumes available for their service area 
are 7.4 MGD on north and around 4 MGD on south for a total availability of approximately 11 MGD. 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 544 of 1024
METRO-0566



The treatment plant is 50 years old and a pending facility master plan will determine what types of 
upgrades will be needed in the future. As noted above, the Beavercreek (previous UGB expansion) 
area needs a new reservoir to serve its pressure zone. Within five years, CRW expects to have a 2.2 
or 2.5 million gallon elevated reservoir in the area. It is unclear however if this, or a future city 
owned facility will serve the Beavercreek area. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

CRW is planning for the urban reserve areas and most of the Holly Lane reserve area is in CRW. 
However they will not likely be the service provider in the future. Oregon City has the general 
policy that they will serve all of the lands within the UGB. As reserve areas are included in the UGB, 
the City intends to serve them. Oregon City would therefore annex the areas and subsequently take 
ownership of any water related infrastructure within the reserve area. There would be an exception 
for facilities that are needed to go beyond the area in question such as large scale transmission 
lines. Accordingly CRW, like many service providers must be are cautious about investing in 
improvements for the rural areas that may become urban. CRW has more than enough water to 
serve the urban reserve area and is expected to build a new storage reservoir within the next few 
years. Oregon City has plans to build reservoirs that could serve urban reserves, but no timeline 
information is available at this time. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

As noted above, there are water networks in place that can serve the reserve area without 
significant upgrades. There are new storage reservoirs currently planned to serve lands within the 
existing UGB that are also needed for servicing the Holly Lane reserve area. These reservoirs will be 
constructed regardless of the status of reserve area. 

Water Costs  

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $4.71 
Storage/pumping $1.82 
Total $6.53 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. Stormwater will be complex but manageable 
given this infrastructure would be at the upstream edge of the surrounding basins.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $3.25 
Water quality/detention $3.41 
Total $6.66 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Most of the roadways in Oregon City have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for 
the 2015 pm peak. Southbound Highway 213, from Holcomb Blvd to Beavercreek Road, has a 
congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) as does most of I-205 in both directions through Oregon 
City and across the Abernathy Bridge. A short section of southbound Highway 213, between I-205 
and Holcomb Blvd has a severely congested volume/capacity ratio (>1.0) as does short portions of 
I-205 through Oregon City. Highway 213 also has a small severely congested section in both 
directions between Meyers Road and Glen Oak Road.  

Highway 213 south of Beavercreek Road, Molalla Ave from Division Street to Highway 213 and 
McLoughlin Boulevard through downtown Oregon City are classified as high injury corridors for 
automobiles. McLoughlin Boulevard through downtown Oregon City is classified as a high injury 
corridor for pedestrians. 

Transit: Four TriMet bus lines serve Oregon City all of which focus on the downtown and central 
portion of the city along Molalla Ave. Service is provided to Clackamas Community College but large 
portions of the city are not served by transit.  

Bike: Oregon City has 24 miles of dedicated bike lanes and three miles of established bikeways with 
most of them located in the “up-top” section of the city. The Park Place neighborhood is also fairly 
well served and Highway 213 has dedicated bike lanes. Most of the downtown streets are classified 
as bike with caution streets and the South End neighborhood has minimal bike facilities.  
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Pedestrian: Downtown Oregon City is well served by sidewalks as is Molalla Ave as it extends to 
the “up-top” portion of the city. There are a number of pockets of older subdivisions that do not 
have sidewalks with more recent developments well served by sidewalks. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: S Holly Lane, the only north-south route in the reserve area that is the main access way 
has an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak as do the two nearby east -
west routes of S Maplelane Road and S Redland Road. Southbound Highway 213, from Holcomb 
Blvd to Beavercreek Road, has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) and a short section of 
southbound Highway 213, between I-205 and Holcomb Blvd has a severely congested 
volume/capacity ratio (>1.0).  

Transit: TriMet bus lines 32 and 99 provide service to Clackamas Community College which is over 
a mile away with the closest stop on route 32 at Highway 213 and Beavercreek Road, just over a 
half mile away from the reserve area. Route 32 also skirts a corner of the reserve area along 
Division Street. No other bus line provides service near the reserve.  

Bike: Highway 213 has dedicated bike lanes however the highway runs through a very steep 
canyon and a significant portion of the adjacent land is publicly owned by Metro. Near the north 
end of the reserve area S Redland Road has a dedicated bike lane as does a portion of S Maplelane 
Road near the south end of the reserve area. S Holly Lane, which connects these two roads, is 
classified as a bike with caution street. Beavercreek Road also contains a dedicated bike lane which 
connects to numerous other bike facilities “up-top”. 

Pedestrian: There are a few nearby subdivision streets that have sidewalks, however none of the 
streets that serve the reserve area have sidewalks and there are no trails that serve or extend to the 
reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: S Holly Lane, which runs north-south route through the reserve area to land within the 
UGB has an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak as do the two nearby 
east -west routes of S Maplelane Road and S Redland Road. These roads would not be impacted 
beyond on the need to improve the roadways to urban standards. Southbound Highway 213, from 
Holcomb Blvd to Beavercreek Road, has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) and a short 
section of southbound Highway 213, between I-205 and Holcomb Blvd has a severely congested 
volume/capacity ratio (>1.0). Both of these sections of Highway 213 would be impacted in the pm 
peak timeframe.  

Transit: TriMet bus line 32 and 99 would not be impacted by urbanization of the reserve area. See 
transit analysis below.  

Bike: The nearby bike lanes on S Redland Road, S Maplelane Road and Beavercreek Road could see 
additional use when a connecting bike lane on S Holly Lane is built. The bike lane on Highway 213 
will not be impacted as the routes on S Redland Road and S Maplelane Road would provide a better 
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alternative for biking to the reserve area. The bike land on S Maplelane Road would need to be 
extended.  

Pedestrian: There is no impact to the sidewalks or trails that serve nearby areas inside the UGB. 
Sidewalk gaps need to be completed on the roadways already inside the UGB to connect with the 
reserve area. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

S Holly Lane will need to be improved to urban arterial standards.  

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $46.07 
Total  $46.07 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 30 minute headways for all day service, seven days a week, by extending line 79 
with one additional bus at a capital cost of $400,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is 
$608,333 and grows 2% per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Newell Creek flows north through the middle of the reserve area for approximately 1.9 miles, all of 
which is either on Metro or Oregon Department of Transportation owned land. In addition three 
tributaries of Newell Creek also flow through Metro owned land for approximately 0.7 miles. Two 
of these tributaries first flow through undeveloped private land that contains numerous areas of 
steep slopes for approximately 0.6 miles. Urbanization of the area will not impact these stream 
corridors due to the steep slopes of the privately owned land and public ownership of the other 
lands.  

A tributary to Abernethy Creek flows north in a ravine along the eastern edge of the area for 
approximately one-half mile. The stream is about 100 – 200 feet below the main developable 
portions of the parcels along S Holly Lane and would not be impacted by any future development 
occurring on the flatter portions of the area. A half-acre wetland identified on the National Wetland 
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Inventory is located in the southern portion of the area within the power line easement. Limitations 
for residential development in power line easements will essentially protect the wetland.  

There are some significant locations of upland habitat adjacent to both stream corridors and the 
tributaries. Again, due to the public ownership pattern and slopes greater than 25% that limit the 
amount of the residential development that can occur, urbanization of the area will have minimal 
impacts on the identified upland habitat. Overall urbanization of the area could occur with minimal 
impacts to the stream corridors, wetland and the upland habitat areas due to topography and 
public ownership.  

Energy, Economic & Social 

In general, there is not a lot of developable land in this urban reserve area. Almost the entire area 
west of Highway 213 is off limits to development due to Metro’s ownership of park and open space 
land. In addition, steep slopes and the presence of natural resources limit future urban 
development to the area along S Holly Lane and a few small locations on the west side near Division 
Street. It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the 
existing rural residences. However any new development that did occur in these small areas would 
not be substantial and in many locations would be consistent with the existing residential pattern 
due to topographic limitations. Thus any social impacts related to the loss of the rural lifestyle 
would be minimal in this reserve area that is essentially surrounded by the UGB. The additional 
traffic generated through urbanization would be minimal so the overall energy consequences 
would be small. S Holly Lane would see the most impact as it provides the only connection between 
S Redland Road and S Maplelane Road and any additional development would increase the amount 
of traffic that occurs on this north-south connector. Improving S Holly Lane to urban standards 
would alleviate some of the additional traffic concerns. Existing residents are already near a 
commercial area and urbanization would provide the opportunity for the development of other 
modes of transportation besides the automobile that could reduce some local trips, such as the 
planned Newell Creek Trail and bike lanes consistent with urban roadway standards. The 
agricultural activity within the reserve area is minimal. The loss of the economic impact from these 
agricultural uses would not be considerable and the potential economic impact of residential 
urbanization, even though it is not significant will outweigh this loss. Overall this analysis area has 
low economic, social and energy consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

There are no locations where farm or forest land is contiguous to the urban reserve area. Thus, the 
proposed urban uses have high compatibility with the nearby agricultural and forest activities 
occurring on farm and forest land. 
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I-5 EAST URBAN RESERVE AREA 

Total Acres 848 Parcel Acres 746 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

486 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

369 

General Description (see attached map) 

The I-5 East Urban Reserve Area is a large somewhat rectangular shaped area on the east side of I-
5, north of SW Frobase Road and west of SW 65th Ave and totals 848 acres in size. The UGB forms 
the western and northern boundaries as defined by I-5 and I-205 with urban reserve land to the 
east and south. Saum Creek flows north through the center of the reserve area with numerous 
tributaries joining prior to the creek crossing under I-205. The reserve area slopes from south to 
north with a change in elevation of 270 feet and there are some significant areas of slopes greater 
than 10% throughout the middle of the reserve. Access to the area is provided by SW 65th Ave and 
SW Frobase Road.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This reserve area contains 161 parcels that range in size from less than 1,000 square feet to 79 
acres. Seventy-six percent of the parcels are less than five acres and five parcels are greater than 20 
acres, which accounts for 28% of the parcel acreage. One hundred and thirty-five of the 161 parcels 
have improvements, with a median value of $162,170. Forty-three improvements are valued 
greater than $250,000; with four valued over $500,000. The vast majority of the reserve area is 
composed of rural residences with some agricultural activities occurring in the southern portion 
north of SW Frobase Road, along SW 65th Ave in the middle of the area and in the northern end near 
SW Robbins Road. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS 

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

Over 76% of the parcels in this reserve area are less than five acres in size and most of them contain 
single family homes. There are slopes greater than 10% dispersed throughout the middle of the 
area, mainly along the numerous stream corridors that divide the area into small sections. Given the 
considerable number of small parcels with residences and the natural features that divide the area 
into small sections, this area is not appropriate for employment land needs and therefore is able to 
accommodate a residential land need.   

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services 
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Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Tualatin provides the wastewater collection system for nearby land inside the UGB and 
wastewater treatment is provided by Clean Water Services (CWS) Durham Wastewater Treatment 
Plant which appears to have capacity to serve the areas already inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Additional improvements may be needed to the Durham treatment plant in order to serve this large 
reserve area. It appears that the likely location to connect to the existing sewer is at the CWS Saum 
Creek Pump Station (located north of 1-205 on SW 65th Avenue). The Saum Creek Pump Station 
pumps flow north to an existing 8-inch gravity line in SW 65th Avenue, which connects to an 18-inch 
trunk line that gravity flows through the City of Tualatin. The 18-inch trunk line connects to a large 
diameter CWS interceptor which conveys flows to the Durham treatment plant. Available capacity 
for the Saum Creek Pump Station and the downstream piping is unknown. The pump station and 
gravity lines will likely need upgrades for full development of the reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Although the available capacity of the Saum Creek Pump Station and the downstream lines are 
unknown, it is likely that upsizing of the pump station and some pipes may be required to 
accommodate the flows from the reserve area. In addition, a new sewer line would need to cross I-
205 at SW 65th Ave to provide service to the reserve area. Any other impacts to the wastewater 
system are primarily financial. New wastewater mains must be provided to allow development of 
the area and the laterals off the mains are provided by the development community. CWS’ Durham 
treatment plant is a large facility with a broad service area. The cumulative addition of multiple 
urban reserves could result in a need for some expansion in order to handle additional load.  

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs  

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $0.32 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $0.50 
Greater than 18” pipe (gravity) $2.54 
Total $3.36 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Tualatin serves the adjacent areas inside the UGB and it appears to have enough 
capacity to meet UGB needs based on its Water Master Plan. However water storage improvements 
are needed to serve future development within the existing UGB. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Water for the reserve area would be provided by Tualatin and supply appears to be adequate, or 
they will be able to generate the supply as this area is developed.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

New water mains must be provided to allow development of the reserve area and would need to 
cross I-5 and I-205. Elevations within the reserve area range from approximately 200 feet near 1-
205 to 470 feet in the southeast corner.  Elevations in the southeast corner of the site are above the 
City’s highest pressure zone (currently serving to elevation 360 feet).  Additional storage or 
pumping may be required.  The laterals off the mains are expected to be provided by the 
development community. 

Water Costs  

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $1.5 
18” and larger $2.34 
Storage/pumping $4.87 
Total $8.71 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $7.29 
Water quality/detention $7.27 
Total $14.56 
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Transportation Services 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Most of the roads in Tualatin, which borders the reserve area to the north across I-205 
and to the west across I-5, have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. 
SW Boones Ferry Road at the Tualatin River has a severely congested volume/capacity ration 
(>1.0) for the southbound lane and a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) for the northbound 
lane. Highway 99W at SW Tualatin Road and I-5 between SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road and the 
Tualatin River has a congested volume/capacity ratio in both directions.  

Transit: Seven TriMet bus lines and the Westside Express Service (WES) Commuter Rail serve 
Tualatin. The routes are spread out along the major roadways including Highway 99W, SE Tualatin-
Sherwood Road and SW Boones Ferry Road providing service to the Town Center and employment 
areas.  

Bike: Tualatin has a fairly well established bike route system of dedicated bike lanes (25 miles), 
established bikeways (7 miles) and local trails that connect the employment areas and Town Center 
to the residential areas. There are two bike lane connections across I-5 to provide access to the 
eastern portion of the city.  

Pedestrian: Most of the residential areas of Tualatin have sidewalks with less pedestrian 
connections in the employment areas. The Town Center has a fairly well established pedestrian 
network that also includes access to some trails.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: SW 65th Ave provides a direct arterial connection from Tualatin to the northern portion 
of the reserve area and has an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. SW 
Norwood Road also provides a connection from Tualatin to the southern portion of the reserve area 
and also has an acceptable volume/capacity ratio for the 2015 pm peak. Even though I-5 and I-205 
form the boundary of the reserve area on two sides there is no interchange that provides access to 
the area. 

Transit: TriMet bus route 76, which provides access to the Beaverton Transit Center, is 
approximately ⅓ of a mile from the reserve area via SW 65th Ave. TriMet bus route 96 which 
provides access to downtown Portland and Wilsonville is approximately⅔ of a mile from the 
reserve area via SW Norwood Road.  

Bike: There is a dedicated bike lane on SW Sagert Street that is approximately ⅓ mile from the 
reserve area and connects to the larger bike facility network on the west side of I-5 that provides 
connections to the Town Center and employment areas. The ⅓ mile gap needs to be completed to 
serve the reserve area. There is an established bikeway and dedicated bike lane on SW Norwood 
Road that connects to the reserve area and provides access to Horizon Christian School. The 
bikeway connects to a bikeway on SW Boones Ferry Road that extends south to the bike facility 
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network in Wilsonville. It also connects to a bike lane that extends north on SW Boones Ferry Road 
to the bike facility network in Tualatin and Tualatin High School. 

Pedestrian: The Saum Creek Greenway Trail is approximately 1,000 feet north of the reserve area 
via SW 65th Ave and connects to sidewalks on SW Sagert Street and SW 65th Ave. The sidewalks do 
not connect across I-5 and therefore provide limited access to other parts of the city. The 1,000 foot 
gap needs to be completed to serve the reserve area. The Norwood Trail is approximately 900 feet 
from the reserve area along SW Norwood Road. The trail connects to sidewalks in the residential 
area located just west of I-5 and extends quite some distance to the north through the residential 
neighborhoods and to Tualatin High School. The presence of sidewalks on SW Boones Ferry Road is 
sporadic and does not provide a consistent pedestrian opportunity. The 900 foot gap needs to be 
completed to serve the reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Currently SW 65th Ave and SW Norwood Road are the only direct connections to the 
reserve area from Tualatin and both have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 
pm peak. As both roads provide connections from a nearby area already inside the UGB that also 
leads to I-5, it is expected that SW 65th Ave and SW Norwood Road would be impacted by 
urbanization of the reserve area.  

Transit: TriMet bus routes 76 and 96 are approximately ⅓ and ⅔ of a mile respectively from the 
reserve area and could see additional ridership if improved pedestrian connections were made. See 
transit analysis below. 

Bike: The dedicated bike lane on SW Sagert Street that is approximately ⅓ mile from the reserve 
area could see additional use if improved bike connections were made. The bike lane and bikeway 
on SW Norwood Road would be expected to see additional use as it connects to bike facilities in 
both Tualatin and Wilsonville. 

Pedestrian: The Saum Creek Greenway Trail that is approximately 1,000 feet north of the reserve 
area via SW 65th Ave could see additional use if improved pedestrian connections were made inside 
the UGB. As the sidewalks near the trail do not connect across I-5 and provide limited access to 
other parts of the city, they would not see much additional use. The Norwood Trail would be 
expected to see additional use if improved pedestrian connections were made on the SW Norwood 
Road overcrossing of I-5.  

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

SW 65th Ave would need to be improved to urban arterial standards. This is considered a ½ street 
improvement as the Norwood urban reserve would be responsible for the east half of the roadway. 
SW Frobase Road, SW 82nd Ave and SW Norwood Road would need to be improved to urban 
collector standards. SW Frobase Road is considered a ½ street improvement as the North Elligsen 
urban reserve would be responsible for the south half of the roadway. 
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Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved ½ $31.31 
Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $33.67 
Existing/Improved ½  $9.37 

Total  $74.35 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service and determined service is unlikely 
to occur. 

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Saum Creek flows north through the middle of the reserve area for just under two miles and seven 
tributaries, totaling approximately three miles join the stream. The vast majority of all the streams 
are within established riparian buffers, some with adjacent steep slopes that would limit future 
development. Five wetlands on the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) are located along the 
tributaries, ranging in size from 0.4 – 1.4 acres, and total 4.7 acres. Seven additional ponds not 
identified as wetlands on the inventory are located along the tributary stream corridors. There are 
significant areas of riparian and upland habitat identified along all of the stream corridors. As noted 
previously the stream corridors and habitat areas divide the reserve area into numerous small 
sections of developable land. As a result, some of the land areas are isolated from one another, 
which imply needed transportation connections that could potentially impact the stream corridors 
and habitat areas. The increased protection levels for streams, wetlands, and habitat areas within 
the UGB will lessen the potential impacts. Overall urbanization of the area could occur with 
moderate to significant impacts to the natural resources depending on the level of transportation 
connectivity and general urban design factors.  

Energy, Economic & Social 

The natural resources in the reserve area divide it into small sections of land, most of which contain 
rural residences on smaller lots. It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in 
new housing replacing the existing rural residences over time, resulting in clusters or relatively 
small new developments with nearby green spaces. This type of development pattern is somewhat 
similar to the existing pattern, which lessens any social impacts for existing residents related to loss 
of sense of place and rural lifestyle. The southern portion of the reserve area provides the most 
potential for urban level development, and urbanization would impact the existing residents in this 
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location in terms of loss of a rural lifestyle. The additional traffic generated through urbanization, 
while not great, will ultimately funnel on to SW Stafford Road and SW Elligsen Road due to limited 
access points to I-5 and I-205 which could provide negative energy impacts related to increased 
VMT. SW 65th Ave and SW Norwood Road do provide access across the interstates for local travel 
which may lessen the energy impacts. Urbanization provides the opportunity for the development 
of active transportation options such as bike lanes and trails that could connect across SW Norwood 
Road to the existing Norwood Road Trail and the conceptual Shaniko Greenway Trail, thereby 
reducing VMT for local trips. The loss of the economic impact from the agricultural uses in this area 
would be minimal and the potential economic impact of future residential development should 
outweigh this loss. Overall this reserve area has medium economic, social and energy consequences 
from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land borders the reserve area on the south. The 120 acre block of 
farm land adjacent to SW Frobase Road is in agricultural production with field crops, a tree farm 
and pasture land, and is adjacent to the most developable portion of the reserve area. SW Frobase 
Road provides a buffer for the reserve area, although the road itself would not make the two uses 
compatible and issues related to safety, liability and vandalism and complaints due to noise, odor, 
dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer could still occur. In addition, the improvement of SW 
Frobase Road to urban standards includes its own set of compatibility issues related to street light 
illumination, weeds and pedestrian movements that can reduce compatibility between the two 
uses, some of which may be addressed through road design. Urbanization would increase traffic on 
SW Frobase Road and SW 65th Ave which could impact the movement of both farm equipment and 
goods. The proposed urban uses have low compatibility with nearby agricultural activities 
occurring on this one pocket of farm and forest land outside the UGB to the south. 
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MAPLELANE URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 573 Parcel Acres 555 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

260 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

197 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Maplelane Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area on the east side of Oregon City, 
north and south of S Maplelane Road that totals 574 acres in size. The current UGB forms the 
eastern and southern boundary of the area. A tributary to Abernathy Creek flows east through the 
central portion of the reserve and three tributaries to Thimble Creek flow east through the 
southern portion. The area is primarily flat, with the exception of some small areas of steep slopes 
along the stream corridors and within the forested northeastern corner of the reserve area. The 
area is served by S Maplelane Road, S Waldow Road and S Thayer Road. Abernethy Creek flows 
north, just outside of the reserve area to the east 

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This mid-sized urban reserve area contains 166 parcels that range in size from less than 1,000 
square feet to over 57 acres in size. Ninety-five percent of the parcels are less than ten acres in size 
and only four are greater than 20 acres. Overall, 146 of the 166 parcels have improvements, with a 
median value of $171,015, excluding any publicly owned buildings. The area is generally composed 
of rural residential development focused on S Maplelane and S Thayer Roads with a few locations of 
very small scale agricultural activity. Five of the parcels are in public ownership, including the 
largest parcel that is owned by the Oregon City School District (57 acres). Portland General Electric 
has a 35 acre substation at the corner of S Waldow Road and S Maplelane Road. Ten power lines 
radiate from the substation, three to the west, two to the north and five to the south, two of which 
are partially located on three contiguous parcels owned by the United States government.   

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

The reserve area is generally flat with only a few locations of slopes greater than 10%, mainly 
located at the edges of the area and along stream corridors. While this provides the opportunity for 
employment possibilities from a land topography perspective, the number of small parcels and the 
somewhat isolated nature of the land some distance from I-205 reduce the attractiveness of the 
area for employment use. In addition, there is an existing employment and commercial node at 
Highway 213 and Beavercreek Road and additional vacant industrial zoned land nearby, further 
reducing the need for additional employment land. The existing rural residential development 
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pattern does provide the opportunity for future residential development and school district’s 
property would provide a focal point for the neighborhood once a school was built. Therefore this 
area is able to accommodate a residential land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Oregon City’s Infrastructure Master Plan includes planned improvements and funding necessary to 
support the expected growth within the existing UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Additional growth beyond the UGB is going to be a challenge for Oregon City due to the capacity of 
existing major facilities such as wastewater treatment and conveyance. Currently the City is not 
completing necessary infrastructure planning for growth in the urban reserve areas. Development 
in the reserve area will include major infrastructure changes and costs for improving the existing 
infrastructure have not been included in the sewer cost estimate due to the unknown nature of 
actual improvements required. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

There will be significant impacts to existing facilities and other necessary facilities will require 
major construction in sensitive (landslide prone) areas. Most of this infrastructure would be built 
by the development community. All flows for this area are pumped. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs  

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $2.18 
Force main $2.60 
Pump station $2.45 
Total $7.23 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Oregon City serves lands within their corporate boundary. Oregon City has recently 
annexed the Beavercreek UGB expansion area to the southwest. While the city is adequately served 
elsewhere, they do not have the water storage necessary to serve these recently annexed areas. 
Lands within the jurisdiction of Clackamas County in this vicinity are served by Clackamas River 
Water (CRW). CRW has adequate capacity to serve both the lands within the UGB and its rural 
customers. They operate a 30 MGD water treatment plant. Volumes available for their service area 
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are 7.4 MGD on north and around 4 MGD on south for a total availability of approximately 11 MGD. 
The treatment plant is 50 years old and a pending facility master plan will determine what types of 
upgrades will be needed in the future. As noted above, the Beavercreek (previous UGB expansion) 
area needs a new reservoir to serve its pressure zone. Within five years, CRW expects to have a 2.2 
or 2.5 million gallon elevated reservoir in the area. It is unclear however if this, or a future city 
owned facility will serve the Beavercreek area. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

CRW is planning for the urban reserve areas and most the Maplelane reserve area is in CRW. 
However they will not likely be the service provider in the future. Oregon City has the general 
policy that they will serve all of the lands within the UGB. As reserve areas are included in the UGB, 
the City intends to serve them. Oregon City would therefore annex the areas and subsequently take 
ownership of any water related infrastructure within the reserve area. There would be an exception 
for facilities that are needed to go beyond the area in question such as large scale transmission 
lines. Accordingly CRW, like many service providers must be are cautious about investing in 
improvements for the rural areas that may become urban. CRW has more than enough water to 
serve the urban reserve area and is expected to build a new storage reservoir within the next few 
years. Oregon City has plans to build reservoirs that could serve urban reserves, but no timeline 
information is available at this time. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

As noted above, CRW has water networks in place that can serve the reserve area without 
significant upgrades; however it is not clear that CRW will be the future water provider. There are 
new storage reservoirs currently planned to serve lands within the existing UGB that are also 
needed for servicing the Maplelane reserve area. These reservoirs will be constructed regardless of 
the status of reserve area. Oregon City will need to provide new facilities.  

Water Costs  

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $5.84 
Storage/pumping $2.7 
Total $8.54 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. Stormwater will be complex but manageable 
given this infrastructure would be at the upstream edge of the surrounding basins.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $6.71 
Water quality/detention $6.38 
Total $13.09 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roadways in Oregon City have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for 
the 2015 pm peak. Southbound Highway 213, from Holcomb Blvd to Beavercreek Road, has a 
congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) as does most of I-205 in both directions through Oregon 
City and across the Abernathy Bridge. A short section of southbound Highway 213, between I-205 
and Holcomb Blvd has a severely congested volume/capacity ratio (>1.0) as does short portions of 
I-205 through Oregon City. Highway 213 also has a small severely congested section in both 
directions between Meyers Road and Glen Oak Road. 

Highway 213 south of Beavercreek Road, Molalla Ave from Division Street to Highway 213 and 
McLoughlin Boulevard through downtown Oregon City are classified as high injury corridors for 
automobiles. McLoughlin Boulevard through downtown Oregon City is classified as a high injury 
corridor for pedestrians. 

Transit: Four TriMet bus lines serve Oregon City all of which focus on the downtown and central 
portion of the city along Molalla Ave. Service is provided to Clackamas Community College but large 
portions of the city are not served by transit.  

Bike: Oregon City has 24 miles of dedicated bike lanes and three miles of established bikeways with 
most of them located in the “up-top” section of the city. The Park Place neighborhood is also fairly 
well served and Highway 213 has dedicated bike lanes. Most of the downtown streets are classified 
as bike with caution streets and the South End neighborhood has minimal bike facilities.  
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Pedestrian: Downtown Oregon City is well served by sidewalks as is Molalla Ave as it extends to 
the “up-top” portion of the city. There are a number of pockets of older subdivisions that do not 
have sidewalks with more recent developments well served by sidewalks. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: S Maplelane Road and S Thayer Road are the main access ways to the reserve area and 
both have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak as does the nearby 
section of Beavercreek Road. Southbound Highway 213, from Holcomb Blvd to Beavercreek Road, 
has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) and a short section of southbound Highway 213, 
between I-205 and Holcomb Blvd has a severely congested volume/capacity ratio (>1.0).  

Transit: TriMet bus lines 32 and 99 provide service to Clackamas Community College which is 
approximately 1¼ miles away with the closest stop on route 32 at Highway 213 and S Beavercreek 
Road just under one mile away from the reserve area. No other bus line provides service near the 
reserve.  

Bike: The dedicated bike lane on S Maplelane Road ends approximately one-third of a mile from the 
reserve area. A 650 foot portion of S Thayer Road that is close to the urban reserve area also 
contains a dedicated bike lane on one side of the road, adjacent to a newer subdivision. There is a 
1,100 foot gap between this bike lane and the bike lane on S Maplelane Road, which connects to the 
bike lane on Beavercreek Road and numerous other bike facilities “up-top”. 

Pedestrian: One nearby subdivision at Thayer Road and Maplelane Road has streets that have 
sidewalks, however none of the streets that serve the reserve area have sidewalks and there are no 
trails that serve or extend to the reserve area.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: S Maplelane Road and S Thayer Road are the main access ways to the reserve area and 
both have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. These roads would not 
be impacted beyond the need to improve the roads to urban standards. Southbound Highway 213, 
from Holcomb Blvd to Beavercreek Road, has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) and a short 
section of southbound Highway 213, between I-205 and Holcomb Blvd has a severely congested 
volume/capacity ratio (>1.0). Both of these sections would be impacted in the pm peak timeframe. 

Transit: TriMet bus lines 32 and 99 would not be impacted by urbanization of the reserve area. See 
transit analysis below.  

Bike: The nearby bike lanes on S Maplelane Road and S Thayer Road could see additional use when 
bike lanes are constructed on the portions of these two roadways within the reserve area. The gaps 
in the bike lanes will need to be completed. The bike lanes on Beavercreek Road could also see 
additional use as it leads to numerous other bike facilities “up-top” and the Highway 213 Trail that 
leads to Clackamas Community College. 
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Pedestrian: There is no impact to the sidewalks or trails that serve nearby areas inside the UGB. 
Sidewalk gaps need to be completed on the roadways already inside the UGB to connect with the 
reserve area. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

S Maplelane Road would need to be improved to urban arterial standards and S Waldow Road and S 
Thayer Road would need to be improved to urban collector standards. Three new collectors are 
needed to provide necessary street connectivity.  

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $48.29 
Collectors Type  Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $40.27 
New $26.04 

Total  $114.60 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 30 minute headways for all day service, seven days a week, by extending line 79 
with two additional buses at a capital cost of $800,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost 
is $1,216,666 and grows 2% per year. 

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

A tributary of Abernethy Creek flows east through the reserve area for approximately six-tenths of 
a mile on the north side of S Maplelane Road, east of S Waldow Road. Just over half of the stream 
flows through open land and includes two National Wetland Inventory (NWI) wetlands (0.92 & 0.76 
acres) and identified riparian habitat. The remaining portion flows through a forested area that 
contains significant sections of slopes greater than 25%. The open landscape stream section is 
located in such a manner that would allow for the protection of the stream corridor, wetlands and 
habitat areas consistent with urban protection levels while allowing for future development 
opportunities on the remaining portion of the parcels. The forested section would also be impacted 
minimally from urbanization due to development constraints related to steep slopes. In addition, a 
significant portion of the upland habitat adjacent to the stream is located on the school district 
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property, which would not be impacted by the development of future school facilities given steep 
slope constraints. 

Three tributaries to Thimble Creek flow generally east through the southern portion of the area on 
the south side of S Thayer Road. The main tributary flows in an arcing pattern from the southern 
edge of the reserve area and then east for 0.6 miles before joining Thimble Creek just outside the 
reserve boundary, ultimately draining into Abernathy Creek. About a half of this stream flows 
through semi-forested or forested land that provides a fairly good riparian corridor. The remaining 
portion of the stream is located adjacent to S Thayer Road, away from the developable portions of 
these parcels. While this allows for development of the parcels without impacting the stream 
corridor, road improvements to bring S Thayer Road up to urban standards would impact the 
stream’s riparian habitat in this location. There are some significant locations of upland habitat 
adjacent to the stream corridor that could be impacted as access to this portion of the urban 
reserve would need to come from S Thayer Road, unless access came from S Loder Road to the 
south that is already inside the UGB.  The steep slopes in these areas would limit the amount of the 
residential development that can occur, thus protecting significant portions of the upland habitat. 
Natural resource protection requirements on land inside the UGB will help reduce the overall 
impacts, although significant impacts would be expected given the stream’s location near S Thayer 
Road, needed access to the parcels to the south and other transportation connection needs.  

A minor tributary (600 feet) joins the main tributary in the southwest corner of the reserve area. 
About half of this stream is located on land owned by the U.S. government and would be off limits to 
development due of the presence of power lines. The remaining section flows through an intact 
riparian corridor that is identified as habitat. Impacts to the habitat areas could occur depending on 
the design of the future development and transportation connection needs. 

The third tributary appears to originate from a pond (not included in NWI) on the north side of S 
Thayer Road and flows for about a third of a mile before joining the main tributary south the 
roadway. This stream flows mostly through forested areas and a second pond, also not identified as 
a wetland on the NWI, is located along the stream route. There is both riparian and upland habitat 
identified along this stream segment. Impacts to the habitat areas could occur depending on the 
design of the future development and transportation connection needs. 

Overall urbanization of the area could occur with moderate to high impacts to the stream corridors, 
wetland and the upland habitat areas.  

Energy, Economic & Social 

The power lines, steep slopes and natural resources divide up the reserve area into small sections 
of developable land. Development of the school property as a school facility further reduces the 
potential buildable area. It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new 
housing replacing the existing rural residences over time, resulting in clusters or relatively small 
new developments with nearby green spaces similar to what is currently there now. Any 
development that did occur in these small areas would not be substantial, thus the social impacts to 
the existing residents would be minimal. S Maplelane Road and S Thayer Road provide the only 
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connections between the reserve area and the commercial/employment node along Highway 213 
and S Beavercreek Road and any additional development would increase the amount of traffic that 
occurs on these two roadways. However, given the modest amount of development that would 
occur, the increase in traffic would not be great and there is potential for new connections through 
the land to the south that is in the UGB but not yet urbanized. Existing residents are already near a 
commercial area and urbanization would provide the opportunity for other modes of 
transportation besides the automobile that could reduce some local trips, thus the energy impact is 
not substantial. The agricultural activity within the reserve area is minimal. The loss of the 
economic impact from these agricultural uses would not be considerable and the potential 
economic impact of residential urbanization, even though it is not significant will outweigh this loss. 
Overall this analysis area has low economic, social and energy consequences from urbanization.    

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

There are three locations where farm or forest land is contiguous to the urban reserve area. The 
first area consists of one parcel at the north end of S Waldow Road that is zoned for timber use 
(TBR).  This 15 acre parcel contains a single family residence and is adjacent to a rural residential 
development that contains very large homes on one to three acre parcels. Due to the current 
residential use of the property and the adjacent uses, the likely hood of timber activities on this 
property is small, thus the proposed urban uses would be compatible with nearby forest activities 
in this location. The second location is a single eight acre parcel zoned TBR that shares a 170 foot 
edge with the northeast corner of the reserve area. This parcel contains Abernethy Creek and is in 
the same ownership as the adjacent parcel that is part of the rural residential subdivision with very 
large homes. Due to the fact that the parcel contains Abernethy Creek and is under the same 
ownership as a parcel within the rural residential subdivision, the likely hood of timber activities on 
this property is small, thus the proposed urban uses would be compatible with forest activities in 
this location. The third location is near S Thayer Road adjacent to the southeast corner of the area 
and consists of three parcels zoned TBR that are mainly in rural residential use and have very 
minimal amounts of forest on the land. Therefore it is unlikely that timber activities would occur on 
this land and the proposed urban uses would be compatible with the forest activities occurring on 
the timber zoned land. Overall, the proposed urban uses have high compatibility with the nearby 
agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land. 
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NORWOOD URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 1,533 Parcel Acres 1,452 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

983 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

746 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Norwood Urban Reserve Area is a large irregular shaped area east of SW 65th Ave, south of I-
205 and generally west of SW Stafford Road and is 1,533 acres in size. The UGB forms a portion of 
the northern boundary with urban reserve land to the west and partially to the north and south. 
The remaining land to the south is undesignated and the land to the east is either rural reserve or 
undesignated. A high point near SW Blackberry Lane divides the reserve area; Boeckman Creek and 
a small portion of a tributary to Newland Creek flow south and tributaries to Saum Creek flow north 
through the center of the area. Athey Creek also flows north through the northeastern corner of the 
reserve area. There are significant areas of slopes greater than 10% in the northern and southern 
portions of the reserve. Access to the area is provided by SW 65th Ave and SW Stafford Road.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This reserve area contains 362 parcels that range in size from just over 2,000 square feet to 36 
acres. Thirty-five of the parcels are less than one acre, 237 between one and five acres and nine are 
greater than 10 acres, five of which are greater than 20. Three hundred and eleven of the 362 
parcels have improvements, with a median value of $387,490. Sixty-four improvements are valued 
greater than $750,000 and 28 are valued over $1 million with two valued over $2 million. The vast 
majority of the reserve area is composed of rural residences with some very minor agricultural 
activities or hobby farms spread throughout. The State of Oregon owns three parcels totaling 11 
acres and Verizon Northwest has a facility in the reserve area. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

Over 75% of the parcels in this reserve area are five acres or less in size and the vast majority of 
them contain single family homes. There are slopes greater than 10% dispersed throughout the 
area, mainly along the numerous stream corridors. Given the considerable number of parcels and 
residences and the significant amount of steep sloped land, this area is not appropriate for an 
employment land need and therefore is able to accommodate a residential land need.   

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  
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Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Tualatin provides the wastewater collection system for nearby land inside the UGB and 
wastewater treatment is provided by Clean Water Services (CWS) Durham Wastewater Treatment 
Plant which appears to have capacity to serve the areas already inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Based on the varying topography throughout the reserve area, it appears that this area is best 
served by several different jurisdictions including Clean Water Services (CWS), the City of West 
Linn, and the City of Wilsonville. The western portion of the site would be routed into the CWS 
system. While the capacity may be available, wastewater treatment for this large reserve area is 
significant and may require additional plant improvements at the Durham treatment plant. The 
nearest connection point is north of 1-205 at the Saum Creek Pump Station and/or the Sequoia 
Ridge Pump Station. Downstream 8-inch gravity pipes convey flows to a City of Tualatin 18-inch 
trunk line, which connects to a large diameter CWS interceptor to the Durham treatment plant. In 
addition, the capacity of the existing pump stations and sewer lines are unknown. The eastern 
portion of the site will connect to an existing City of West Linn sewer located in Willamette Falls 
Drive. The City has indicated that the treatment plant would likely need some upgrades to 
accommodate additional flow. The available capacities of pump stations and pipes are unknown. 
The southern portion of the site would most readily be served by Wilsonville. In order to serve this 
portion of the reserve area, the Elligsen North urban reserve would need to be urbanized first. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

CWS’ Durham treatment plant is a large facility with a broad service area. The cumulative addition 
of multiple urban reserves could result in a need for some expansion in order to handle additional 
load. The upgrades and financial impacts are beyond the scope of this report. In order to connect to 
the CWS system, a new sewer line crossing I-205 would be required. New wastewater mains must 
be provided to allow development of this Urban Reserve area. The laterals off the mains are 
provided by the development community. For the purpose of the cost analysis, it is assumed that 
the sewer to Willamette Falls Drive would connect to the sewer proposed to be developed with the 
Borland urban reserve. Therefore, for the east portion of the Norwood reserve area to be served, 
the Borland urban reserve area would need to be urbanized first. As noted above the southern 
portion of the site would most readily be served by Wilsonville, which requires the Elligsen North 
urban reserve to be urbanized first. 
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Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs  

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $7.93 
Force main/bore $0.91 
Pump station $0.65 
Total $9.49 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Tualatin serves the adjacent areas inside the UGB and it appears to have enough 
capacity to meet the needs of land inside the UGB based on its Water Master Plan. However water 
storage improvements are needed to serve future development within the existing UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Water for the reserve area would be provided by Tualatin and supply appears to be adequate, or 
they will be able to generate the supply as this area is developed.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

New water mains across I-205 must be provided to allow development of this reserve area. 
Elevations within the reserve area range from approximately 200 to 460 feet in the southeast 
corner. The City’s service area B provides water to elevations from 192 to 306 feet but elevations in 
much of the reserve area exceed 306 feet. The City’s service area C provides water up to 360 feet; 
however connection to this service area would first require the development of the I-5 East urban 
reserve. Additional storage or pumping may be required to serve this reserve area. 

Water Costs   

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $5.77 
18” and larger $16.37 
Storage/pumping $9.8 
Total $31.94 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $15.07 
Water quality/detention $15.1 
Total $30.17 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roads in Tualatin, which borders a portion of the reserve area to the north 
across I-205, have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. SW Boones 
Ferry Road at the Tualatin River has a severely congested volume/capacity ration (>1.0) for the 
southbound lane and a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) for the northbound lane. Highway 
99W at SW Tualatin Road and I-5 between SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road and the Tualatin River has 
a congested volume/capacity ratio in both directions.  

Transit: Seven TriMet bus lines and the Westside Express Service (WES) Commuter Rail serve 
Tualatin. The routes are spread out along the major roadways including Highway 99W, SE Tualatin-
Sherwood Road and SW Boones Ferry Road providing service to the Town Center and employment 
areas.  

Bike: Tualatin has a fairly well established bike route system of dedicated bike lanes, established 
bikeways and local trails that connect the employment areas and Town Center to the residential 
areas. There are two bike lane connections across I-5 to provide access to the eastern portion of the 
city.  

Pedestrian: Most of the residential areas of Tualatin have sidewalks with less pedestrian 
connections in the employment areas. The Town Center has a fairly well established pedestrian 
network that also includes access to some trails.  
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: SW 65th Ave, which is the only direct arterial connection to the reserve area from 
Tualatin, has an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. SW Prosperity Park 
Road connects to SW Borland Road at the city limits; however it was not assessed as it is a local 
road.  

Transit: TriMet bus route 76, which provides access to the Beaverton Transit Center, is 
approximately ⅓ of a mile from the reserve area via SW 65th Ave. No other bus lines are close to the 
reserve area.  

Bike: There is a dedicated bike lane on SW Sagert Street that is approximately ⅓ mile from the 
reserve area and connects to the larger bike facility network on the west side of I-5 that provides 
connections to the Town Center and employment areas. The ⅓ mile gap needs to be completed to 
serve the reserve area. 

Pedestrian: The Saum Creek Greenway Trail is approximately 1,000 feet north of the reserve area 
via SW 65th Ave and connects to sidewalks on SW Sagert Street and SW 65th Ave. The sidewalks do 
not connect across I-5 and therefore provide limited access to other parts of the city. The 1,000 foot 
gap needs to be completed to serve the reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Currently SW 65th Ave is the only direct arterial connection to the reserve area from 
Tualatin and it has an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. As it is the 
only major connection from a nearby area already inside the UGB that also leads to I-5, it is 
expected that SW 65th Ave would be drastically impacted by urbanization of the reserve area.  

Transit: TriMet bus route 76 is approximately⅓ of a mile from the reserve area via SW 65th Ave 
and could see additional ridership if improved pedestrian connections were made. See transit 
analysis below. 

Bike: The dedicated bike lane on SW Sagert Street that is approximately⅓ mile from the reserve 
area could see additional use if improved bike connections were made.  

Pedestrian: The Saum Creek Greenway Trail that is approximately 1,000 feet north of the reserve 
area via SW 65th Ave could see additional use if improved pedestrian connections were made inside 
the UGB. As the sidewalks near the trail do not connect across I-5 and provide limited access to 
other parts of the city, they would not see much additional use.  

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

SW Stafford Road and SW 65th Ave will need to be improved to urban arterial standards. SW 65th 
Ave is considered a ½ street improvement as the I-5 East-Washington County urban reserve would 
be responsible for the other half of the roadway. SW Prosperity Park Road, SW Delker Road, SW 
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55th Ave, SW meridian Way and SW Trail Road will need to be improved to urban collector 
standards. Six new collectors are needed to provide connectivity throughout the reserve area. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $141.42 
Existing/Improved ½ $46.44 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
Existing/Improved $80.20 
New $69.29 

Total  $337.35 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service and determined service is unlikely 
to occur. 

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Boeckman Creek and a small tributary flow south through the southwestern portion of the reserve 
area for just over eight-tenths of a mile. The streams flow through a mixture of open fields and 
forested areas mostly adjacent to rural residences and riparian habitat is identified along the 
stream corridors. It appears Boeckman Creek has been altered in certain locations as it flows 
through the residential area. There is one small wetland on the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) 
located near the tributary that is 5,523 square feet in size. The location of Boeckman Creek between 
SW Stafford Road and SW 65th Ave could lead to impacts related to local street connections. The 
increased protection levels for streams, wetlands, and habitat areas within the UGB will help lessen 
any potential impacts.  

A very short segment of a tributary to Newland Creek flows south through the southeastern corner 
of the reserve area for 1,150 feet. This stream flows along the border of a wooded area that forms 
the eastern edge of the urban reserve and there is riparian habitat identified along the stream 
corridor, which would be protected once the land was added to the UGB. Based on the increased 
protection levels for streams and habitat areas inside the UGB and due to the land to the east being 
in a rural reserve this stream segment would not be impacted by future urbanization. 

Athey Creek and a small tributary flow north through the northeastern corner of the reserve area 
for approximately 2,900 feet. Athey Creek flows through private open space that is either wooded 
or a mixture of open field with scattered tree canopy. This portion of the stream would be protected 
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from future urbanization. The tributary also flows through private open space with a very small 
section in open field and wooded portions of residential lots. Riparian habitat is identified along 
both stream segments increased protection levels for land inside the UGB will provide additional 
protection to the stream section outside of the open space land, thus urbanization would have 
minimal impact on these two streams.  

There are two sets of tributaries to Saum Creek that flow north through the central and western 
portions of the reserve area. The western set, which is composed of two stream corridors flow 
mainly through rural residences with a small section located on open fields that appear to be tiled. 
There is one 14,609 square foot wetland identified on the NWI located along one of the stream 
corridors. In numerous locations the stream has been altered with man-made ponds. Riparian 
habitat has been identified along both stream corridors. The vast majority of the two stream 
segments flow along edges of developed rural residential properties and could be impacted by 
urbanization depending on the density and design of the development. 

 The central tributary is also composed of a main stem (1.5 miles) and a small second stream (2,820 
feet) that flow mainly through forested portions of rural residential lots, some open fields and a 
forested private open space. There is one 6,289 square foot wetland identified on the NWI located 
along the main stream corridor and another pond not identified on the inventory. There are several 
significant sections of steep slopes in the forested areas along both streams. Riparian habitat is 
identified along the two stream corridors with upland habitat identified in the forested areas. There 
are a couple of locations where the streams could be impacted by future urbanization, however the 
vast majority of the two stream segments flow along edges of parcels within canyons or gullies and 
would not be impacted by urbanization of the area, depending on the design of the development 
and necessary road connections. For instance an east-west connection between SW Prosperity Park 
Road and SW Trail Road would impact a significant amount of habitat.  

Overall, given the location of the stream corridors adjacent to steep slopes, the increased protection 
levels for streams, wetlands and habitat areas on land inside the UGB, and the existing pattern of 
the rural residential development, urbanization of the area could occur with minimal to moderate 
impact to the streams, wetlands and habitat areas, depending on road connections and urban form. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences over time. However, given that eighty-six percent of the parcels have 
improvements, and 37% of them are valued over $500,000, and over 70% of the parcels are less 
than five acres in size, redevelopment of the area will be slow. This combined with the stream and 
habitat corridors that divide the area up, results in the potential for modest increased development 
in the area. Thus any social impacts related to loss of sense of place and rural lifestyle for current 
residents will be nominal. The additional traffic generated through urbanization, even though it will 
not be great, will impact SW Stafford Road as it provides access to both I-5 and I-205 which could 
provide negative energy impacts. SW 65th Ave provides access across the I-205 for local travel 
which may lessen the energy impacts, although this road could see additional traffic as well as it 
leads to I-5. The loss of the economic impact from the agricultural uses in this area would be 
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minimal and the potential economic impact of future residential development of these lands, even 
though it is not great, should outweigh this loss. Overall this reserve area has low to medium 
economic, social and energy consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

Farmland borders the reserve area to the west, south and southeast. There are two pockets of 
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land to the west. The first is a 112 acre block the north side of SW 
Frobase Road at SW 65th Ave that includes pasture land and Christmas trees. While SW 65th Ave 
would provide a buffer for the two small agricultural areas, the road itself would not make the two 
uses compatible and issues related to safety, liability and vandalism and complaints due to noise, 
odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer could still occur. However as noted above, the 
pace of urbanization will be slow, lessening any incompatibilities that arise.  

The second location is a 98 acre block of EFU land south of SW Robbins Road adjacent to SW 65th 
Ave. This is the location of Lee Farms, which is a family owned business that includes Christmas 
trees, a pumpkin patch, berries and a county store. There are field crops in the northern section of 
the farmland, presumably not associated with Lee Farms.  Similarly, while SW 65th Ave would 
provide a buffer for this small agricultural area the road itself would not make the two uses 
compatible and issues related to safety, liability and vandalism and complaints due to noise, odor, 
dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer could still occur. The activities of Lee Farms may be less 
incompatible from the noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer perspective. 
However as noted above, the pace of urbanization will be slow, lessening any incompatibilities that 
arise. Urbanization would increase traffic on SW 65th Ave which could impact the movement of both 
farm equipment and goods as it provides the most direct route to I-5 and I-205 for these two areas. 
The proposed urban uses are not compatible with agricultural activities occurring on the two small 
farm land areas outside the UGB to the west. It should be noted that both of these farm land areas 
are within the I-5 East Urban Reserve and would most likely be added to the UGB prior to or at the 
same time as this area. 

The farm land to the south is part of a sizeable block of EFU land that extends to the Willamette 
River. The farm land directly adjacent to the reserve area is in agricultural production including 
field crops, pasture land and nursery and issues related to safety, liability and vandalism and 
complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer could occur. Even though 
the border between the reserve area and the farm land is only ½ mile long, the absence of any 
buffer would make the proposed urban uses not compatible with nearby agricultural activities 
occurring on the farm land to the south.  

The farm land to the southeast, in the vicinity of SW Mountain Road, is part of a large block of EFU 
land that extends over a mile to the south. Most of the farm land directly adjacent to the reserve 
area is in agricultural production including field crops and pasture land although the West Linn-
Wilsonville School District Administrative office is also located on this farm land. SW Stafford Road 
provides a buffer for the agricultural lands, although the road itself would not make the uses 
compatible and issues related to safety, liability and vandalism and complaints due to noise, odor, 
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dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer could still occur. Urbanization would increase traffic on 
SW Stafford Road which could impact the movement of both farm equipment and goods as it 
provides the most direct route to I-5 and I-205 for this farm land. Overall the proposed urban uses 
have low compatibility with nearby agricultural activities occurring on farm land outside the UGB 
and additional buffering would be required. 
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ROSEMONT URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 131  Parcel Acres 127 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

111 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

84 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Rosemont Urban Reserve Area is a small irregular shaped area that is adjacent to Rosemont 
Road and is 131 acres in size. The UGB and the City of West Linn form the eastern boundary and S 
Wisteria Road forms a portion of the western boundary. Urban reserve land is adjacent to the north, 
west and south. The area is generally flat with a bench along Rosemont Road that gently slopes to 
the south and west. There are some slopes greater than 10% mainly along the all the edges and in 
the center of the reserve area. Access to the area is provided by Rosemont Road and S Wisteria 
Road.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This small reserve area contains 18 parcels that range in size from 4,800 square feet to 39 acres. 
Eleven of the parcels are greater than 5 acres and three are greater than ten acres. Fourteen of the 
18 parcels have rural residences with a median value of $680,560. Nine of the homes are valued 
greater than $500,000 and five are valued over $1 million with one valued over $2 million. The 
reserve area is composed of rural residences, some with very small scale agricultural activities 
including field crops and pasture land. Rosemont Ridge Middle School and the West Linn Adult 
Community Center are directly adjacent to the reserve area and Trillium Creek Primary School is 
across S Rosemont Road from the area.  

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

All but four of the parcels in this small urban reserve area contain single family homes, many of 
them high value homes. There are slopes greater than 10% along the edges and through the middle 
of the area which reduces the ability to accommodate employment uses, although there are a 
couple of small sites adjacent to Rosemont Road. The two adjacent schools and the adult 
community center provide a focal point for residential neighborhoods. Thus, this area is able to 
accommodate a residential land need.   

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services 

Sanitary Sewer Services  
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of West Linn provides the wastewater collection system for nearby land inside the UGB 
and wastewater treatment is provided by the Tri-City Service District treatment plant. The Tri-City 
Service District is made up of West Linn, Oregon City and Gladstone and is managed by Clackamas 
County Water Environment Services (WES). Improvements are currently happening at the 
treatment plant, which will provide sufficient capacity to meet current UGB needs. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The treatment plant is currently being upgraded. It is unknown at this time how much additional 
capacity will be available beyond their current needs. In addition, existing pump stations would 
require upgrades. Existing pipe capacities are unknown and further analysis would be required to 
determine the extent of trunk line upgrades. The sewer from the reserve area would generally flow 
toward the Stafford urban reserve area, and in order to convey sewer to the treatment plant, sewer 
lines are needed through the Stafford reserve area. For the purpose of the sanitary sewer analysis, 
it is assumed that this reserve area would not urbanize until after sewer facilities are in place 
within the Stafford urban reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Wastewater services (digesters) in the WES system are expected to need some upgrades to provide 
service for growth beyond that in the current UGB. The upgrades and financial impacts are beyond 
the scope of this report. The significant impacts to the wastewater system are primarily from the 
financial contributions required to build the mains within the reserve area. New wastewater mains 
must be provided to allow development of the reserve area and the laterals off the mains are 
provided by the development community. As noted above, at minimum a skeleton wastewater 
system must first be constructed for the Stafford urban reserve before service can be provided to 
this reserve area.  

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs  

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $0.26 
Total $0.26 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of West Linn serves the adjacent areas inside the UGB. The West Linn Water System is part 
of the Lake Oswego – Tigard Water Partnership. Potable water comes from the South Fork Water 
Board (SFWB), jointly owned by the Cities of West Linn and Oregon City. The source water is the 
Clackamas River. The SFWB operates a conventional water treatment plant located on the south 
side of the Clackamas River near its confluence with the Willamette River. The SFWB system 
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includes intake facilities, a water treatment plant, and a transmission pipeline to a pump station 
located on Division St. in Oregon City. The water treatment plant was upgraded in October 2016. 
According to the City of West Linn, there are no issues serving the area currently within the UGB in 
regard to pumping, storage, and piping. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The City of West Linn indicated there are no issues with water supply to serve the reserve area.  
However the treatment plant will likely require additions and upgrades to convey the additional 
potable supply. There is a 16-inch waterline in Rosemont Road that could be used to serve the 
reserve area and there should be enough storage capacity in their existing system. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Although the City has enough water rights to supply the reserve area, upgrades to the water 
treatment plant will be necessary prior to distribution. New water mains must be provided to allow 
development of this reserve area.  The laterals off the mains are provided by the development 
community. 

Water Costs   

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Storage/pumping $1.05 
Total $1.05 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 
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Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $2.21 
Water quality/detention $2.29 
Total $4.5 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roadways in West Linn have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for 
the 2015 pm peak. Willamette Drive at I-205 has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both 
directions as does I-205 between Willamette Drive and Salamo Road. Northbound I-205 between S 
Woodbine Road and 10th Street also has a congested volume/capacity ratio.  Highway 43 from 
Marylhurst University to I-205 is classified as a high injury corridor for bikes. 

Transit: Two TriMet bus lines serve West Linn. Route 35 runs along Willamette Drive and Route 
154 runs along Willamette Falls Drive providing transit service to the Town Centers and a small 
portion of the city.  

Bike: There are nine miles of dedicated bike lanes and four and a half miles of established bikeways 
in West Linn that generally run in a north south alignment due to topography limitations, thereby 
limiting east-west bike travel.  A number of residential areas and neighborhoods, such as 
Willamette and Barrington Heights have few bike facilities that connect to other parts of the system. 

Pedestrian: Large portions of the city are well served by sidewalks, mostly in areas that have been 
developed more recently. Older neighborhoods such as Willamette and Sunset have very few 
sidewalks. The Rosemont and Salamo Trails provides a pedestrian connection route along 
Rosemont and Salamo Roads that ties the lower and upper portions of the city together on the west 
side.  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: Rosemont Road and S Wisteria Road, the two main access points for the reserve area, 
have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. All other roads in the 
general vicinity also have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio.  

Transit: There are no transit services near the reserve area. The closest bus stop on Willamette 
Drive is about 1.5 miles away via Santa Anita Drive and Pimlico Drive.  

Bike: There is a dedicated bike lane and an established bikeway along Rosemont Road adjacent to 
the reserve area. In addition there is a dedicated bike lane on Salamo Road that is adjacent to a 
small section of the reserve area. S Wisteria Road is considered a bike friendly street.  
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Pedestrian: Almost all of the nearby neighborhood streets have sidewalks and the Rosemont Trail 
along Rosemont Road provides access to the reserve area. However once you get past the nearby 
neighborhoods there are gaps in sidewalks or pedestrian facilities along the major streets that 
limits pedestrian movement.   

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Rosemont Road and S Wisteria Road would see additional traffic as they are the two 
main access points for the reserve area. Currently they both have an acceptable volume/capacity 
ratio for the 2015 pm peak and the small amount of traffic generated from this small area most 
likely would not severely impact the traffic level.  

Transit: There are no transit services near the reserve area. See transit analysis below.  

Bike: The bike lane and bikeway along Rosemont Road and the bike lane on Salamo Road would be 
expected to see additional use from urbanization of the reserve area.  

Pedestrian: The Rosemont Trail along Rosemont Road would be expected to see additional use as a 
result of urbanization of the reserve area. However the gaps in sidewalks or pedestrian facilities 
along the major streets that connect to Rosemont Road will still limit pedestrian movement.   

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

The portion of Rosemont Road adjacent to the reserve area will need to be improved to urban 
arterial standards. The portion of S Wilsteria Road will need to be improved to urban collector 
standards. Both road improvements are considered ½ street improvements as half of Rosemont 
Road is already inside the UGB and the property on the other side of S Wisteria Lane in the Stafford 
urban reserve area would be responsible for that half of the roadway. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved ½  $10.95 
Collectors Type  Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved ½  $6.24 
Total  $17.19 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 30 minute headways for all day service, five days a week, with one additional bus at 
a capital cost of $400,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is $364,000 and grows 2% 
per year.  
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Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Three hundred and fifty feet of an unnamed stream that ultimately flows into the Tualatin River is 
located adjacent to S Wisteria Road near the intersection with S Clematis Road. The stream flows 
through an open field and riparian habitat is identified along the stream corridor. The stream 
wouldn’t necessarily be impacted by development of the parcel due to its location at the edge; 
however, any required improvements to S Wisteria Road to upgrade it to urban standards would 
have an impact on the stream. Thus, urbanization of the reserve area would result in low to 
moderate environmental consequences depending on the impact from the road improvements.  

Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences over time. As noted previously, 14 of the 18 parcels contain rural residences and 
all but five of them are valued over $500,000 with five valued over $1 million. As a result 
redevelopment of the area will be slow, thus reducing any social impacts related to the loss of sense 
of place and rural lifestyle for the current residents. In addition the close proximity of the schools 
and commercial retail area currently reduces any sense of a rural lifestyle. There is one generally 
vacant 39 acre parcel at the southern edge of the reserve area that could be developed to urban 
densities at a quicker rate than the other portions of the area. S Brandywine Drive dead ends at the 
southern edge of the parcel, thus providing an access point. Development of this parcel to urban 
densities would create a loss of sense of place and rural lifestyle for those adjacent rural residents, 
although as noted before the nearby urban influence of the city of West Linn already reduces the 
rural feel. The additional traffic generated through urbanization, even though it will not be 
significant, will impact Rosemont Road which could provide minimal negative energy impacts. The 
adjacent Rosemont Trail, which parallels Rosemont Road all the way to the city of Lake Oswego as 
well as provides access to nearby commercial areas, may lessen local vehicular trips, thereby 
reducing any negative energy impacts from expected additional traffic. The loss of the economic 
impact from the agricultural uses in this area would be minimal and the potential economic impact 
of future residential development of these lands, even though it is not great, should outweigh this 
loss. Overall this reserve area has low economic, social and energy consequences from 
urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

There is no farm or forest land adjacent to the reserve area. Thus the proposed urban uses have 
high compatibility with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land 
outside the UGB.  
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ROY ROGERS EAST URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 205 Parcel Acres 190 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

154 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

117 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Roy Rogers East Urban Reserve Area is a small sized area on the south side of Tigard that is 
north of SW Beef Bend Road between SW Roy Rogers Road and SW 150th Avenue. SW Beef Bend 
Road and SW Roy Rogers Road form the southern and western edges and the UGB forms the 
northern and eastern edges of the reserve area. The land gently slopes upward as you go north 
from SW Beef Bend Road and one stream flows south through the center of the area and another 
stream flows south in the eastern portion of the area. Access is provided by SW Beef Bend Road, SW 
Taylor Lane, SW April Lane, SW 150th Avenue and SW Roy Rogers Road.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This small reserve area contains 17 parcels or portions thereof that range from 6,100 square feet to 
22 acres in size. Nine of the parcels are greater than ten acres in size and only one parcel is less than 
one acre. These nine parcels account for 162 acres or 85% of the parcel land area. The area contains 
rural residences, agricultural lands, and partially forested parcels. Overall, 13 of the 17 parcels have 
improvements, with a median value of $184,310. Three parcels have improvement values over 
$300,000. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This small reserve area is relatively flat with only a few locations of slopes greater than 10% and 
virtually no areas with slopes greater than 25%. Nine of the 17 parcels are greater than ten acres in 
size which provides the opportunity to consolidate parcels into larger blocks of land for residential 
or employment development. The two stream corridors divide the area into sections that still 
provide fairly large blocks of land for development. SW Beef Bend Road and SW Roy Rogers Road 
provide ease of access. While an employment use may be possible from a topographic stand point, 
Tigard has a considerable amount of employment land with better access to highways that reduces 
the need for any additional employment land for the City. Thus this reserve area is able to 
accommodate a residential land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  
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Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Tigard provides sanitary sewer services that feed into the regional sanitary sewer 
system operated by Clean Water Services (CWS). CWS provides wastewater treatment through the 
Durham Waste Water Treatment Plant which has capacity to serve lands inside the UGB. CWS is 
currently working to complete significant capital improvements relating to their conveyance piping 
that are necessary to serve the land currently within the UGB. These improvements are scheduled 
to be fully complete in 2020. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Topography of the reserve area indicates that sewer flows will be directed towards the southwest 
to a pump station proposed within the Beef Bend South reserve area. The flows will be conveyed 
through Beef Bend South to the connection at SW Fischer Road in King City and on to the Durham 
treatment plant. As noted in the Beef Bend South report, available capacities within the existing 
lines are unknown at this time. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

CWS has indicated some interceptor and/or trunk lines that are at or near capacity are being 
upgraded to serve the lands within the Cooper Mountain and River Terrace areas. These new 
facilities may have capacity for additional expansions, but the amount of excess capacity is not 
known at this time. Other impacts are local in nature, occurring as facilities are developed. New 
wastewater mains must be provided and the laterals off the mains are provided by the 
development community. The sanitary sewer cost analysis for this reserve area assumes that the 
Beef Bend South urban reserve will be developed prior to the Roy Rogers East urban reserve. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs  

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $2.79 
Total $2.79 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The Tigard Water District, along with the Cities of Durham, King City and Tigard has an 
Intergovernmental Agreement, (IGA) with the City of Tigard to serve the nearby areas already 
inside the UGB. This is known as the Tigard Water Service Area (TWSA). Information provided by 
the City of Tigard indicates that the water supply, storage, and piping are sufficient to serve the 
existing UGB. Minor deficiencies were identified with the Water Treatment Plant; however, there 
are plans to correct the deficiencies in the near future. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Water supply appears to be adequate, or the City of Tigard will be able to provide water as this area 
is urbanized. The City of Tigard is currently in the process of updating its water master plan. The 
master plan update will include this reserve area as well as the Roy Rogers West and the Beef Bend 
South urban reserve areas. The master plan will identify excess capacity within the system and 
determine if it can be used within the reserve areas. In addition, the City plans to acquire property 
in the adjacent River Terrace area that can be used for the construction of additional storage to 
serve the reserve areas. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

The City of Tigard is currently updating the water master plan which includes planning for the 
reserve area. Water capacity appears to be adequate and the majority of impacts are local in nature, 
occurring as facilities are developed. New water mains must be provided to allow development of 
this reserve area and the laterals off the mains are provided by the development community. The 
amount of any upsizing that would be needed is not known at this time, but will likely be identified 
in the master plan update 

Water Costs   

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

18” and larger $2.28 
Storage/pumping $1.51 
Total $3.79 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 
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Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $3.53 
Water quality/detention $3.65 
Total $7.18 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Many of the roads in Tigard have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak, however there are numerous roads with higher levels of congestion. The following 
road sections have a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0): SW Scholls Ferry Road at SW 121st 
Ave in both directions; Highway 99W at SW Bull Mt. Road in both directions; SW MacDonald Street 
at SW Hall Blvd. in both directions; I-5 southbound at SW Carmen Drive; Highway 217 from SW 
Greenburg Road to SW 72nd Ave in both directions (a portion of the northbound lane at Highway 
99W is severely congested); Highway 99W at Highway 217 in both directions; and Highway 99W at 
I-5 south bound. The following road sections have a severely congested volume/capacity ratio 
(>1.0): Highway 99W at I-5 northbound; Highway 217 at I-5 southbound; SW Durham Road west of 
SW Hall Blvd. in both directions; SW Durham Road east of SW Hall Blvd. in the westbound direction; 
SW Durham Road from SW 79th Ave to SW Upper Boones Ferry Road in both directions (a small 
segment at SW Upper Boones Ferry Road westbound is congested) and SW Tiedeman Ave at SW 
Tigard Street southbound. Highway 99W, Highway 217, I-5 and SW Scholls Ferry Road are 
classified as high injury corridors for automobiles and SW Durham Road is classified as a high 
injury corridor for bikes. 

Transit: Nine TriMet bus routes provide service to Tigard, mainly along the arterial streets in the 
northern portion of the city near Highways 217 and 99W.  WES Commuter Rail stops at the Tigard 
Transit Center. The majority of the city west of Highway 99W does not have transit service. 

Bike: Tigard has over 26 miles of dedicated bike lanes, ten miles of established bikeways and 
numerous streets considered bike friendly that together create a well connected system that is 
dispersed throughout the residential areas. Most of the employment areas and the Town Center are 
served by bike facilities. 

Pedestrian: Most of the residential neighborhoods in Tigard have sidewalks although there are 
some significant sections of the city that do not, including some near schools. The Town Center and 
employment areas are also fairly well served by sidewalks, however internal circulation in some 
business parks is lacking. The Fanno Creek Trail, Pathfinder-Genesis Trail and Tigard Street Trail 
provide other pedestrian options, mainly near the Town Center.  
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: The roads in Tigard near the reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio 
(<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. Highway 99W at SW Bull Mt. Road, which is located just north of SW 
Beef Bend Road, has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both directions. Highway 99W at 
SW Tualatin Road in Tualatin, which is just south of SW Beef Bend Road, also has a congested 
volume/capacity ratio in both directions. SW Roy Rogers Road which is outside the UGB also has a 
congested volume/capacity ratio in both directions between SW Beef Bend Road and SW Bull Mt. 
Road.  

Transit: No TriMet bus routes travel close to the reserve area. The closest transit stops for routes 
93 and 94 are two miles from the reserve area via SW Beef Bend Road.  

Bike: The closest bike facility inside the UGB is a dedicated bike lane on one side of the road on SW 
Roy Rogers Road at the western edge of the reserve area that extends north toward SW Scholls 
Ferry Road. There is a dedicated bike lane on SW Bull Mt. Road which is ¾ mile from the eastern 
edge of the reserve area up SW 150th Ave. SW Roy Rogers Road outside the UGB but adjacent to the 
reserve area has a bike lane on one side of the road.  

Pedestrian: The adjacent residential neighborhoods in unincorporated Washington County have 
sidewalks although none of the sidewalks connect to the reserve area. In addition SW Beef Bend 
Road does not have sidewalks.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: It is expected that SW Beef Bend Road will see increased traffic as a result of 
urbanization of the reserve area. This could lead to increased traffic on Highway 99W that may 
increase congestion issues at SW Tualatin Road in Tualatin and at SW Beef Bend Road in Tigard 
where currently the highway has a congested volume/capacity ratio in both directions. SW Roy 
Rogers Road will also see increased traffic as a result of urbanization of the reserve area and may 
increase congestion issues on the road to the north and south, although the portion of SW Roy 
Rogers Road adjacent to the reserve area will be improved to urban arterial standards. 

Transit: There is no impact to current TriMet bus routes. See transit analysis below.   

Bike: The bike lane on SW Roy Rogers Road that is both inside and outside the UGB may see 
additional use, especially as the River Terrace area to the north builds out, although the roadway is 
not the most comfortable environment for most bicyclists due to automobile speed. 

Pedestrian: The sidewalks in the adjacent residential neighborhoods will not be impacted as they 
provide internal circulation only.   

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

SW Beef Bend Road, SW Roy Rogers Road and SW 150th Ave will be improved to urban arterial 
standards. SW Beef Bend Road is considered a ½ street improvement as the south side of the road 
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is the responsibility of the Beef Bend South urban reserve area. SW 150th Ave is also considered a ½ 
street improvement as the east side of the road is inside the UGB. One new collector is needed to 
connect SW Beef Bend Road with the new collector in River Terrace. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $16.12 
Existing/Improved ½  $26.58 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
New $10.55 

Total  $53.25 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 30 minute headways for all day service, five days a week with two additional buses 
at a capital cost of $800,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is $832,000 and grows 2% 
per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

There is a small 600 foot segment of a stream that crosses the very northwest tip of the reserve 
area on its way to the Tualatin River. This stream flows within a forested canopy and has some 
associated riparian habitat. Given the location of the stream at the very top corner of the reserve 
area and the increased protection levels for streams and habitat areas within the UGB, urbanization 
of the area can occur without impacting this stream corridor.  

A second stream flows south through the middle portion of the reserve area for approximately 
1,980 feet, ultimately meeting the Tualatin River. This stream flows mainly through a forested 
canopy on rural residential lots and there are two ponds along the stream corridor that are not 
identified as wetlands. Riparian and upland habitat has been identified along the stream corridor. 
Any east-west roadway connections would impact the stream corridor and given the narrow shape 
of the reserve area, one would expect that local connections would be needed as it would be 
undesirable to direct all traffic to SW Beef Bend Road. The increased protection levels for streams 
and habitat areas within the UGB will help reduce roadway impacts to the stream corridor; 
however some impacts would be expected.  
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A third stream flows south through the eastern portion of the area for approximately 900 feet. This 
stream is partially in a wooded area and partially within agriculture fields and there is riparian 
habitat identified along the stream corridor. Likewise as above any east-west roadway connection 
would impact the stream corridor, although the relatively small area between the stream and SW 
150th Ave may not need such a connection, depending on the future roadway pattern of the land to 
the north inside the UGB. Overall urbanization of the area could occur with low to moderate 
impacts to the stream corridors and habitat areas depending on the needed road connections.  

Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences. There are two significant blocks of land and one smaller location that could be 
developed to urban densities. This significant amount of development would generate social 
impacts on the existing residents of the area in terms of loss of sense of place and rural lifestyle. 
Directly to the north is the River Terrace area that was brought into the UGB in 2002 and is 
currently being developed to urban standards. This development activity lessens the loss of the 
rural lifestyle for the current residents. In addition, the combination of this area with the River 
Terrace area provides opportunities to knit the two areas into one urban community with a higher 
level of amenities such as parks and trails and develop efficiencies in infrastructure financing and 
delivery of services. There are a few significant locations of agricultural activities dispersed within 
the rural residences. The potential economic impact of urbanizing this area will outweigh the loss of 
the economic impact from these agricultural uses. The additional traffic generated through 
urbanization will impact SW Beef Bend Road, SW Roy Rogers Road and ultimately SW Scholls Ferry 
Road and Highway 99W which could provide negative energy impacts as currently these roadways 
are highly traveled. This is especially true when the River Terrace area builds out. The planned 
River Terrace Trail would run along the northern boundary of the area and the planned Roy Rogers 
Road trail along the western edge, providing trail connection points that could reduce some local 
automobile trips, thereby reducing VMT. Overall this reserve area has moderate economic, social 
and energy consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

South of SW Beef Bend Road is a large block of exclusive farm use (EFU) zoned land that extends 
beyond the Tualatin River. The land between the river and SW Beef Bend Road is a mixture of 
agricultural activities including field crops, row crops and orchard use, rural residences and a large 
retail nursery operation. SW Beef Bend Road would provide a buffer between the agricultural 
activities occurring in this location and a new urban area, however the road alone would not make 
the two uses compatible and there could still be complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of 
pesticides and fertilizer. In addition, the improvement of SW Beef Bend Road to urban standards 
includes its own set of compatibility issues related to street light illumination, weeds and 
pedestrian movements that can reduce compatibility between the two uses. Urbanization of the 
reserve area would significantly increase traffic on SW Beef Bend Road and SW Roy Rogers Road 
which could impact the movement of both farm equipment and goods. The proposed urban uses are 
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not compatible with the nearby agricultural activities occurring on this block of farm land. 
Mitigation measures on the urban side could be used to reduce conflicts between the urban uses 
inside the UGB and agricultural activities occurring on farm land outside the UGB. 

To the west is a significant block of EFU zoned land that extends both north and west, well beyond 
the Tualatin River, which provides a buffer for the farm land further west. The 155 acre block of 
EFU land between the Tualatin River and SW Roy Rogers Road that is directly adjacent to the 
reserve area contains some significant agricultural activities. SW Roy Rogers Road would provide a 
buffer between the agricultural activities occurring in this location and a new urban area, however 
the road alone would not make the two uses compatible and there could still be complaints due to 
noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer. In addition, the improvement of SW Roy 
Rogers Road to urban standards includes its own set of compatibility issues related to street light 
illumination, weeds and pedestrian movements that can reduce compatibility between the two 
uses. Urbanization of the reserve area may significantly increase traffic on SW Beef Bend Road and 
SW Roy Rogers Road which could impact the movement of both farm equipment and goods. Thus 
the proposed urban uses are not compatible with the nearby agricultural activities occurring on 
this block of farm and forest land. Mitigation measures on the urban side could be used to reduce 
conflicts between the urban uses inside the UGB and agricultural activities occurring on farm land 
outside the UGB. 

Overall, the proposed urban uses have low compatibility with nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB and mitigation measures would be 
needed to increase the compatibility of the uses. 
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ROY ROGERS WEST URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 303   Parcel Acres 301 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

180 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

137 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Roy Rogers West Urban Reserve Area is a small area west of Tigard that is west of SW Roy 
Rogers Road and south of SW Scholls Ferry Road. The UGB forms the eastern and northern 
boundaries; rural reserve land is to the west and undesignated rural land to the south. The land is 
generally flat and gently slopes to the south/southwest. Access to the area is provided by SW Roy 
Rogers Road, SW Scholls Ferry Road, SW Bull Mountain Road, and SW Vandermost Road.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This small reserve area contains 22 parcels that range in size from 37,000 square feet to 87 acres. 
Sixteen of the parcels are greater than five acres in size and only one parcel is less than one acre. 
Four parcels are greater than 20 acres and account for 168 acres or 55% of the parcel land area. 
The area contains rural residences, agricultural lands, and partially forested parcels. Overall, 19 of 
the 22 parcels have improvements, with a median value of $161,880. One rural residence has a 
building value of $1.4 million and the Sikh Center of Oregon is located in the reserve area. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This small reserve area is relatively flat with locations of slopes greater than 10% and 25% near the 
stream corridors that cross the reserve area. These stream corridors divide up the area into several 
blocks of land that contain mid-sized parcels that could be consolidated into blocks of land for 
development, especially in the southern portion of the reserve area. SW Scholls Ferry Road and SW 
Roy Rogers Road provide ease of access and utilities. While an employment use may be possible 
from a topographic stand point, Tigard has a considerable amount of employment land with better 
access to highways that reduces the need for any additional employment land for the City. Thus this 
reserve area is able to accommodate a residential land need.  

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Tigard provides sanitary sewer services that feed into the regional sanitary sewer 
system operated by Clean Water Services (CWS). CWS provides wastewater treatment through the 
Durham Waste Water Treatment Plant which has capacity to serve lands inside the UGB. CWS is 
currently working to complete significant capital improvements relating to their conveyance piping 
that are necessary to serve the land currently within the UGB. These improvements are scheduled 
to be fully complete in 2020. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Sanitary sewer flows from the northern portion of the reserve area will be conveyed in an existing 
24-inch CWS trunk line which flows through the north end of the site and connects to the existing 
River Terrace North Pump Station.  From the pump station, sewer flows through large diameter 
CWS sewer interceptor lines to the Durham treatment plant. Flows from the southern portion of the 
reserve area will connect to sewer infrastructure proposed for the River Terrace area. They will 
connect to a future gravity sewer line near SW Roy Rogers Road and SW Bull Mountain Road. These 
flows will be conveyed to the future River Terrace South Pump Station, and from there to the 
Durham treatment plant. CWS has indicated that the Durham WWTP has capacity; however, 
significant additional flows may require plant improvements.  In addition, the available capacity of 
the existing pump stations and sewer lines are unknown. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

CWS indicated that some interceptor and/or trunk lines that are at or near capacity today are being 
upgraded to serve the lands within the Cooper Mountain and River Terrace areas. These new 
facilities may have capacity for additional expansions, but the amount of excess capacity is not 
known at this time. Other impacts to the wastewater system are local in nature, occurring as 
facilities are developed. New wastewater mains must be provided to allow development and the 
laterals off the mains are provided by the development community. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs  

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $1.58 
Force main $0.56 
Pump station $0.50 
Total $2.64 
 

Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The Tigard Water District, along with the Cities of Durham, King City and Tigard has an 
Intergovernmental Agreement, (IGA) with the City of Tigard to serve the nearby areas already 
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inside the UGB. This is known as the Tigard Water Service Area (TWSA). Information provided by 
the City of Tigard indicates that the water supply, storage, and piping are sufficient to serve the 
existing UGB. Minor deficiencies were identified with the Water Treatment Plant; however, there 
are plans to correct the deficiencies in the near future. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Water supply appears to be adequate, or the City of Tigard will be able to provide water as this area 
is urbanized. The City of Tigard is currently in the process of updating its water master plan. The 
master plan update will include this reserve area as well as the Roy Rogers East and the Beef Bend 
South urban reserve areas. The master plan will identify excess capacity within the system and 
determine if it can be used within the reserve areas. In addition, the City plans to acquire property 
in the adjacent River Terrace area that can be used for the construction of additional storage to 
serve the reserve areas. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

The City of Tigard is currently updating the water master plan which includes planning for the 
reserve area. Water capacity appears to be adequate and the majority of impacts are local in nature, 
occurring as facilities are developed. New water mains must be provided to allow development of 
this reserve area and the laterals off the mains are provided by the development community. The 
amount of any upsizing that would be needed is not known at this time, but will likely be identified 
in the master plan update 

Water Costs   

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $0.32 
18” and larger $5.41 
Storage/pumping $1.93 
Total $7.66 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 
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Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $10.69 
Water quality/detention $10.51 
Total $21.20 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Many of the roads in Tigard have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak, however there are numerous roads with higher levels of congestion. The following 
road sections have a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0): SW Scholls Ferry Road at SW 121st 
Ave in both directions; Highway 99W at SW Bull Mt. Road in both directions; SW MacDonald Street 
at SW Hall Blvd. in both directions; I-5 southbound at SW Carmen Drive; Highway 217 from SW 
Greenburg Road to SW 72nd Ave in both directions (a portion of the northbound lane at Highway 
99W is severely congested); Highway 99W at Highway 217 in both directions; and Highway 99W at 
I-5 south bound. SW Scholls Ferry Road at SW Tile Flat Road in Beaverton also has a congested 
volume/capacity ratio in both directions. The following road sections have a severely congested 
volume/capacity ratio (>1.0): Highway 99W at I-5 northbound; Highway 217 at I-5 southbound; 
SW Durham Road west of SW Hall Blvd. in both directions; SW Durham Road east of SW Hall Blvd. 
in the westbound direction; SW Durham Road from SW 79th Ave to SW Upper Boones Ferry Road in 
both directions (a small segment at SW Upper Boones Ferry Road westbound is congested) and SW 
Tiedeman Ave at SW Tigard Street southbound. Highway 99W, Highway 217, I-5 and SW Scholls 
Ferry Road are classified as high injury corridors for automobiles and SW Durham Road is classified 
as a high injury corridor for bikes. 

Transit: Nine TriMet bus routes provide service to Tigard, mainly along the arterial streets in the 
northern portion of the city near Highways 217 and 99W.  WES Commuter Rail stops at the Tigard 
Transit Center. The majority of the city west of Highway 99W does not have transit service. Two 
TriMet bus routes provide service near the Murray Scholls Town Center in Beaverton that is a little 
over a mile east of the reserve area. 

Bike: Tigard has over 26 miles of dedicated bike lanes, ten miles of established bikeways and 
numerous streets considered bike friendly that together create a well connected system that is 
dispersed throughout the residential areas. Most of the employment areas and the Town Center are 
served by bike facilities. A small portion of Beaverton’s large network of dedicated bike lanes (50 
miles), established bikeways (22 miles) and bike friendly streets are located near the reserve area 
including bike lanes on SW Scholls Ferry Road and SW 175th Ave.  
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Pedestrian: Most of the residential neighborhoods in Tigard have sidewalks although there are 
some significant sections of the city that do not, including some near schools. The Town Center and 
employment areas are also fairly well served by sidewalks, however internal circulation in some 
business parks is lacking. The Fanno Creek Trail, Pathfinder-Genesis Trail and Tigard Street Trail 
provide other pedestrian options, mainly near the Town Center. Most of the nearby residential 
neighborhoods in Beaverton have sidewalks that provide internal circulation with limited 
connections to other parts of the city. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: The roads in Tigard near the reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio 
(<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. Most of the roads in Beaverton near the reserve area also have an 
acceptable volume/capacity ratio for the pm peak with the exception of SW Scholls Ferry Road at 
SW Tile Flat Road which has a congested volume/capacity ratio in both directions. SW Roy Rogers 
Road which is outside the UGB also has a congested volume/capacity ratio in both directions 
between SW Beef Bend Road and SW Bull Mt. Road.  

Transit: No TriMet bus routes travel close to the reserve area. The closest transit stops are a little 
over one mile from the reserve area near the Murray Scholls Town Center via SW Scholls Ferry 
Road.  

Bike: The closest bike facility inside the UGB is a dedicated bike lane on one side of the road on SW 
Roy Rogers Road that extends north past SW Scholls Ferry Road to the new Beaverton high school. 
An established bikeway on SW Scholls Ferry Road extends east for over a mile to the Murray Scholls 
Town Center. SW Roy Rogers Road outside of the UGB to the south has a bike lane on one side of the 
road.  

Pedestrian: The new residential neighborhoods in the adjacent River Terrace development have 
sidewalks that connect to the reserve area. Currently they do not connect across SW Roy Rogers 
Road to other parts of Tigard. There are sidewalks on the north side of SW Scholls Ferry Road, west 
of SW Roy Rogers Road near the new high school as well as sidewalks on both sides of SW Scholls 
Ferry that extend east of SW Roy Rogers Road towards the Murray Scholls Town Center. These 
sidewalks connect with the Westside Trail that extends quite some distance to the north. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: SW Scholls Ferry Road will see increased traffic as a result of urbanization and may 
increase congestion issues both east and west of the area, including the SW Tile Flat Road 
congestion location, although SW Scholls Ferry Road will be improved up to SW Tile Flat Road as 
development of South Cooper Mt. continues. SW Roy Rogers Road will see increased traffic as well 
and may increase the congestion issues between SW Beef Bend Road and SW Bull Mt. Road as well 
as further south to Sherwood. SW Bull Mt. Road may also see increased traffic as drivers look for an 
alternative east-west connection to Highway 99W, which could negatively impact the current 
congestion issue at that intersection. 

Transit: There would be no impact on existing TriMet bus routes. See transit analysis below.  
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Bike: The dedicated bike lane on SW Roy Rogers Road would be expected to see additional use, 
especially to the north where it connects to the bikeway on SW Scholls Ferry Road that extends to 
the Murray Scholls Town Center. The dedicated bike lane on SW Roy Rogers Road outside of the 
UGB to the south may also see additional use, depending on the status of the urban reserves to the 
south and the continued development of River Terrace.  

Pedestrian: The sidewalks in the new residential neighborhoods of River Terrace would be 
expected to see additional use. The level of use would increase once connections across SW Roy 
Rogers Road to other neighborhoods of River Terrace are completed. Sidewalks that connect to the 
new high school could see additional use depending on the future school district boundary as only a 
portion of the reserve area is in the Beaverton School District. The sidewalks that extend east to the 
Murray Scholls Town Center could also see additional use, although the town center is over one 
mile away. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

SW Roy Rogers Road will need to be improved to urban arterial standards and a new arterial is 
needed to extend SW Bull Mt. Road through the middle of the reserve area, ultimately connecting 
with SW Scholls Ferry Road at SW Tile Flat Road. SW Roy Rogers Road is considered a ½ street 
improvement as the other side of the road is the responsibility of the land already inside the UGB. A 
new collector is needed to connect the new arterial with SW Scholls Ferry Road near the new 
Beaverton High School. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved ½  $11.21 
New $66.21 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
New $6.56 

Total  $83.98 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 30 minute headways for all day service, five days a week with three additional buses 
at a capital cost of $1,200,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is $1,248,000 and grows 
2% per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  
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Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Four streams flow through the reserve area, varying in lengths from 300 feet to 3,100 feet, on their 
way to the Tualatin River. The first stream flows south through the northwest portion of the 
reserve area for approximately 2,200 feet, isolating this small section of the reserve area. This 
stream originates in the South Cooper Mt. area to the north and flows mainly through a forested 
ravine with some adjacent steep slopes. There is a significant amount of riparian and upland habitat 
associated with the stream, especially along the southernmost section of the stream corridor. Given 
the streams location at the very top corner of the reserve area and the increased protection levels 
for steep slopes, streams and habitat areas within the UGB, urbanization of the area can occur with 
minimal impact to this stream corridor, especially if a street connection is not made across the 
stream and habitat area. If a stream crossing is made then impacts would occur to the stream and 
habitat areas. 

A second stream flows west through the upper-middle portion of the reserve area for 
approximately 1,100 feet, joining the first stream just outside the reserve area boundary.  This 
stream also flows through a forested ravine that is mostly composed of steep slopes and riparian 
and upland habitat has been identified along the stream corridor. Given the increased protection 
levels for steep slopes, streams and habitat areas within the UGB, urbanization of the area can occur 
without impacting this stream corridor, similar to how the stream is protected in River Terrace to 
the east. If road connections are needed from the land inside the UGB to the east or from the 
western portion of the area, impacts would occur to the stream and habitat areas. 

The third stream flows west through the lower-middle portion of the reserve area for 
approximately 3,100 feet before joining the first stream outside the reserve boundary. This stream 
flows mainly through a forested canopy although a portion of it is within open pasture land and it 
appears about 200 feet of the stream is piped. A significant portion of the forested section also 
contains slopes greater than 25% and there is a pond along the stream corridor that is not 
identified as a wetland. As expected, riparian and upland habitat has been identified along the 
stream corridor. The forested section of the stream corridor would have the least impacts given the 
steep slopes and the habitat areas that would be protected. The area that flows through the pasture 
land, where a north-south roadway connection would be more likely, may be impacted depending 
on the transportations connections that occur. Day lighting the piped portion of the stream allows 
for restoration of this segment.  

Finally, a 300 foot section of stream flows within a forested ravine through the very southeast 
corner of the reserve area. Given the location of the stream and the adjacent steep slopes, 
urbanization could occur without impacting this short stream segment. Overall urbanization of the 
area could occur with low to medium impacts to the stream corridors and habitat areas, depending 
on the number of stream crossings and urban form. 
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Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing or employment uses 
replacing the existing rural residences. The existing stream corridors and habitat areas divide up 
the reserve area into discreet blocks of land that could be developed to urban densities. New urban 
development would generate social impacts on the existing residents of the area in terms of loss of 
sense of place and rural lifestyle, however some of the blocks of developable land are small and the 
urban development pattern would be less intense. Directly to the east is the River Terrace area that 
was included in the UGB in 2002 and is currently being developed. This development activity 
lessens the loss of the rural lifestyle for the current residents. In addition, the 2011 South Cooper 
Mt. UGB expansion area is directly to the north across SW Scholls Ferry Road and the new 
Mountainside High School is open. The combination of this reserve area with the River Terrace and 
South Cooper Mt. areas provide opportunities to create one urban community with a higher level of 
amenities such as parks and trails and develop efficiencies in infrastructure financing and delivery 
of services. There are two main pockets of agricultural activities, one in the north and the other in 
the south. The potential economic impact of urbanizing this area will outweigh the loss of the 
economic impact from these agricultural uses. The additional traffic generated through 
urbanization will impact SW Beef Bend Road, SW Roy Rogers Road, SW Scholls Ferry Road and 
ultimately Highway 99W which could provide negative energy impacts as these roadways currently 
are highly traveled. This is especially true when the River Terrace and South Cooper Mt. areas build 
out. The planned River Terrace Trail is located to the east and the planned South Cooper Mt. Trail is 
to the north, which provides the opportunity for trail connection points that could reduce some 
local automobile trips, thereby reducing VMT. Overall this reserve area has medium economic, 
social and energy consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

To the south is a large block of exclusive farm use (EFU) zoned land that extends beyond the 
Tualatin River. However, the land directly adjacent to the reserve area is forested and contains a 
stream corridor that effectively buffers the agricultural activities that are occurring to the south. 
Urbanization of the reserve area would significantly increase traffic on SW Roy Rogers Road which 
could impact the movement of both farm equipment and goods, although traffic on SW Roy Rogers 
Road is currently at a high level. Thus, the proposed urban uses are generally compatible with the 
nearby agricultural activities occurring on the farm land to the south. 

West of the lower portion of the reserve area is EFU zoned land that includes a forested ravine that 
provides a buffer for the agricultural lands further west. It appears these agricultural lands gain 
access through SW Vandermost Road and SW Pleasant Valley Road which would see limited 
additional traffic as the vast majority of the reserve land will funnel traffic towards SW Scholls 
Ferry Road and SW Roy Rogers Road. There is a very small amount of agricultural land directly 
adjacent to the reserve area that contains field crops and would be impacted by urbanization of the 
reserve area. Thus, the proposed urban uses are not compatible with the agricultural activities 
occurring on this very small amount of farm land directly adjacent to the reserve area. Mitigation 
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measures on the urban side could be used to reduce the conflicts between the urban uses and 
agricultural activities. The proposed urban uses are compatible with the agricultural activities 
occurring on the farm land further to the west of the lower portion of the reserve area. 

West of the upper portion of the reserve area is a block of Agriculture & Forest (AF-20) zoned land 
that is mostly in agricultural production with the exception of one area that extends into the notch 
of the reserve area that is forested. SW Vandermost Road would provide a buffer between the 
agricultural activities occurring in this location and a new urban area, however the road alone 
would not make the two uses compatible and there could still be complaints due to noise, odor, dust 
and the use of pesticides and fertilizer. SW Vandermost Road would see an increase in traffic due to 
urbanization, but it will be limited as this section of the reserve area is isolated by a stream corridor 
and the overall development pattern will be small. Future road connections could increase the 
amount of traffic. Thus the proposed urban uses are not compatible with the nearby agricultural 
activities occurring on this block of farm and forest land. Mitigation measures on the urban side 
could be used to reduce conflicts between the urban uses and farm and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB. 

Overall, the proposed urban uses have medium compatibility with nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB; however mitigation measures will be 
needed to reduce some impacts.  
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SHERWOOD NORTH URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 123  Parcel Acres 111 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

58 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

44 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Sherwood North Urban Reserve Area is a set of three very small sub-areas on the north side of 
Sherwood in the general vicinity of Highway 99W. The floodplain forms the northern boundary of 
all three sub-areas. The eastern sub-area is located north of SW Galbreath Drive and is 
approximately 35 acres in size. The middle sub-area straddles SW Pacific Highway and is 
approximately 57 acres in size. The western sub-area is north of SW Seely Lane and is 
approximately 31 acres in size. Access to the western sub-area is not straightforward whereas the 
middle sub-area has potential access to SW Pacific Highway and the eastern sub-area can be 
accessed by SW Gerda Lane and SW Cipole Road.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

The eastern sub-area contains eight partial parcels and one complete parcel that range from ¼ acre 
to 12 acres in size. Two of the partial parcels contain structures related to agricultural uses, 
including one residence; however the Washington County tax assessor data does not indicate any 
building value. Two of the partial parcels are owned by the federal government, one being 
associated with the Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge and the other being owned by the 
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA). Power lines run both north-south and east-west through 
the sub-area. In addition, a very small portion of the sub-area is BPA right-of way.  

The middle sub-area contains one complete parcel and five partial parcels that range from 3 to 12 
acres in size. Portland General Electric owns ten acres and the federal government owns 3 acres. 
There are two residences within the sub-area, one valued at $62,620 and the other at $126,090. The 
Portland General Electric parcel contains power lines that run to the adjacent sub-station that is 
within the UGB. Nine acres of the sub-area is the back portion of the Home Depot parcel.  

The western sub-area contains eleven partial partials that range from ⅓ acre to 11 acres in size. 
Three of the partial parcels are less than one acre and ten of the partial parcels are less than five 
acres. The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service own approximately two acres and Washington County owns 
approximately three acres. Three of the partial parcels contain residences, valued at $72,790, 
$174,100 and $479,000. Two power lines run through the sub-area, mostly along the UGB line but 
impact eight of the eleven parcels. 
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GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

The three flat sub-areas contain small amounts of buildable land due to the numerous power line 
easements that run through the areas. In addition, the majority of the land is made up of partial 
parcels which complicate the ability to consolidate the land into larger parcels for development. 
The irregular shape of the three sub-areas reduces the ability to provide a well connected 
residential development pattern and the western sub-area protrudes into the rural reserve which 
limits a secondary access from the north. The middle and eastern sub-areas are adjacent to existing 
industrially zoned land and provide the opportunity for extensions of these existing uses. This area 
is able to accommodate a very small portion of a residential or employment land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

 The City of Sherwood owns, operates and maintains the wastewater collection system within City 
limits, and Clean Water Services (CWS) provides wastewater treatment at the Durham Wastewater 
Treatment Plant which has capacity to serve lands inside the UGB. Sewer is conveyed via gravity 
pipes to the Sherwood Pump Station (maintained by CWS) located northeast of the city.  
Downstream of the pump station, flows utilize the CWS Upper Tualatin Interceptor to the Durham 
treatment plant. The City of Sherwood updated their Sanitary Sewer Master Plan in 2016.  The 
master plan includes areas within the City of Sherwood city limits as well as the Tonquin 
Employment Area (TEA) and the Brookman Addition, which are within the UGB. The Master Plan 
indicates that there is sufficient capacity for existing development (conveyance, pump station and 
treatment plant).  However, at full build-out of the UGB, there are deficiencies with the Sherwood 
and Rock Creek Trunk Lines, the Sherwood Pump Station, and the Upper Tualatin Interceptor. CWS 
has indicated that it has plans to construct a new pump station to supplement the capacity of the 
Sherwood Pump Station.  In addition, CWS is planning for upgrades to the Upper Tualatin 
Interceptor.  These improvements are anticipated within the next five years. Upsizing of the 
Sherwood and Rock Creek trunk lines would be shared between City of Sherwood and CWS. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Urbanization of this very small reserve area should not require upgrades to the Durham treatment 
plant. There are several existing 8-inch sewer lines that extend from the adjacent developments 
near the reserve areas southern boundary. The western sub-area would likely be served by the 
Sherwood Trunk Line, while the eastern sub-area will be served by the Rock Creek Trunk Line. 
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Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

There are no impacts to the existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB and all 
the pipe will be installed by the development community.  

Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Sherwood draws the majority of its water supply from the Willamette River Water 
Treatment Plant (WRWTP) in the City of Wilsonville. The City owns 5 million gallons per day (MGD) 
of production capacity at the WRWTP.  Sherwood also maintains four groundwater wells for back-
up supply and maintains an emergency connection and transmission piping through the City of 
Tualatin’s water system. The City of Sherwood Water Master Plan was updated in 2015. According 
to the Master Plan, the water system has adequate capacity to serve the existing UGB through the 
10-year planning horizon with respect to water supply, storage, pumping, and piping. The 
Brookman Addition and the Tonquin Employment Area (located within the existing UGB) are 
projected for development within a 20-year planning horizon. To support the 20-year planning 
horizon, the City will need an additional 1 mgd of supply from the WRWTP.  The Master Plan 
indicates that existing storage and pumping have sufficient capacity for the 20-year planning 
horizon. New large diameter water lines will need to be extended into the currently undeveloped 
Brookman Addition and Tonquin Employment Area. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Currently there is adequate water supply for the reserve area or depending on when the reserve 
area is added to the UGB the City will be able to generate the supply to serve the new development. 
The master plan did not include the Sherwood North urban reserve in its analysis. However, the 
Sherwood West and a portion of the Tonquin urban reserves were included. For the purpose of this 
report, it is assumed that only one reserve area will be developed at a time. The City of Sherwood 
Master Plan assumed a portion of the Sherwood West reserve area would be developed in the 20-
year planning horizon. Therefore, presumably, if the Sherwood North reserve area were to develop 
instead of Sherwood West, there would be available capacity in the existing system with regards to 
storage, pumping, and piping, especially given the very small size of the reserve area. As mentioned 
above, the City will need to obtain additional supply from the WRWTP to serve full development of 
the existing UGB as well as additional reserve areas.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

There are no impacts to the existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB and all 
the pipe will be installed by the development community.  

 

 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 627 of 1024

METRO-0649



Water Costs   

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Storage/pumping $0.63 
Total $0.63 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roads in Sherwood have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio for the 2015 
pm peak. SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road at SW Oregon Street and SW Elwert Road at SW Edy Road 
have a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both directions. SW Tualatin Sherwood Road and 
Highway 99W are classified as high injury corridors for automobiles. 

Transit: Three TriMet bus lines serve Sherwood. Routes 93 and 94 on Highway 99W provide 
service to the Tigard Transit Center and Tigard/Portland respectively from the Town Center. Route 
97 on SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road provides service to the Tualatin WES Station from Old Town. 

Bike: Sherwood has eight miles of dedicated bike lanes and three miles of established bikeways 
along the major roadways that connect with some local trails and bike friendly streets, including a 
connection to Old Town. There are numerous gaps to some of the residential areas south of the 
railroad. 

Pedestrian: The vast majority of the residential neighborhoods in Sherwood have sidewalks with a 
number of local trails that connect the different neighborhoods together. The Town Center is well 
connected with sidewalks as is most of Old Town. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: Highway 99W and SW Tualatin Sherwood Road are the closest major roadways for the 
three small sub-areas and both have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio for the 2015 pm peak in 
these locations. SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road at SW Oregon Street, which is about ½ mile from the 
eastern sub-area has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both directions. 

Transit: TriMet bus routes 93 and 94 travel through the middle sub-area along Highway 99W and 
there is a transit stop a little over a ⅓ of a mile from the western sub-area. Route 97 has a transit 
stop about 800 feet from the eastern sub-area along SW Tualatin Sherwood Road.  

Bike: Highway 99W and most of SW Roy Rogers Road have dedicated bike lanes providing access 
to the western and middle sub-areas. There is a 1,000 foot segment of SW Roy Rogers Road 
between Highway 99W and SW Borchers Drive that does not have a bike lane. There is an 
established bikeway along SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road that is about 800 feet from the eastern sub-
area. These facilities provide connections to the Town Center and Old Town.  

 Pedestrian: Sidewalks connect to the western sub-area along SW Borchers Drive and SW Seely 
Lane. Sidewalks connect to the middle sub-area along Highway 99W. There is a short 600 foot 
sidewalk gap on the north side of the highway just east of SW Roy Rogers Road. There are 
sidewalks on SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road and SW Gerda Lane that stop approximately 600 feet 
short of the eastern sub-area. These facilities provide connections to the Town Center and Old 
Town. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Highway 99W and SW Tualatin Sherwood Road are the closest major roadways for the 
three small reserve areas and both have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio for the 2015 pm peak 
in these locations. SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road at SW Oregon Street, which is about ½ mile from 
the eastern sub-area has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both directions. Given the 
extremely small amount of acreage in the reserve areas there would not be a negative impact to 
these roadways from urbanization of the reserve areas.  

Transit: TriMet bus routes 93, 94 and 97 could see additional use from urbanization of the reserve 
areas especially given the pedestrian connections between the areas and the closest transit stops. 
See transit analysis below. 

Bike: The bike facilities on Highway 99W, SW Roy Rogers Road and SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road 
would be expected to see an increase in use given the existing connections and the opportunity to 
travel to the Town Center and Old Town by bike.  

 Pedestrian: The sidewalks that connect to the sub-areas along SW Borchers Drive, SW Seely Lane 
and Highway 99W would be expected to see additional use. The sidewalks on SW Tualatin-
Sherwood Road and SW Gerda Lane would also be expected to see additional use once the 600 feet 
gap is completed as these facilities provide connections to the Town Center and Old Town. 
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Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

No new arterial or collector facilities are needed for urbanization to occur. 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service and determined that no additional 
service is necessary for these small reserve areas. 

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

No streams or wetlands are located within the three sub-areas, but as mentioned above the 100-
year floodplain forms the northern edge of all three sub-areas. There are significant areas of 
riparian or upland habitat identified in the eastern and western sub areas due to the location of the 
floodplain and the nearby Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge. Some of the identified habitat is 
in locations that are currently in agricultural production so a refined analysis will need to be 
completed at the local government level. In addition, some of the identified habitat in the western 
sub-area is located within the power line easements, which would provide some level of protection 
due to the inability to urbanize at a high level. The majority of the middle sub-area is free of habitat 
areas. Finally, some of the habitat area is located on land owned by the federal government or 
Washington County and would most likely not be subject to urbanization pressures. Overall 
urbanization of the area could occur with minimal or moderate impacts to the habitat areas 
depending on the urban form and use.  

Energy, Economic & Social 

There are only six residences within the three small sub-areas and much of the land is in public 
ownership or impacted by power line right of way that reduces the opportunity for urban 
development, thus urbanization of the areas would not have significant social impacts on current 
residents. A significant portion of the land is vacant therefore any future development, especially 
for employment use will provide a positive economic impact. The loss of the economic impact from 
the small agricultural uses would not be considerable and the potential economic impact of 
employment development in these locations, even though it is not significant will outweigh this 
loss. The eastern and middle sub-areas would logically be extensions of the industrial areas near 
SW Tualatin Sherwood Road, providing additional employment opportunities for local residents 
and could help reduce the increase in VMT from urbanization of the area. However, given the 
modest amount of development that would occur, the increase in traffic would not be great and 
would not have significant energy consequences. Overall this analysis area has low economic, social 
and energy consequences from urbanization.   
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Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

All of the land adjacent to the three sub-areas is designated for farm use by Washington County. The 
land adjacent to the western sub-area is zoned exclusive farm use (EFU); however no agricultural 
activity is occurring directly adjacent to the reserve area. The Chicken Creek riparian area provides 
a buffer on the west side of this sub-area and the land on the east and north side contains forest or 
scrub shrubs. As there is no agricultural activity directly adjacent to this sub-area, the proposed 
urban uses are generally compatible with the nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on 
this farm and forest land. 

The land adjacent to the middle sub-area is zoned EFU as well. The EFU land on the north side of 
SW Pacific Highway is not being farmed and appears to contain areas of standing water for 
significant portions of the year as part of the wildlife refuge operations. The EFU land to the south 
of SW Pacific Highway contains some limited agricultural activities including field crops, orchards 
and pasture land. Urbanization of this portion of the sub-area may impact these agricultural 
activities, however since the amount of development that could occur is relatively small and would 
most likely be an employment use with access occurring away from the farming areas the impact 
would not be great. Thus the proposed urban uses are generally compatible with the nearby 
agricultural activities occurring on this farm and forest land. 

Most of the land adjacent to the eastern sub-area is zoned EFU and there is a block agriculture 
forest (AF20) zoned land adjacent to the portion of the sub-area near SW Cipole Road. The majority 
of this resource land contains some level of agricultural activity, including field crops and pasture 
land. Urbanization of this portion of the sub-area may impact these agricultural activities, however 
since the amount of development that could occur is relatively small and would most likely be an 
employment use with access occurring away from the farming areas the impact would not be great. 
Overall, proposed urban uses in the Sherwood North analysis area has high compatibility with 
nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB. 
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SHERWOOD SOUTH URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 447  Parcel Acres 421 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

210 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

159 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Sherwood South Urban Reserve Area is a rectangular shaped area on the south side of 
Sherwood, south of SW Brookman Road and east of Highway 99W that totals 447 acres in size. The 
UGB forms the northern boundary and the Clackamas-Washington County line forms the eastern 
boundary. The area is served by SW Brookman Road, SW Middleton Road and SW Oberst Road. The 
area contains five streams including the confluence of Goose and Cedar Creeks. The land north of 
SW Brookman Road was added to the UGB in 2002; only recently has a portion of the area been 
annexed to the City of Sherwood and currently it is still rural. 

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This moderately sized urban reserve area contains 71 parcels that range in size from 12,200 square 
feet to 55 acres. Eighty-nine percent of the parcels are less than ten acres and over half the parcels 
are less than five acres in size. A 65 acre parcel is split by the reserve boundary with 28 acres inside 
the urban reserve and the remaining 37 acres in a rural reserve. The area includes rural residential 
development, forested parcels and limited agricultural activity, mostly in pasture land, Christmas 
trees and orchards. The Timber Line Baptist Church is located on SW Old Highway 99W and a 
Northwest Natural Gas Facility is located at the corner of SW Old Highway 99W and SW Brookman 
Road. Overall, 60 of the 71 parcels have improvements, with a median value of $110,470. Five new 
residences, clustered south of SW Middleton Road, were built on five to eight acre parcels in 2016. 
Available data does not suggest the existence of power lines or public easements, however 
approximately one-half mile of Portland and Western Railroad track runs through the western 
portion of the area. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

The reserve area is a mixture of flat areas with some small hills and steeper sloped areas, mostly 
near the streams that flow north towards Sherwood. Most of the flatter areas are near SW Old 
Highway 99W and SW Middleton Road and are made up of smaller parcels that would need to be 
combined to provide limited opportunities for employment uses. This combined with the area 
being quite some distance from Sherwood’s existing employment lands reduces the viability of 
employment uses occurring in the area. The existing rural residential development pattern and the 
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agricultural lands provide the opportunity for future residential development. Urban services 
would need to be extended south to the area through the 2002 UGB expansion area on the north 
side of SW Brookman Road. This area is able to accommodate a residential land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

The City of Sherwood owns, operates and maintains the wastewater collection system within City 
limits, and Clean Water Services (CWS) provides wastewater treatment at the Durham Wastewater 
Treatment Plant which has capacity to serve lands inside the UGB. Sewer is conveyed via gravity 
pipes to the Sherwood Pump Station (maintained by CWS) located northeast of the city.  
Downstream of the pump station, flows utilize the CWS Upper Tualatin Interceptor to the Durham 
treatment plant. The City of Sherwood updated their Sanitary Sewer Master Plan in 2016.  The 
master plan includes areas within the City of Sherwood city limits as well as the Tonquin 
Employment Area (TEA) and the Brookman Addition, which are within the UGB. The Master Plan 
indicates that there is sufficient capacity for existing development (conveyance, pump station and 
treatment plant). However, at full build-out of the UGB, there are deficiencies with the Sherwood 
and Rock Creek Trunk Lines, the Sherwood Pump Station, and the Upper Tualatin Interceptor. CWS 
has indicated that it has plans to construct a new pump station to supplement the capacity of the 
Sherwood Pump Station. In addition, CWS is planning for upgrades to the Upper Tualatin 
Interceptor.  These improvements are anticipated within the next five years. Upsizing of the 
Sherwood and Rock Creek trunk lines would be shared between City of Sherwood and CWS. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Capacity appears to be available at the Durham treatment plant although upgrades may be 
required. Assuming areas within the existing UGB develop prior to the reserve area; the system 
would not have capacity to serve the area. However, after improvements are made to the existing 
system to accommodate the current UGB, there may be additional capacity available for the reserve 
area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Sewer from the reserve area will be served by the Sherwood Trunk Line. Currently, no existing 
sewer extends south through the 2002 Brookman Addition area to the reserve area boundary. For 
the purpose of this report, it is assumed that the Brookman Addition will develop prior to the 
reserve area. Sewer lines in the Brookman Addition would presumably extend to the northern 
boundary of the reserve area and new lines will be extended throughout the reserve area. The 
laterals off the mains will be provided by the development community. CWS’ Durham WWTP is a 
large facility with a broad service area. The cumulative addition of multiple urban reserves could 
result in a need for some expansion in order to handle additional load. 
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Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs  

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $0.13 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $2.37 
Total $2.5 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Sherwood draws the majority of its water supply from the Willamette River Water 
Treatment Plant (WRWTP) in the City of Wilsonville. The City owns 5 million gallons per day (MGD) 
of production capacity at the WRWTP.  Sherwood also maintains four groundwater wells for back-
up supply and maintains an emergency connection and transmission piping through the City of 
Tualatin’s water system. The City of Sherwood Water Master Plan was updated in 2015. According 
to the Master Plan, the water system has adequate capacity to serve the existing UGB through the 
10-year planning horizon with respect to water supply, storage, pumping, and piping. The 
Brookman Addition and the Tonquin Employment Area (located within the existing UGB) are 
projected for development within a 20-year planning horizon. To support the 20-year planning 
horizon, the City will need an additional 1 mgd of supply from the WRWTP.  The Master Plan 
indicates that existing storage and pumping have sufficient capacity for the 20-year planning 
horizon. New large diameter water lines will need to be extended into the currently undeveloped 
Brookman Addition and Tonquin Employment Area. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Currently there is adequate water supply for the reserve area or depending on when the reserve 
area is added to the UGB the City will be able to generate the supply to serve the new development. 
The master plan did not include the Sherwood South urban reserve in its analysis. However, the 
Sherwood West and a portion of the Tonquin urban reserves were included. For the purpose of this 
report, it is assumed that only one reserve area will be developed at a time. The City of Sherwood 
Master Plan assumed a portion of the Sherwood West reserve area would be developed in the 20-
year planning horizon. Therefore, presumably, if the Sherwood South reserve area were to develop 
instead of Sherwood West, there would be available capacity in the existing system with regards to 
storage, pumping, and piping. As mentioned above, the City will need to obtain additional supply 
from the WRWTP to serve full development of the existing UGB as well as additional reserve areas.   

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Because water capacity appears to be adequate, future impacts to the water system are primarily 
financial. New water mains must be provided to allow development of the reserve area and the 
laterals off the mains are provided by the development community. 
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Water Costs   

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $3.9  
Storage/pumping $2.24 
Total $6.14 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $5.39 
Water quality/detention $5.26 
Total $10.65 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roads in Sherwood have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak. SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road at SW Oregon Street and SW Elwert Road at SW Edy 
Road have a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both directions. SW Tualatin Sherwood 
Road and Highway 99W are classified as high injury corridors for automobiles. 

Transit: Three TriMet bus lines serve Sherwood. Routes 93 and 94 on Highway 99W provide 
service to the Tigard Transit Center and Tigard/Portland respectively from the Town Center. Route 
97 on SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road provides service to the Tualatin WES Station from Old Town. 
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Bike: Sherwood has eight miles of dedicated bike lanes and three miles of established bikeways 
along the major roadways that connect with some local trails and bike friendly streets, including a 
connection to Old Town. There are numerous gaps to some of the residential areas south of the 
railroad. 

Pedestrian: The vast majority of the residential neighborhoods in Sherwood have sidewalks with a 
number of local trails that connect the different neighborhoods together. The Town Center is well 
connected with sidewalks as is most of Old Town. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: SW Brookman Road, the main access point for the reserve area has an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio for the 2015 pm peak. SW Ladd Hill Road and Highway 99W also have an 
acceptable volume/capacity ratio.  

Transit: There are no TriMet bus lines near the reserve area. The closest transit stop for routes 93 
and 94 are over one mile away in Old Town. 

Bike: There are dedicated bike lanes on Highway 99W at the SW Brookman Road intersection. 
There is a small 650 foot bike lane section on SW Ladd Hill Road between SW Sunset Boulevard and 
SW Willow Drive, however this bike lane does not connect to any other bike facilities and is over ½ 
mile from the reserve area.  

Pedestrian: SW Sunset Boulevard has sidewalks as do the residential neighborhoods south of the 
road; however these sidewalks only provide connections internal to the subdivisions. SW Ladd Hill 
Road has as sidewalk on one side that extends to SW Brookman Road, which is just shy of a ½ mile 
from the reserve area. North of SW Sunset Boulevard the sidewalks on SW Main Street extend into 
Old Town.   

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Currently SW Brookman Road is a two lane rural road that will be improved to an urban 
arterial as the land to the north currently in the UGB is urbanized. The improvement of this 
roadway will provide the capacity to also serve the reserve area, thus traffic impacts to SW 
Brookman Road should be minimal. Additional traffic could occur on SW Ladd Hill Road/SW Main 
Street as that is the most direct route to Old Town. Highway 99W adjacent to the reserve area 
should not be impacted from the relatively small number of new homes expected.  

Transit: Some impact to the current TriMet bus routes may occur. See transit analysis below.  

Bike: The dedicated bike lanes on Highway 99W could see additional use although the highway is 
not the most comfortable environment for most bicyclists. The small bike lane section on SW Ladd 
Hill Road would most likely not see any additional use as it does not connect to any other bike 
facilities.  
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Pedestrian: The sidewalk on SW Ladd Hill Road and the sidewalks on SW Sunset Boulevard could 
see additional use once the gap from SW Brookman Road is completed as that would provide a 
connection north of SW Sunset Boulevard along SW Main Street to Old Town.   

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

SW Brookman Road will need to be improved to urban arterial standards. This is considered a ½ 
street improvement as the Brookman Addition expansion area from 2002 will be responsible for 
the northern half of the roadway. SW Middleton Road, SW Labrousse Road and SW Oberst Road will 
need to be improved to urban collector standards. Two new collectors will be needed to extend east 
from SW Labrousse Road and then north to SW Brookman Road. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved ½  $26.10 
Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $43.86 
New $32.69 

Total  $102.65 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service and determined they could reroute 
an existing line along Highway 99W to serve the reserve area with no additional cost.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Five streams flow through the reserve area including Goose Creek, Cedar Creek and unnamed 
tributaries to Cedar Creek. Goose Creek flows south through a predominately wooded area for 
approximately 1,400 feet to join Cedar Creek in the middle of the reserve area. Cedar Creek enters 
the reserve area in the southwest corner and flows northeast for approximately 3,930 feet to its 
confluence with Goose Creek. This section of Cedar Creek flows mainly through a wooded riparian 
area that is well established and located away from existing development and also contains an 
associated 3.1 acre wetland identified on the National Wetland Inventory (NWI). Cedar Creek 
continues flowing northeast for approximately 2,100 feet, once again through a mostly wooded 
riparian corridor.  This section of the creek also has an adjacent ½ acre NWI wetland. There is a 
considerable amount of floodplain associated with these two streams that would help protect the 
riparian corridors due to floodplain development limitations.  
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Three tributaries to Cedar Creek flow north through the eastern portion of the reserve area. The 
two most eastern streams flow through wooded areas and total approximately 4,650 feet. A ½ acre 
NWI wetland has been identified along the easternmost stream and a small pond not identified as a 
wetland is along the other stream. The third stream flows through a mostly open landscape of 
pasture land and farm structures before flowing through a wooded area with rural residences. The 
total length of this stream is 2,180 feet and also includes a fairly large irrigation pond.  

Both riparian and upland wildlife habitat has been identified along all of the stream corridors. The 
five streams and associated wildlife habitat essentially break up the reserve area into small 
segments of unconstrained land. In order to urbanize the area in a well connected manner that 
provides transportation options numerous stream crossings would be required which most likely 
would negatively impact the stream corridors. If urbanization occurs with less connectivity then 
impacts to the natural resources can be reduced. It should be noted that the City of Sherwood has 
preserved the Cedar Creek riparian area that currently is within the city limits by integrating the 
stream corridor into the urban fabric, resulting in an amenity for its citizens. Overall urbanization 
of the area could occur with moderate to significant impacts to the stream corridors and habitat 
areas depending on the urban form and road connections.  

Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences. The significant natural resources in the area reduces the amount of development 
that can occur and forces a segmented development pattern which provides for a significant 
amount of land that will stay in a natural state, thus reducing the social impacts of future 
urbanization relative to the loss of a rural lifestyle and sense of place on the existing residents of the 
area. SW Middleton Road and SW Brookman Road provide access to Highway 99W which connects 
to employment areas along SW Tualatin Sherwood Road which could help reduce the increase in 
VMT from urbanization of the area. However, given the modest amount of development that would 
occur, the increase in traffic would not be great and would not have significant energy 
consequences. Preservation of the stream corridors provides the opportunity for connections to 
existing trails within Sherwood that could reduce some local automobile trips, thereby reducing 
VMT. The agricultural activity within the reserve area is minimal. The loss of the economic impact 
from these agricultural uses would not be considerable and the potential economic impact of 
residential development, even though it is not significant will outweigh this loss. Overall this 
analysis area has low economic, social and energy consequences from urbanization.    

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

There is a 127 acre block of resource land zoned agriculture forest 20 (AF-20) directly south of the 
analysis area between SW Ladd Hill Road and SW Labrousee Road.  The majority of the resource 
land is forested with one rural residence and a very limited amount of agricultural activities 
occurring. Two unnamed tributaries to Cedar Creek flow north through the forested portion of the 
resource land area in ravines up to 200-feet deep. As there is a very limited amount of agricultural 
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activities and no indication of forest activities occurring on this resource land area, the proposed 
urban uses are compatible with the nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on this farm 
and forest land. 

A second block of resource land zoned AF-20 is located west of the reserve area, on the west side of 
Highway 99W between SW Chapman Road and SW Gimm Lane, and extends approximately 1½ 
miles to the Washington County line.  Agricultural activities near Highway 99W include a small 
amount of orchard and field crops and a 44-acre equestrian center. The Highway 99W right-of-way, 
which is approximately 150-feet in width, provides a good edge to the reserve area in this location.  
In addition, the equestrian center is essentially a developed use that supplements the buffer of the 
highway for the majority of the agricultural activities that occur to the west. Due to the fairly wide 
highway right-of-way and the location of the equestrian center, the proposed urban uses are 
compatible with the nearby agricultural activities occurring on this farm and forest land. 

A third 438 acre block of resource land zoned AF-20 is located approximately ¼ mile south of the 
reserve area along SW Rein Road. This resource land area is approximately 100-feet higher in 
elevation and is separated by a number of rural residences. As this block of resource land is not 
directly adjacent to the reserve area, and there are a number of rural residences located on the 
slope between the two areas, the proposed urban uses would be compatible with nearby 
agricultural or forest activities occurring on this farm or forest land. Overall, proposed urban uses 
in the reserve area have a high compatibility with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB. 
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SHERWOOD WEST URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 1,205    Parcel Acres 1,159 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

788 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

598 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Sherwood West Urban Reserve Area is a large area on the west side of Sherwood that stretches 
from SW Scholls Sherwood Road in the north to SW Chapman Road in the south and totals 1,205 
acres in size. The UGB forms the eastern boundary with the exception of the very northern portion 
and rural reserve land borders the remaining three sides. The land generally slopes up from east to 
west and Chicken Creek flows north diagonally through the middle portion of the area. Access to 
the area north of Chicken Creek is provided by SW Roy Rogers Road, SW Scholls Sherwood Road 
and SW Elwert Road. Access to the area south of Chicken Creek is provided by SW Elwert Road, SW 
Edy Road, SW Kruger Road and SW Chapman Road.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This large reserve area contains 122 parcels that range in size from one-third of an acre to 58 acres 
in size. The majority of the parcels are between one and ten acres in size although there are 31 
parcels greater than ten acres with 12 parcels greater than 20 acres. The area contains rural 
residences, numerous pockets of agricultural lands and forested parcels and two churches, the 
Countryside Community Church on SW Kruger Road and the Free Methodist Church on SW Edy 
Road. There is a water storage facility owned by the City of Sherwood on SW Kruger Road. Overall, 
88 of the 122 parcels have improvements, with a median value of $190,536, excluding any publicly 
owned buildings. Two power lines run through the area; the first one cuts diagonally across the 
very northern section of the reserve area and the second one generally parallels Chicken Creek. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This reserve area is a mixture of relatively flat land along the eastern edge of the area with 
moderately sloped hills to the west. There are areas with slopes greater than 10% that would limit 
employment opportunities; however there are some fairly large blocks of land that could 
accommodate employment needs. There are minor pockets of slopes greater than 25% associated 
with Chicken Creek and its tributaries. Over 60% of the parcels are greater than five acres in size 
which provides the opportunity to consolidate parcels into significant blocks of land for 
development. The Sherwood School District is building a new high school on land adjacent to the 
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reserve area, which could provide a focal point for a new neighborhood. This area is able to 
accommodate both a residential and employment land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Sherwood owns, operates and maintains the wastewater collection system within City 
limits, and Clean Water Services (CWS) provides wastewater treatment at the Durham Wastewater 
Treatment Plant which has capacity to serve the lands inside the UGB. Sewer is conveyed via gravity 
pipes to the Sherwood Pump Station (maintained by CWS) located northeast of the city.  
Downstream of the pump station, flows utilize the CWS Upper Tualatin Interceptor to the Durham 
treatment plant. The City of Sherwood updated their Sanitary Sewer Master Plan in 2016.  The 
master plan includes areas within the City of Sherwood city limits as well as the Tonquin 
Employment Area (TEA) and the Brookman Addition, which are within the UGB. The Master Plan 
indicates that there is sufficient capacity for existing development (conveyance, pump station and 
treatment plant). However, at full build-out of the UGB, there are deficiencies with the Sherwood 
and Rock Creek Trunk Lines, the Sherwood Pump Station, and the Upper Tualatin Interceptor. CWS 
has indicated that it has plans to construct a new pump station to supplement the capacity of the 
Sherwood Pump Station.  In addition, CWS is planning for upgrades to the Upper Tualatin 
Interceptor. These improvements are anticipated within the next five years. Upsizing of the 
Sherwood and Rock Creek trunk lines would be shared between City of Sherwood and CWS. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Capacity appears to be available at the Durham treatment plant although upgrades may be 
required. Assuming areas within the existing UGB develop prior to the reserve area; the system 
would not have capacity to serve the area. However, after improvements are made to the existing 
system to accommodate the current UGB, there may be additional capacity available for the reserve 
area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Sewer from the reserve area will be served by the Sherwood Trunk Line and as noted above the 
trunk line will need improvements. New lines will be needed to extend throughout the site. Based 
on topography, the northern portion of the reserve area should be served by gravity lines, whereas 
the southern portion may require a pump station and force main to convey flows to the Sherwood 
Trunk Line. The laterals off the mains will be provided by the development community. Wastewater 
services at the Durham treatment plant may require upgrades for the large amount of urban 
development that would be expected from this significant reserve area.  
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Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs  

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $5.52 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $1.57 
Force main $0.88 
Pump station $0.40 
Total $8.37 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Sherwood draws the majority of its water supply from the Willamette River Water 
Treatment Plant (WRWTP) in Wilsonville. The City owns 5 million gallons per day (MGD) of 
production capacity at the WRWTP.  Sherwood also maintains four groundwater wells for back-up 
supply and maintains an emergency connection and transmission piping through the City of 
Tualatin’s water system. The City of Sherwood Water Master Plan was updated in 2015. According 
to the Master Plan, the water system has adequate capacity to serve the existing UGB through the 
10-year planning horizon with respect to water supply, storage, pumping, and piping. The 
Brookman Addition and the Tonquin Employment Area (located within the existing UGB) are 
projected for development within a 20-year planning horizon. To support the 20-year planning 
horizon, the City will need an additional 1 mgd of supply from the WRWTP. The Master Plan 
indicates that existing storage and pumping have sufficient capacity for the 20-year planning 
horizon. New large diameter water lines will need to be extended into the currently undeveloped 
Brookman Addition and Tonquin Employment Area. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Water supply for this reserve area appears to be adequate or the City will be able to generate the 
supply as this area is urbanized. Sherwood West was included in the Water Master Plan and 
according to the Master Plan, there would be available capacity in the existing system with regards 
to storage, pumping, and piping to serve a portion of the site (through the 20-year planning 
horizon).  As mentioned above, the City will need to obtain additional supply from the WRWTP to 
serve full development of the existing UGB as well as additional land added from the reserve areas.   

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

The City’s Master Plan indicates several improvements to the existing water system would be 
needed to serve the reserve area at full build-out. According to the master plan, an additional 4 MG 
of water would need to be obtained from the WRWTP to supply the area. The master plan indicates 
that full development of the area may result in minor storage and pumping deficiencies that should 
be evaluated in the future. The Master Plan suggests that existing piping would be sufficient; 
however, new waterlines would need to be extended throughout the reserve area. Connections to 
existing water lines are available along the eastern edge of the reserve area. 
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Water Costs   

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $5.42  
18” and larger $6.46 
Storage/pumping $7.88 
Total $19.76 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $11.73 
Water quality/detention $11.67 
Total $23.4 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roads in Sherwood have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak. SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road at SW Oregon Street and SW Elwert Road at SW Edy 
Road have a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both directions. SW Tualatin Sherwood 
Road and Highway 99W are classified as high injury corridors for automobiles. 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 651 of 1024

METRO-0673



Transit: Three TriMet bus lines serve Sherwood. Routes 93 and 94 on Highway 99W provide 
service to the Tigard Transit Center and Tigard/Portland respectively from the Town Center. Route 
97 on SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road provides service to the Tualatin WES Station from Old Town. 

Bike: Sherwood has eight miles of dedicated bike lanes and three miles of established bikeways 
along the major roadways that connect with some local trails and bike friendly streets, including a 
connection to Old Town. There are numerous gaps to some of the residential areas south of the 
railroad. 

Pedestrian: The vast majority of the residential neighborhoods in Sherwood have sidewalks with a 
number of local trails that connect the different neighborhoods together. The Town Center is well 
connected with sidewalks as is most of Old Town. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: SW Scholls-Sherwood Road, SW Kruger Road and Highway 99W, three of the main 
access roads for the reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio for the 2015 pm peak. 
SW Elwert Road, one of the other main access roads, has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) 
in both directions at SW Edy Road.  

Transit: There are no TriMet bus lines near the reserve area. The closest transit stop for routes 93 
and 94 are approximately 1½ miles away in Old Town as well as the Town Center. 

Bike: There are dedicated bike lanes on Highway 99W at the SW Kruger Road intersection. The 
bike lanes connect to bike lanes on SW Meinecke Parkway which provides access to the current 
high school, middle and elementary schools, Old Town and the Town Center. There is a dedicated 
bike lane on SW Sunset Boulevard that runs for approximately ½ mile before connecting to the 
Sherwood Open Space Trail, which extends for another four-tenths of a mile but ends before 
connecting to any other bike facility. There are bike lanes on SW Roy Rogers Road that extend north 
into rural lands and south into the city but stops short of connecting to the bike lanes on Highway 
99W.  

Pedestrian: There are sidewalks on SW Sunset Boulevard, across Highway 99W from SW Kruger 
Road that connect with numerous residential areas and Old Town via SW Main Street. There are 
sidewalks on SW Handley Street and SW Swanstrom Drive that connect to the sidewalks on SW 
Meinecke Parkway which provides access to the current high school, middle and elementary 
schools, Old Town and the Town Center. Sidewalks on SW Edy Road provide access to Edy Ridge 
Elementary School and sidewalks on SW Roy Rogers Road connect to the northern portion of the 
city. The southern and northern portions of this large reserve area do not have nearby pedestrian 
connections. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: SW Kruger Road, SW Haide Road, SW Elwert Road, SW Edy Road, and Highway 99W 
would all be expected to see additional traffic as a result of urbanizing this large reserve area. SW 
Elwert Road at SW Edy Road currently has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both 
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directions. The portions of SW Kruger Road, SW Haide Road and SW Elwert Road that border the 
new high school site will be improved to urban standards prior to the school opening. There are 
portions of SW Edy Road that are inside the UGB but not yet improved to urban standards that will 
need to be improved as development occurs on the adjacent parcels. 

Transit: Some impact to current TriMet bus routes may occur. See transit analysis below.   

Bike: The dedicated bike lanes on Highway 99W at the SW Kruger Road intersection would be 
expected to see increased use although the highway is not the most comfortable environment for 
most bicyclists. The bike lanes on SW Meinecke Parkway would also be expected to see additional 
use as they provide access to schools, Old Town and the Town Center. This requires a ¾ mile ride 
along the highway which may limit reduce the number of people using this route. The bike lane on 
SW Sunset Boulevard that runs for approximately ½ mile before connecting to the Sherwood Open 
Space Trail would probably not see further use until additional connections were made. The bike 
lane on SW Roy Rogers Road would also be expected to see additional use.  

Pedestrian: The sidewalks on SW Sunset Boulevard, across Highway 99W from SW Kruger Road 
would be expected to see additional use as they connect to numerous residential areas and Old 
Town via SW Main Street and there are signalized crosswalks at the intersection. The sidewalks on 
SW Handley Street and SW Swanstrom Drive that connect to the sidewalks on SW Meinecke 
Parkway would likely see additional use as they provide access to schools, Old Town and the Town 
Center. Likewise the sidewalks on SW Edy Road that provide access to Edy Ridge Elementary 
School and the sidewalks on SW Roy Rogers Road would be expected to see additional use. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

SW Elwert Road, SW Roy Rogers Road, SW Scholls Sherwood Road and SW Lebeau Road will need 
to be improved to urban arterial standards. Portions of SW Elwert Road and SW Roy Rogers Road 
are considered ½ street improvements as the east side of the road is the responsibility of the land 
already inside the UGB. SW Conzelmann Road, SW Edy Road, SW Kruger Road and SW Chapman 
Road will need to be improved to urban collector standards. Two new collectors are needed to 
provide access to the center of the area between SW Chapman Road and SW Edy Road and to 
extend SW Conzelmann Road east from SW Elwert Road to SW Roy Rogers Road. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $96.77 
Existing/Improved ½  $16.59 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
Existing/Improved $47.53 
New $73.75 

Total  $234.64 
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Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service and determined they could reroute 
an existing line along Highway 99W to serve the reserve area with no additional cost.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Chicken Creek meanders through the reserve area for approximately 2.8 miles, eventually flowing 
through the Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge to the Tualatin River. There are four linear 
wetlands, identified on the National Wetland Inventory (NWI), associated with Chicken Creek that 
total 28 acres and encompass a significant portion of the riparian area. Much of the wetlands are 
forested as is most of the remaining stream corridor that is outside of the wetlands. In addition 
there are a few locations of 100-year floodplain along the stream corridor outside of the wetland 
areas. As you would expect there are significant areas of riparian and upland habitat associated 
with Chicken Creek and the wetlands, much of which is also within the power line easement that 
runs through this portion of the reserve area. Given the increased protection levels for floodplains, 
wetlands, streams and habitat areas within the UGB and the location of the power line easement 
that also provides a level of protection due to the inability to urbanize at a high level, urbanization 
could occur without significant impacts to the Chicken Creek riparian corridor. In addition the size 
of the habitat areas would make new road crossings very expensive, thereby reducing the number 
of potential impacts related to street connectivity.  

There are two unnamed tributaries to Chicken Creek that flow into the stream from the south. The 
first tributary is approximately 1,800 feet long, flows along the forested edge of pasture land and 
also has a small 0.2 acre NWI wetland associated to it. The second tributary is a short 480 foot 
stream section near the corner of SW Edy and SW Elwert Roads that also is within a 1.7 acre NWI 
wetland and the 100-year floodplain. A 1,570 foot section of the West Fork Chicken Creek also flows 
through the area and joins Chicken Creek near SW Elwert Road. This stream also flows within the 
100-year floodplain. There is a 1,600 foot tributary to the West Fork Chicken Creek north of the 
intersection of SW Edy Road and SW Eastview Road. The stream flows through a forested ravine 
with slopes greater than 25% which will provide an additional level of protection for this stream 
corridor. Similar to the main stem of Chicken Creek, there are areas of riparian and upland habitat 
associated with these stream corridors and wetland. Given the increased protection levels for 
floodplains, wetlands, streams and habitat areas within the UGB, urbanization could occur without 
significant impacts to these tributaries to Chicken Creek.  

Finally, a 1,380 foot headwater section of Goose Creek flows south through the southeastern 
portion of the reserve area into the City of Sherwood. This stream also has a 0.4 acre NWI wetland 
associated with it and flows mainly through forested land, which has been identified as riparian and 
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upland habitat. As this stream corridor and habitat areas somewhat intrude into the reserve area, it 
may be more susceptible to impacts of urbanization due to street connectivity needs. It should be 
noted that the City of Sherwood has successfully preserved riparian areas within the city limits by 
integrating the stream corridors into the urban fabric and providing trails, resulting in amenities 
for its citizens. Overall urbanization of the area could occur with minimal or moderate impacts to 
the natural resources.  

Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences. There is a significant amount of land within the reserve area that could be 
developed to urban densities that would generate social impacts on the existing residents of the 
area in terms of loss of sense of place and rural lifestyle. Development of the area in a compact 
urban form, along with the Sherwood School District’s new high school, would provide new social, 
educational and recreational opportunities for existing residents. The Chicken Creek and West Fork 
Chicken Creek stream corridors serve to isolate a portion of the reserve area which may be less 
impacted socially due to the preservation of these significant natural resource areas. While there 
are numerous access points to the reserve area most of the additional traffic will ultimately funnel 
on to Highway 99W which could provide negative energy impacts. Preservation of the stream 
corridors provides the opportunity for development of trails that could connect into the planned 
extension of the Cedar Creek Trail, thereby reducing some local automobile trips and VMT. The 
agricultural activity within the reserve area is concentrated in certain areas and the loss of the 
economic impact from these agricultural uses would be moderate, however the potential economic 
impact of significant residential development, with the potential for some employment uses will 
outweigh this loss. Overall this reserve area has medium economic, social and energy consequences 
from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

There are four locations where farm and forest land is adjacent to the reserve area. The first 
location is an extensive block of exclusive farm use (EFU) zoned land adjacent to the north side of 
the reserve area. This land is completely in agricultural use with the exception of the land directly 
adjacent to the Tualatin River. Agricultural activities include field and row crops, pasture land and 
orchards. SW Scholls Sherwood Road provides a buffer between the agricultural activities occurring 
in this location and the new urban area, however the road alone would not make the two uses 
compatible and there could still be complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and 
fertilizer, although the limited agricultural uses that are directly adjacent and the forested parcel 
should assist with compatibility. In addition, the improvement of SW Scholls Sherwood Road to 
urban standards includes its own set of compatibility issues related to street light illumination, 
weeds and pedestrian movements that can reduce compatibility between the two uses, some of 
which may be addressed through road design. Urbanization would significantly increase traffic on 
SW Scholls Sherwood Road and SW Roy Rogers Road which could impact the movement of both 
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farm equipment and goods. The proposed urban uses are not compatible with the nearby 
agricultural activities occurring on this block of farm land. 

The second location is a 335 acre block of agriculture and forest (AF20) zoned land located north of 
SW Edy Road in the vicinity of SW Conzelmann Road. This area is a mixture of agricultural 
activities, forested parcels and rural residences. The forested portion of this block of resource land 
provides a buffer for some of the agricultural activities as does the stream corridor located north of 
the intersection of SW Edy Road and SW Eastview Road. Thus the proposed urban uses are 
generally compatible with the nearby agricultural activities occurring on this block of farm and 
forest land. 

The third location is a large block of AF20 zoned land between SW Kruger and SW Chapman Roads 
that extends west for some distance. This area is a mixture of agricultural activity, rural residences 
and forested parcels. The land adjacent to the reserve area contains rural residences and a large 
open space parcel owned by Metro that provides a buffer for the agricultural activities occurring 
further to the west. In addition, Chicken Creek flows north through these parcels in a canyon that is 
120 feet lower in elevation than the western edge of the reserve area, thereby providing a long term 
buffer for the agricultural lands. Thus the proposed urban uses are compatible with the nearby 
agricultural activities occurring on this block of farm and forest land.  

The fourth location is a different portion of the same block of AF20 zoned land noted above that is 
adjacent to the southern edge of the reserve area. There are three AF20 parcels that abut the area, 
two of which are in agricultural activity and the third contains a residence. Directly south of these 
parcels is a large equestrian center that is essentially a developed use. Urbanization of this portion 
of the reserve area would result in new development adjacent to a small amount of actively farmed 
land which could result in issues related to safety, liability and vandalism and complaints due to 
noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer in this area. SW Chapman Road would not 
provide an adequate buffer for the agricultural activities and the improvement of SW Chapman 
Road to urban standards includes its own set of compatibility issues related to street light 
illumination, weeds and pedestrian movements that can reduce compatibility between the two 
uses, some of which may be addressed through road design. Urbanization of this portion of the area 
may impact these limited agricultural activities.  

In summary, the proposed urban uses in the northern portion of the reserve area and to a lesser 
extent in the southern portion would not be compatible with nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB. Urbanization of the middle portion of 
the reserve area would be compatible with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on 
farm and forest land outside the UGB. Overall the proposed urban uses have a medium 
compatibility with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land 
outside the UGB.  
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SOUTH URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 940   Parcel Acres 914 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

288 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

218 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The South Urban Reserve Area is a large area on the south edge of Hillsboro, located north of SW 
Rosedale Road between SW River Road and SW 229th Avenue. The UGB forms the boundary on the 
eastern and northern sides and rural reserve land is to the west and south. The land is relatively flat 
with some minor slopes near the stream corridors. Access to the area is provided by SW Rosedale 
Road, SW River Road, SE Brookwood Ave and SW 229th Avenue. SW Rosa Road bisects the reserve 
area in an east west direction.  

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This large reserve area contains 111 parcels that range in size from 11,000 square feet to 221 acres 
in size. Seventy-two parcels are less than five acres in size and 93 parcels are less than ten acres. 
The 18 parcels greater than ten acres account for 615 acres or 67% of the parcel land area. 
Seventeen of the parcels along SW River Road are split by the urban reserve boundary due to the 
100-year floodplain location. The area contains rural residences, agricultural lands, forested 
parcels, and the Reserve Vineyards and Golf Course, which comprises 310 acres with a building 
value of $2.4 million. Witch Hazel Elementary School and South Meadows Middle School are located 
adjacent to the reserve area. Overall, 83 of the 111 parcels have improvements, with a median value 
of $156,070. There are six rural residences with building values over $400,000 and one of those is 
valued over $600,000. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This large reserve area is generally flat with some minor slopes along the stream corridors that 
divide the area into some significant blocks of land. Golf courses are considered developed land in 
Metro’s buildable land inventory, therefore the 310 acres of the Reserve Vineyards and Golf Course 
property is removed from the supply of potential buildable land. Even so, there is a significant block 
of land that has slopes less than 10% in the southern portion of the area that could accommodate 
employment uses from a topography standpoint. However this reserve area is a significant distance 
from Hillsboro’s main employment center and Highway 26, reducing the efficiency for employment 
use. This area is able to accommodate a residential land need. 
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Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Hillsboro provides sanitary sewer services that feed into the regional sanitary sewer 
system operated by Clean Water Services (CWS). CWS provides wastewater treatment through the 
Rock Creek Waste Water Treatment Plant and there is adequate capacity to meet current UGB 
needs. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Sanitary sewer from the reserve area will flow to the Rock Creek treatment plant via the River Road 
Pump Station. CWS indicated that the Rock Creek treatment plant has enough capacity to handle 
additional flows from the reserve area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

The Rock Creek treatment plant is large facility, serving a broad area and small upgrades may be 
required in order to serve this reserve area. The upgrades and financial impacts are beyond the 
scope of this narrative. According to CWS, the existing River Road Pump Station was designed for 
expansion, and with a pump replacement, should be able to handle additional flows from this 
reserve area. Impacts to the wastewater system are primarily financial.  New wastewater mains 
must be provided to allow development of the reserve area. The laterals off the mains are provided 
by the development community. The amount of any upsizing that would be needed is not known at 
this time. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs  

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $4.63 
Force main $1.37 
Pump station $0.75 
Total $6.75 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Water is provided to areas already inside the UGB by the City of Hillsboro a member of the Joint 
Water Commission (JWC). With regards to water supply, treatment, storage and piping, it appears 
that Hillsboro has capacity for areas inside the current UGB. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The City of Hillsboro will be able to generate the water supply needed as this reserve area develops.  
Hillsboro is a partner of the Willamette Water Supply Project which will provide additional capacity 
to serve the reserve area. The City currently has three ground level reservoirs that provide water 
storage. The City is currently completing planning studies for this reserve area and it is possible 
that an existing water line in SE River Road will need to be upsized.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

The City indicated that there would not be impacts to the existing water system that serves nearby 
areas already inside the UGB. Hillsboro is working with the Portland Water Bureau on an Inter-
governmental Agreement to have the ability to get additional water in times of emergency via an 
inter-tie with the Tualatin Valley Water District. New water mains must be provided for 
development to occur and the laterals off the mains are provided by the development community. 
The amount of any upsizing that would be needed is unknown at this time. 

Water Costs   

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $3.62  
18” and larger $5.58 
Storage/pumping $3.26 
Total $12.46 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 
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Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $10.37 
Water quality/detention $9.77 
Total $20.14 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roads in Hillsboro have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak. Three road sections have a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0): E Main Street 
east of NW Brookwood Parkway in both directions and Highway 26 east bound at NW Cornelius 
Pass Road and NW 185th Ave. A few road sections in nearby unincorporated Washington County 
also have a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0): SW Farmington Road between 198th Ave and 
SW Kinnaman Road in both directions, SW Tualatin Valley Highway (TV Highway) east of SW 198th 
Ave westbound, SW TV Highway east of SW 185th Ave in both directions, and SW TV Highway west 
of SW 170th Ave in both directions. The following road sections have a severely congested 
volume/capacity ratio (>1.0): W Baseline at SW 197th Ave westbound, NE Evergreen Road east of 
NW Jackson School Road westbound and SW TV Highway east of SW 170th Ave in both directions.  

 High injury corridors for automobiles include: SW/SE Baseline Road, W/E Main Street, S/N 1st Ave, 
NE Cornell Road, SW TV Highway, SE Winter Bridge Road, SW/SE/NE Brookwood Parkway and NW 
Evergreen Road. High injury corridors for bikes include: NW 185th Ave, SW TV Highway, SW 209th 
Ave, and SW/SE Oak Street to SE 10th Ave. High injury corridors for pedestrians include SE Baseline 
Street, SW TV Highway, and NE Century Boulevard between W Baseline Road and NE Cornell Road.  

Transit: Seven TriMet bus routes provide service to Hillsboro or nearby unincorporated 
Washington County, mainly along the arterial streets in the central portion of the city, focusing on 
the Hillsboro and Tanasbourne-Amber Glen Regional Centers, the Orenco Town Center and 
employment areas. The MAX Light Rail Blue Line stops at nine stations within Hillsboro. There is no 
transit service to the southern and northern portions of the city. 

Bike: Hillsboro has over 54 miles of dedicated bike lanes, 6.5 miles of established bikeways and 
numerous streets considered bike friendly that together create a fairly well connected system that 
is focused mostly in the central portion of the city and the regional centers. In addition there are 
some local trails that provide key connections to the greater bike network. 

Pedestrian: A large proportion of the residential neighborhoods in Hillsboro have sidewalks 
although there are significant pockets that do not. The Hillsboro Regional Center is mostly served 
by sidewalks with the exception of the industrial area south of TV Highway. The other employment 
areas are fairly well served by sidewalks and trails such as the Rock Creek Trail that provides 
additional pedestrian opportunities.  
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: The roads in Hillsboro near the reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio 
(<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. Two nearby roadways in Washington County have a congested 
volume/capacity ratio (<1.0): SW Farmington Road and SW TV Highway as noted above.  

Transit: TriMet bus route 57, which travels between Forest Grove and the Beaverton Transit 
Center, is just shy of a mile from the eastern edge of the reserve area along SE 67th Ave and just over 
a ½ mile from the middle of the reserve area along SE Brookwood Ave.   

Bike: There is a dedicated bike lane on SW River Road north of the reserve area that connects to a 
bike lane on SE Davis Road 1,000 feet to the north that provides access to nearby South Meadows 
Middle School and Witch Hazel Elementary School. It appears the bike lane on SE Davis Road will be 
extended to the east as the area develops given the fact that there are bike lanes on those portions 
of SE Davis with new homes. The bike lane on SW River Road also extends south into the reserve 
area to SW Rosedale Road. 

Pedestrian: Currently there is one adjacent residential development that has sidewalks that 
connect to the reserve area. These sidewalks connect to other residential developments as well as 
to South Meadows Middle School and Witch Hazel Elementary School. One can walk to TV Highway, 
but TV Highway itself does not have sidewalks.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: SW River Road and SE Brookwood Ave would see additional traffic that would funnel to 
TV Highway, thereby possibly adding to the congestion issues further to the east, especially as 
South Hillsboro develops. SW Rosedale Road would also see additional traffic that may funnel to SW 
Farmington Road, which could lead to additional congestion issues on SW Farmington between 
198th Ave and SW Kinnaman Road.   

Transit: TriMet bus route 57 could see additional use especially as sidewalks are constructed with 
new development along SE Brookwood Ave inside the UGB, although the ½ mile plus walking 
distance would most likely preclude a large amount of additional ridership. See transit analysis 
below. 

Bike: The dedicated bike lane on SW River Road would most likely see additional use, although if 
bike lanes are constructed on SE Brookwood Ave which has a more direct route to South Meadows 
Middle School and Witch Hazel Elementary School, the overall increase in use may not be great as 
SE River Road is classified as an arterial. The bike lanes on SE Davis Road would also be expected to 
see additional use as it connects with bike lanes on SE Century Boulevard which may be extended 
north to TV Highway in the future.  

Pedestrian: The sidewalks in the adjacent residential development would see additional use as 
they connect to South Meadows Middle School and Witch Hazel Elementary School, other 
residential developments and to TV Highway.  
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Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

SE River Road will need to be improved to urban arterial standards. The northern portion of the 
road is considered a ½ street improvement as the west side of the road is the responsibility of the 
land already inside the UGB. SW Rosa Road, SW Rosedale Road and SE Century Boulevard will need 
to be improved to urban collector standards. SW Rosedale Road is considered a ½ street 
improvement as the land on the south side of the road is rural and SE Century Boulevard is also 
considered a ½ street improvement as the east side of the road is the responsibility of the land 
already inside the UGB. Two new collectors will be needed one between SE Brookwood Ave and SE 
River Road and another from SE Century Boulevard to SE River Road. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $75.48 
Existing/Improved ½  $4.95 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
Existing/Improved $21.19 
Existing/Improved ½  $24.31 
New $35.73 

Total  $161.66 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 15/30 minute headways for all day service, six days a week by extending the future 
line that will serve the South Hillsboro area with two additional buses at a capital cost of $800,000 
(recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is $936,000 and grows 2% per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Gordon Creek flows west through the reserve area for approximately 4,560 feet, joining the 
Tualatin River just outside of the reserve area boundary. A series of four wetlands identified on the 
National Wetland Inventory (NWI) are associated with the stream and total 8.4 acres and extend for 
3,200 feet in length. Almost half the stream and 5.8 acres of the wetlands are on the golf course. 
Most of the remainder of the stream is forested with a small portion flowing through an open field. 
A small tributary totaling 1,440 feet flows south through a forested area, joining Gordon Creek a 
short distance from the reserve area boundary. There is a significant amount of riparian and upland 
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habitat associated with the stream, especially along the forested sections and most of the stream 
corridor is in the floodplain. The golf course is considered developed land so no urbanization is 
expected, thus the stream, wetland and habitat areas on the golf course would not be impacted by 
future urbanization of the reserve area. Given the increased protection levels for streams, 
floodplains and habitat areas within the UGB, urbanization of the area can occur with minimal 
impact to Gordon Creek. However these two streams may be susceptible to impacts related to any 
east-west or north-south transportation connections. 

A small unnamed tributary to the Tualatin River flows west through the middle portion of the area 
for approximately 2,000 feet. This stream also flows through a forested area with a few locations of 
slopes greater than 25%. There is a significant amount of riparian and upland habitat associated 
with the stream. Given the increased protection levels for streams and habitat areas within the UGB, 
urbanization of the area can occur with minimal impact to this stream corridor as its size and 
location would not inhibit the development of a well connected community.  

Butternut Creek flows diagonally through the lower portion of the reserve area for approximately 
1.4 miles. The entire stream is within the floodplain and 26.5 acres of NWI wetlands are identified 
along the entire length. There are a few small locations of slopes greater than 25% near the western 
edge of the reserve area. Two small tributaries flow into Butternut Creek near the eastern edge of 
the reserve area and combined total 2,400 feet. All three of the streams flow through forested 
riparian corridors. As you would expect there is a significant amount of riparian and upland habitat 
identified along the stream corridor. Butternut Creek separates the lower portion of the reserve 
area from the middle section and any north-south connection would impact habitat areas, 
floodplain and wetlands. Given the increased protection levels for, streams, wetlands, steep slopes 
and habitat areas within the UGB urbanization of the area can occur without impacting this stream 
corridor and habitat areas, especially if a north-south road connection is not made. Overall 
urbanization of the area could occur with minimal to moderate impacts to the stream corridors and 
habitat areas, depending on certain roadway connections and urban form. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing or employment uses 
replacing the existing rural residences. This large reserve area is composed of three different land 
uses; the Reserve Vineyards and Golf Course, rural residences on forested parcels, and agricultural 
activities mostly occurring in the southern portion of the area. Gordon Creek and Butternut Creek 
and their associated habitat and floodplain areas tend to break up the area into smaller blocks of 
land that would result in a less dense development pattern. This combined with the golf course 
reduces the overall urbanization impact on the existing residents of the area in terms of loss of 
sense of place and rural lifestyle. In addition, directly to the east is the South Hillsboro area that was 
brought into the UGB in 2011 and is currently being urbanized. Once this area is developed the 
feeling of a rural lifestyle for the current residents of the reserve area will be less, as they will be 
closer to urban amenities. The combination of this area with the South Hillsboro area provides 
opportunities to create one urban community and develop efficiencies in infrastructure financing 
and delivery of services, as well as new educational, recreational and civic opportunities. Most of 
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the agricultural activities are in the southern portion of the area and the potential economic impact 
of urbanizing this area will outweigh the loss of the economic impact from these agricultural uses. 
The additional traffic generated through urbanization will impact SW River Road, SW Rosedale 
Road, and SW 229th Ave and ultimately Tualatin Valley Highway, which could provide negative 
energy impacts. This is especially true when the South Hillsboro area builds out. Numerous trails 
are planned for the South Hillsboro area including the Butternut Creek Trail, which will extend to 
the reserve area, and the Reedville Trail. These trails will lead to the future Neighborhood Center 
and Town Center in South Hillsboro, providing the opportunity for a reduction in some local 
automobile trips, thereby reducing VMT. Overall this reserve area has medium economic, social and 
energy consequences from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

To the south is a large block of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) zoned land that extends for a number of 
miles. All of the land directly adjacent to the reserve area on the south side of SW Rosedale Road is 
in agricultural production, including field crops, row crops and orchards. SW Rosedale Road would 
provide a buffer between the agricultural activities occurring in this location and a new urban area, 
however the road alone would not make the two uses compatible and there could still be 
complaints due to noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer. In addition, the 
improvement of SW Rosedale Road to urban standards includes its own set of compatibility issues 
related to street light illumination, weeds and pedestrian movements that can reduce compatibility 
between the two uses, some of which may be addressed through road design. Urbanization of the 
reserve area would increase traffic on SW Rosedale Road which could impact the movement of both 
farm equipment and goods, although the amount of traffic may be reduced as Butternut Creek 
isolates the southern portion of the reserve area and SW 229th Ave and SW River Road provide 
more direct routes to the existing urban area. Thus, the proposed urban uses are not compatible 
with the extensive nearby agricultural activities occurring on the farm land to the south and 
mitigation measures on the urban land will be necessary.  

The Tualatin River and its associated forested riparian corridor provide a buffer for the vast 
majority of the EFU land to the west. The land between the river and the reserve boundary along 
the central western edge is not zoned for farm use. In addition, a significant portion of the farm land 
west of the river is composed of the Meriwether National Golf Course. The parcels in the southwest 
corner of the reserve area are divided by the reserve area boundary and the portions of these 
parcels outside the reserve area are EFU land. A very minor portion of this land, approximately two 
and a half acres, is currently in agricultural production along with the portion of the parcel that is 
within the reserve area. Given the location of this very small area between the Tualatin River and 
the reserve boundary and the lack of an easy access point for farm equipment when urbanization 
occurs, the expectation is that if the area urbanized the agricultural activities on these remnants of 
land would not continue. Thus the proposed urban uses would be compatible with nearby 
agricultural activities in this small location.   
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There is a second small area of EFU land between the Tualatin River and the northwest corner of 
the reserve area boundary. It is composed of one 21 acre parcel that is almost entirely in 
agricultural production and also borders the UGB on the north side. Gordon Creek flows through a 
portion of the property and the forested riparian corridor provides a buffer for a significant portion 
of the agricultural land, resulting in about 225 feet of agricultural land fronting on SW River Road. 
SW River Road would provide a buffer for this small section of farm land and the new urban area, 
which may make the two uses compatible. However there could still be limited complaints due to 
noise, odor, dust and the use of pesticides and fertilizer. Urbanization of the reserve area would 
increase traffic on SW River Road which could impact the movement of both farm equipment and 
goods, especially given the limited access point to the roadway. Thus, the proposed urban uses are 
somewhat compatible with the nearby agricultural activities occurring on the farm land in this 
location. 

In summary, the proposed urban uses are generally compatible with nearby agricultural and forest 
activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB to the west and not compatible with 
the agricultural activities occurring on the farm land to the south where mitigation measures on the 
urban land will be necessary. Overall, the proposed urban uses have medium compatibility with the 
nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB.  
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STAFFORD URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 3,198 Parcel Acres 2,875 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

826 Net Vacant 
 Buildable Acres 

627 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Stafford Urban Reserve Area is a large irregular shaped area that is located north of the 
Tualatin River between the cities of Lake Oswego and West Linn and is 3,198 acres in size. The UGB 
forms the western, northern and eastern boundaries along with the Rosemont Urban Reserve that 
is adjacent to the east. The Tualatin River forms the southern edge and the land south of the river is 
urban reserve. There are numerous streams that flow south through the reserve area to the 
Tualatin River including Pecan Creek and Wilson Creek. The area slopes down from north to south, 
loosing over 500 feet from S Bergis Road to the Tualatin River. A significant amount of the area 
contains slopes greater than 10% with slopes greater than 25% along many of the stream corridors. 
Access to the area is provided by S Rosemont Road, SW Johnson Road, SW Childs Road and SW 
Stafford Road.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This large reserve area contains 773 parcels that range in size from 419 square feet to 166 acres. 
One hundred and fifty-seven of the parcels are less than ½ acre, two hundred and thirty-two are 
less than one acre, and 627 are less than five acres in size. Only 48 parcels are greater than ten 
acres and 18 are greater than 20 acres in size. Five hundred and forty-one of the 773 parcels have 
improvements, with a median value of $266,340, not including any publicly owned buildings. One 
hundred and forty-one structures are valued greater than $500,000 and 40 are valued over $1 
million, with four of those valued over $2 million and one valued at $4.5 million. The reserve area is 
dominated by rural residences, especially in the southern portion of the area with small pockets of 
agricultural land mainly occurring in the middle and northern portion of the reserve area. Portland 
General Electric has a substation off of S Rosemont Road, two water providers (Mossy Brae Water 
District and Highland Water Corporation) have facilities and Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue owns a 
structure in the reserve area. There is one church, Willamette Christian that is located on S 
Brandywine Drive that encompasses 31 acres. Finally, the State of Oregon owns six parcels (3.5 
acres), Metro owns seven open space parcels (59 acres), Clackamas County owns 14 parcels (8.0 
acres) and the City of Lake Oswego owns 14 parcels (145 acres) including Luscher Farm. 
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GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

One third of the parcels in this reserve area are less than one acre in size and over 50% are less 
than two acres in size, many of which contain single family homes. The numerous stream corridors, 
associated habitat areas, and park and open space land, combined with the numerous rural 
residences further reduce the buildable area to a few select locations. All of these locations contain 
slopes greater than 10% which reduces their ability to accommodate an employment land need. 
Overall, this area is able to accommodate a residential land need.   

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

Sanitary Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of West Linn serves the adjacent areas inside the UGB to the east and the City of Lake 
Oswego serves the adjacent areas inside the UGB to the north and west. Lake Oswego and West 
Linn send their sewer in different directions. Lake Oswego sends sewer to the City of Portland’s 
facility at the Tryon Creek Waste Water Treatment Plant. Portland is currently engaged in a $26 
million capital improvements plan to address issues related to aging pipe infrastructure, trunk 
upsizing and pump station capacity. Trunk upsizing is directed specifically to the Canal and 
Southwood basins. The wastewater system serving West Linn is provided by the Tri-City Service 
District made up of West Linn, Oregon City and Gladstone and is managed by Clackamas County 
Water Environment Services (WES). Improvements are currently happening at the treatment plant, 
which will provide sufficient capacity to meet current UGB needs. West Linn has also indicated that 
there is adequate capacity within the existing pipe networks and pump stations. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

As mentioned above, Lake Oswego could potentially serve the reserve but would require system 
upgrades and additions within the UGB. Connection points to the system that would facilitate such 
service can be found at: Atherton Road near Stafford Road, Childs Road near SW 35th Court, and via 
the Bryant Road Pump Station at Bryant Road and Cardinal Drive. Trunk lines and pumps stations 
would need to be developed within the reserve. The City of West Linn indicated that the 
wastewater treatment plant would need to be expanded in order to provide capacity for the reserve 
area and there is space for expansion at the treatment plant. An alternative to consider would be to 
construct a pre-treatment plant within the Stafford reserve area. In addition, existing pump stations 
would require upgrades. Existing pipe capacities are unknown and further analysis would be 
required to determine the extent of trunk line upgrades. 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 675 of 1024

METRO-0697



Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

As mentioned above, Lake Oswego could potentially serve the reserve but would require system 
upgrades and additions to existing facilities within the UGB along with new facilities in the reserve 
area. Wastewater services (digesters) in the WES system are expected to need some upgrades to 
provide service for growth beyond that in the current UGB. The upgrades and financial impacts are 
beyond the scope of this report. The significant impacts to the wastewater system are primarily 
from the financial contributions required to build the mains within the reserve area. New 
wastewater mains must be provided to allow development of the reserve area and the laterals off 
the mains are provided by the development community. With major facilities located at a lower 
elevation than that reserve area, West Linn may be the logical provider of sewerage services and 
sewer would need to flow through the Borland urban reserve to connect to the existing gravity line 
in Willamette Falls Drive, thus the Borland urban reserve is expected to precede this reserve area. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs  

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $3.69 
12 – 18” pipe (gravity) $4.09 
Greater than 18” (gravity) $3.72 
Total $11.51 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of West Linn serves the adjacent areas inside the UGB to the east and the City of Lake 
Oswego serves the adjacent areas inside the UGB to the north and west. Both of these cities are part 
of the Lake Oswego – Tigard Water Partnership. Potable water comes from the South Fork Water 
Board (SFWB), jointly owned by the Cities of West Linn and Oregon City. The source water is the 
Clackamas River. The SFWB operates a conventional water treatment plant located on the south 
side of the Clackamas River near its confluence with the Willamette River. The SFWB system 
includes intake facilities, a water treatment plant, and a transmission pipeline to a pump station 
located on Division Street in Oregon City. The water treatment plant was upgraded in October 2016. 
Both cities have stated that there are no problems or issues related to serving the areas currently 
within the UGB in regard to supply, pumping, storage, and piping. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Both cities have indicated the ability to provide potable water to the reserve area. Lake Oswego has 
roughly 2 MGD of excess treatment capacity. No excess capacity exists for transmission however.  
Water storage and pumping for the reserves does not exist at this time. Connection points exist at 
Laurel Street and Erickson Street where access is made to the Bergis Reservoir for transmission.  
Additional storage would need to be created in the reserve area. A pump station at McVey and Oak 
Street is available but will need expansion. The City of West Linn indicated that there are no issues 
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with water supply to serve the reserve area. The treatment plant will likely require upgrades in 
order to deliver the supply. There is a 16-inch waterline in Rosemont Road that could be used to 
serve the area. There will be several pressure zones within the Stafford reserve area and, as with 
Lake Oswego, new water tanks will be needed to provide both adequate storage and pressure. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Potable water could readily come from Lake Oswego or West Linn. Lake Oswego has 2.0 MGD 
available and West Linn has enough water rights to supply the system, but some capacity related 
upgrades to the water treatment plant will be necessary. Both Cities have indicated that new water 
storage tanks will be required to serve the area. New water mains must be provided to allow 
development of this reserve area. The laterals off the mains are provided by the development 
community. Only limited knowledge is available at this time regarding the amount of upsizing that 
would be needed. The Borland urban reserve is expected to precede this reserve in terms of 
urbanization. Doing so would allow for location of water facilities and the related distribution 
network that would be necessary to serve portions of the reserve area. 

Water Costs   

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $5.77  
18” and larger $22.53 
Storage/pumping $10.36 
Total $38.66 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 
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Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $33.55 
Water quality/detention $32.6 
Total $66.15 
 

Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roadways in West Linn, which borders the reserve area on the east side, 
have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. Willamette Drive at I-205 
has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both directions as does I-205 between Willamette 
Drive and Salamo Road. Northbound I-205 between S Woodbine Road and 10th Street also has a 
congested volume/capacity ratio. All of the roads in Lake Oswego, which borders the reserve area 
on the west and north sides, have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak 
with the exception of Highway 43 from Oak Street to Glenmorrie Drive which has a congested 
volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both directions for the pm peak. 

Transit: Two TriMet bus lines serve West Linn. Route 35 runs along Willamette Drive and Route 
154 runs along Willamette Falls Drive providing transit service to the Town Centers and a small 
portion of the city. Five TriMet bus lines serve Lake Oswego along the major roadways of the city 
including Country Club Road, Boones Ferry Road, Kruse Way, Highway 43 and South Shore Blvd. 
These bus routes connect the Lake Oswego Town Center to transit centers and downtown Portland. 

Bike: There are nine miles of dedicated bike lanes and four and a half miles of established bikeways 
in West Linn that generally run in a north south alignment due to topography limitations, thereby 
limiting east-west bike travel.  A number of residential areas and neighborhoods, such as 
Willamette and Barrington Heights have few bike facilities that connect to other parts of the system. 
Lake Oswego had 10.5 miles of dedicated bike lanes and seven miles of established bikeways, 
although most of them do not connect to other bike facilities which results in numerous gaps in the 
system. The Town Center is not well served by bike facilities. 

Pedestrian: Large portions of West Linn are well served by sidewalks, mostly in areas that have 
been developed more recently. Older neighborhoods such as Willamette and Sunset have very few 
sidewalks. The Rosemont and Salamo Trails provides a pedestrian connection route along 
Rosemont and Salamo Roads that ties the lower and upper portions of the city together on the west 
side. A majority of Lake Oswego does not contain sidewalks including most of the residential areas. 
The commercial portion of the Town Center does include sidewalks as well as a significant portion 
of Boones Ferry Road. The Kruse Way Trail, William Stafford Trail and the Stafford Trail provide 
some longer pedestrian connections. 
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: Most of the roadways in West Linn that borders the reserve area have an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. I-205 between Willamette Drive and Salamo 
Road has a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) in both directions. Northbound I-205 between S 
Woodbine Road and 10th Street also has a congested volume/capacity ratio. All of the roads in Lake 
Oswego that borders the reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 
pm peak.   

Transit: Neither of the two TriMet bus lines that serve West Linn is close to the reserve area nor do 
they have a potential direct route to the reserve area. TriMet bus route 36 that runs along South 
Shore Blvd. in Lake Oswego is approximately one-mile from the reserve area via Stafford Road. The 
vast majority of the reserve area is two-three miles from a bus route with no direct road 
connections between the bus routes and the reserve area.  

Bike: There is an established bikeway along S Rosemont Road that extends from the West Linn city 
limits west to SW Stafford Road. Dedicated bike lanes on Hidden Springs Road, Santa Anita Drive 
and Salamo Road also connect into the reserve area. There is an established bikeway along SW 
Stafford Road that extends from the Lake Oswego city limits to S Rosemont Road. There is a 
dedicated bike lane on SW Stafford Road, south of SW Sunset Drive in the reserve area that extends 
south of the Tualatin River to the Borland urban reserve.  

Pedestrian: Some of the nearby neighborhood streets in West Linn have sidewalks but connections 
to the reserve area may be difficult given the development pattern. In addition once you get past the 
nearby neighborhoods there are gaps in sidewalks or pedestrian facilities along the major streets 
that limits pedestrian movement. The Rosemont Trail along S Rosemont Road provides access to 
the reserve area. There is one adjacent residential street in Lake Oswego that contains sidewalks 
however it is limited to that street with no connections to other pedestrian facilities. The Stafford 
Trail provides access to the Rosemont Trail from a limited portion of Lake Oswego. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Most of the roadways in West Linn that borders the reserve area have an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. The local roads such as Hidden Springs Road 
and Rosemont and Salamo Roads could see some impact from additional traffic, especially if I-205 is 
congested. I-205 between Willamette Drive and Salamo Road has a congested volume/capacity 
ratio (<1.0) in both directions. Northbound I-205 between S Woodbine Road and 10th Street also 
has a congested volume/capacity ratio. It is expected that I-205 would see additional traffic. All of 
the roads in Lake Oswego that borders the reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio 
(<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. Highway 43 and Stafford Road/McVey Road in Lake Oswego could see 
additional traffic. 

Transit: There would be no impact to the existing bus routes that serve West Linn and Lake 
Oswego. See transit analysis below.  
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Bike: The established bikeways on S Rosemont Road and SW Stafford Road that extend into the 
reserve area would see additional use as a result of urbanization of the area. The dedicated bike 
lanes on Hidden Springs Road, Santa Anita Drive and Salamo Road in West Linn that connect into 
the reserve area would also be expected to see additional use.  

Pedestrian: The Rosemont Trail along S Rosemont Road would be expected to see additional use as 
a result of urbanization especially as it connects with some commercial retail development.  
Sidewalks in the adjacent neighborhoods would not be impacted as they provide internal 
circulation. The Stafford Trail in Lake Oswego would also be expected to see additional use 
although it currently only connects to some nearby residential areas prior to ending at near Patton 
Street. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

SW Stafford Road, S Rosemont Road, SW Johnson Road (between SW Stafford and SW Long Farm 
Road), SE Long Farm Road, S Sunshine Lane, S Station Lane will need to be improved to urban 
arterial standards. A short section of S Rosemont Road is considered a ½ street improvement as the 
other portion is inside the UGB. One new arterial is needed to connect SW Long Farm Road to S 
Sunshine Lane. S Bergis Road, S Whitten Road, S Sweetbriar Road, S Clematis Road, S Wisteria Road 
and SW Johnson Road (remaining section of road) will need to be improved to urban collector 
standards. Two new collectors are needed, between SW Johnson Road and S Sweetbriar Road and 
between S Whitten Lane and S Bergis Road. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $202.65 
Existing/Improved 1/2  $6.13 
New $8.76 

Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 
Existing/Improved $191.61 
New $41.63 

Total  $450.78 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service. TriMet could provide services to the 
reserve area although there is no guarantee of service. Actual service depends on the level of 
development in the expansion area and in the corridors leading to the reserve area. Service could 
be provided at 30 minute headways for all day service, five days a week, with two additional buses 
at a capital cost of $800,000 (recurs every 16 years). Annual service cost is $728,000 and grows 2% 
per year.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  
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Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

There are seven stream corridors that flow south through the area, including Pecan Creek and 
Wilson Creek that ultimately drain into the Tualatin River. The first stream flows along the western 
edge of the reserve area for 1,370 feet through five rural residential properties. The stream 
includes a wooded riparian canopy with slopes greater than 25% and there is riparian and some 
upland habitat identified along the stream corridor. The portion of the reserve area where the 
stream joins the Tualatin River is within the 100-year floodplain. The increased protection levels 
for streams, wetlands, steep slopes and habitat areas within the UGB will lessen any potential 
impacts.Given the relatively small size of the parcels and the fact that they abut existing residences 
in Lake Oswego, thus removing the need for any road connections, any impacts on the stream 
corridor and habitat areas will be minor.  

Pecan Creek flows through the western portion of the area, west of SW Stafford Road and SW 
Pattulo Way for 1.2 miles. Over 3,000 feet of the creek flows through land either owned by Metro 
(open space), City of Lake Oswego (park) or Portland General Electric. The remaining portion of the 
stream flows along the back edges of rural residential parcels that are wooded. A significant portion 
of lower Pecan Creek is adjacent to steep slopes and there is riparian and upland habitat identified 
along the stream corridor. The area where Pecan Creek joins the Tualatin River is within the 100-
year floodplain. There are two tributaries to Pecan Creek, totaling 3,600 feet that mainly flow along 
the wooded edges of residential parcels. The western tributary flows mainly through an area where 
the slopes are greater than 25%. In addition, an 850 foot portion of the northern tributary flows 
through land owned by the City of Lake Oswego. As one would expect the two tributaries also have 
adjacent riparian and upland habitat identified along the corridors. Based on the increased 
protection levels for streams, steep slopes and habitat areas and the fact that significant portions of 
the streams are on publicly owned land, impacts to Pecan Creek and its tributaries from future 
urbanization of the area would be minor. 

A small stream flows south through the Shadow Wood Park neighborhood on the east side of SW 
Stafford road for approximately 2,900 feet. A significant portion of the stream flows through 
Clackamas County owned land, Shadow Park Homeowners Association land or platted street right-
of-way that is not constructed. This stream corridor also contains slopes greater than 25%. The 
northern portion of the stream is within a very large parcel that could be developed in the future, 
and would be susceptible to impacts from urbanization. There is riparian and upland habitat 
identified along the stream corridor and 100-year floodplain where the stream meets the Tualatin 
River. The increased protection levels for streams, steep slopes and habitat areas inside the UGB, 
combined with the public owned land and the homeowners association land, would allow 
urbanization to occur without impacts to this stream except for that portion of the stream that is 
north of SW Johnson Road which could see moderate impacts depending on the design of the future 
development. 

Wilson Creek flows south through the central portion of the reserve area for approximately 2.3 
miles before draining into the Tualatin River. A 0.88 acre wetland identified on the National 
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Wetland Inventory (NWI) is located at the headwaters of the stream and 100-year floodplain is 
identified where the stream meets the Tualatin River. Almost the entire length of the stream flows 
through forested portions of parcels that either contain rural residences or are vacant. 
Approximately 4,520 feet of Wilson Creek is on City of Lake Oswego, Metro or private open space 
land. There are slopes greater than 25% along the stream corridor, mostly occurring on the Metro 
or private open space land. The entire length of the Wilson Creek corridor has been identified as 
riparian habitat with numerous locations of upland habitat also identified. In several locations the 
stream is located such that urbanization of the area would not impact the stream corridor; however 
there are a few large vacant parcels where impacts could occur if the area was developed to urban 
densities and standard transportation connections. There are five tributaries to Wilson Creek that 
range in length from 1,200 feet to just over one mile and total 3.1 miles in length. A 0.35 acre 
wetland identified on the NWI is located along one stream and numerous ponds not identified as 
wetlands are also present. The smallest tributary is located on private open space and a portion of 
another tributary is on Metro owned land. About half of the stream corridors flow through forested 
areas with the remaining half in open fields. Riparian habitat is identified along the stream 
corridors with some upland habitat identified in areas that are forested. There are significant 
stretches where the streams could be impacted by future development, the extent of the impact 
depending mostly on the need for transportation connections. The increased protection levels for 
streams and habitat areas on land inside the UGB, combined with the publicly owned land, and the 
private open space land will lessen the impacts of urbanization on the stream corridors. However, 
as Wilson Creek runs lengthwise through the center of the reserve area and its tributaries spread 
out mainly to the east through some large vacant parcels, the opportunity for impacts to the stream 
and habitat areas from urbanization, especially through needed transportation connections, is 
significant.  

The next stream flows south from the S Sweetbriar Road area for approximately 1.3 miles before 
draining into the Tualatin River near where I-205 crosses the river. About 2,500 feet of the stream 
flows through private open space land with the remaining portion flowing along the side and back 
forested sections of rural residential parcels. There are slopes greater than 25% along a significant 
length of the stream and riparian and upland habitat is identified along the entire length of the 
stream. The location of the stream along the edges of parcels adjacent to the open space combined 
with the private open space land and the increased protection level for streams, habitat areas and 
steep slopes for land inside the UGB, results in minimal impacts to the stream corridor.   

The sixth stream flows south from the S Clematis Road area for approximately 1.3 miles before 
draining into the Tualatin River near SW Johnson Road. The stream flows between S Grapevine 
Road and S Wisteria Road, along the back edges of the rural residential parcels that front onto the 
two roads. A significant portion of the stream is within a forested ravine and riparian and upland 
habitat is identified along its entire length. A small second stream that flows from the I-205 area 
appears to meet this stream at the Tualatin River. This stream is piped in some locations and has 
four wetlands (1.8 acres total) identified on the NWI located in the general area. In addition, there is 
a considerable area of 100-year floodplain where the streams meet the Tualatin River. Given the 
location of the stream between the parcels, the presence of steep slopes, and the increased 
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protection level for riparian and upland habitat, wetlands and 100-year floodplain inside the UGB, 
urbanization could occur with minimal impacts to the stream corridors. 

Finally, the seventh stream flows south from the S Brandywine Drive area for just over one mile 
before flowing into the City of West Linn and draining into the Tualatin River. Just under half of the 
stream flows through vacant forested parcels that have some large areas of slopes greater than 
25%. The remainder of the stream is located on the back portion of rural residential properties. 
Similar to the other streams, there is riparian and upland habitat identified along the stream 
corridor. The steep slopes and habitat areas on the vacant parcels will limit the amount of 
development that can occur, thus reducing the impacts to the stream and habitat areas. In addition, 
the rural residential properties contain high value homes that will also deter future redevelopment 
of those properties, thus urbanization could occur with minimal to no impact on this stream 
corridor.  

Overall urbanization of the reserve area could occur with low to moderate or high impacts to the 
streams, wetlands and habitat areas depending on the overall design of the development and most 
importantly future road connections. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

It is expected that urbanization of the reserve area will result in new housing replacing the existing 
rural residences in most instances. However, given the high number of high value homes and the 
fact that and 81% of the parcels are less than five acres in size, redevelopment of the area will be 
slow. The 215 acres of public land, 177 acres of private open space, steep slopes and stream and 
habitat corridors that divide the area up, results in four locations that have the potential for 
development at an urban level. Thus any social impacts related to loss of sense of place and rural 
lifestyle for current residents will be localized, happen over an extended timeframe and overall 
minimal for the entire area. Most of the potential development locations are adjacent to the current 
UGB, which already may reduce the impact of a loss of rural lifestyle for the residents. The 
additional traffic generated through urbanization will impact SW Stafford Road and S Rosemont 
Road which could provide negative energy impacts as these two roads are the main access points to 
the reserve area. Three conceptual trails, the I-205, River to River and Pecan Creek Trail, would 
connect to  the existing Rosemont and Stevens Meadows Trails, thereby providing options for non-
automobile travel, thus reducing some energy impacts. The loss of the economic impact from the 
agricultural uses in this area would be minimal and the potential economic impact of future 
residential development, even though it will occur overtime, should outweigh this loss. However, 
the economic impact of providing urban services may be high due to the limited areas that could be 
developed to urban densities and the potential impacts to natural areas as a result of roadway 
connections. Overall this reserve area has medium economic, social and energy consequences from 
urbanization.   
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Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

There is no farm or forest land adjacent to the reserve area. Thus the proposed urban uses have 
high compatibility with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land 
outside the UGB. 
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TONQUIN URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 573    Parcel Acres 559 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

127 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

97 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Tonquin Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area between the cities of Tualatin and 
Sherwood that totals 573 acres in size. The current UGB forms the eastern, northern and western 
boundaries of the area. SW Tonquin Road diagonally splits the area in a northwest to southeast 
direction and provides access to the area. Construction of the Basalt Creek Parkway and SW 124th 
Avenue Extension (expected completion date of September 2018) will provide greater access to the 
area. This area is very conflicted in its uses; a large portion is utilized by three quarry sites, there is 
a gun club, protected open space land, a fire department facility, and a few rural residences.   

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This medium sized urban reserve area contains 28 parcels, six of which have single family 
residences. Parcels range in size from one-third of an acre to 164 acres. All but eight of the parcels 
area greater than five acres and eight are greater than 20 acres in size. Approximately 192 acres are 
owned by industrial users engaged in aggregate products and the Tri-County Gun Club owns 224 
acres, a portion of which is also being used for aggregate mining. The gun club has a firearms range 
that is utilized by both club members and law enforcement agencies. The Tualatin Valley Fire and 
Rescue Training Center is located at the corner of SW Morgan Road and SW Tonquin Road. Three 
parcels are owned by the United States Government and are part of the Rock Creek Unit of the 
Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge. Eleven of the parcels have improvements, with a median 
value of $146,660. A power line runs along the northern edge of the area for approximately 2,100 
feet. The entire reserve area is identified on Washington County’s Rural and Natural Resource Plan 
as an area with more than one significant natural resource on the site. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

This area contains a number of uses and constraints that impact the ability to efficiently 
accommodate land needs. As noted above a significant portion of the area is currently being used 
for quarry operations and once a quarry is no longer being mined a reclamation plan must be 
implemented. Thus any re-use of the quarry areas will be well in the future, possibly even beyond 
the 20-year timeframe for this analysis. The area also contains a significant amount of natural 
resources that greatly reduce the ability to accommodate a significant amount of residential or 
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employment land need. The Ice Age Tonquin Trail is planned to bisect the area diagonally 
connecting Sherwood with both Tualatin and Wilsonville. This area is able to accommodate a very 
limited portion of both a residential and employment land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services 

Sanitary Sewer Services 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

The City of Sherwood owns, operates and maintains the wastewater collection system within City 
limits, and Clean Water Services (CWS) provides wastewater treatment at the Durham Wastewater 
Treatment Plant which has capacity to serve lands inside the UGB. Sewer is conveyed via gravity 
pipes to the Sherwood Pump Station (maintained by CWS) located northeast of the city.  
Downstream of the pump station, flows utilize the CWS Upper Tualatin Interceptor to the Durham 
treatment plant. The City of Sherwood updated their Sanitary Sewer Master Plan in 2016.  The 
master plan includes areas within the City of Sherwood city limits as well as the Tonquin 
Employment Area (TEA) and the Brookman Addition, which are within the UGB. The Master Plan 
indicates that there is sufficient capacity for existing development (conveyance, pump station and 
treatment plant).  However, at full build-out of the UGB, there are deficiencies with the Sherwood 
and Rock Creek Trunk Lines, the Sherwood Pump Station, and the Upper Tualatin Interceptor. CWS 
has indicated that it has plans to construct a new pump station to supplement the capacity of the 
Sherwood Pump Station.  In addition, CWS is planning for upgrades to the Upper Tualatin 
Interceptor.  These improvements are anticipated within the next five years. Upsizing of the 
Sherwood and Rock Creek trunk lines would be shared between City of Sherwood and CWS. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Capacity appears to be available at the Durham treatment plant although small upgrades may be 
required. Assuming areas within the existing UGB develop prior to the reserve area; the system 
would not have capacity to serve the area. However, after improvements are made to the existing 
system to accommodate the current UGB, there may be additional capacity available for the reserve 
area. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Sewer from the reserve area will be served by the Rock Creek Trunk Line. Currently, no existing 
sewer extends to the site and a sewer line would need to be constructed through the Tonquin 
Employment Area (inside the UGB) to serve this reserve area. New lines will need to be extended 
throughout the site. The laterals off the mains will be provided by the development community.  
Based on topography, sewer service for this site would require a pump station. CWS’ Durham 
treatment plant is a large facility with a broad service area. The cumulative addition of multiple 
urban reserves could result in a need for some expansion in order to handle additional load. 
Upsizing of existing infrastructure would be required as noted above.   
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Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs  

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $6.77 
Force main $2.09 
Pump station $0.80 
Total $9.66 
 
Water Distribution Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

The City of Sherwood draws the majority of its water supply from the Willamette River Water 
Treatment Plant (WRWTP) in the City of Wilsonville. Sherwood owns 5 million gallons per day 
(MGD) of production capacity at the WRWTP.  Sherwood also maintains four groundwater wells for 
back-up supply and maintains an emergency connection and transmission piping through the City 
of Tualatin’s water system. The City of Sherwood Water Master Plan was updated in 2015. 
According to the Master Plan, the water system has adequate capacity to serve the existing UGB 
through the 10-year planning horizon with respect to water supply, storage, pumping, and piping. 
The Brookman Addition and the Tonquin Employment Area (located within the existing UGB) are 
projected for development within a 20-year planning horizon. To support the 20-year planning 
horizon, the City will need an additional 1 mgd of supply from the WRWTP.  The Master Plan 
indicates that existing storage and pumping have sufficient capacity for the 20-year planning 
horizon. New large diameter water lines will need to be extended into the currently undeveloped 
Brookman Addition and Tonquin Employment Area. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Water supply for this reserve area appears to be adequate, or the City will be able to generate the 
supply as this area comes online. A portion of this reserve area was included in the Water Master 
Plan and according to the Master Plan, there would be available capacity in the existing system with 
regards to storage, pumping, and piping to serve a portion of the site (through the 20-year planning 
horizon).  As mentioned above, the City will need to obtain additional supply from the WRWTP to 
serve full development of the existing UGB as well as additional land added from the reserve areas. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

New water mains must be provided to allow development of the reserve area. It appears that new 
water mains can be extended to this reserve area near its western boundary.  The undeveloped TEA 
that is inside the UGB lies between existing development and the reserve area. If the TEA is 
developed first, water service could presumably be extended to the site from the TEA. The laterals 
off the mains will be provided by the development community. 
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Water Costs   

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $5.94  
18” and larger $3.17 
Storage/pumping $1.23 
Total $10.34 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $4.57 
Water quality/detention $4.65 
Total $9.22 
 
Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: Most of the roads in Tualatin and in the unincorporated area east of the reserve area 
have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. SW Boones Ferry Road at 
the Tualatin River has a severely congested volume/capacity ration (>1.0) for the southbound lane 
and a congested volume/capacity ratio (<1.0) for the northbound lane. Highway 99W at SW 
Tualatin Road and I-5 between SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road and the Tualatin River has a congested 
volume/capacity ratio in both directions. SW Avery Street from SW Boones Ferry Road to SW 
Tualatin Sherwood Road and SW Tualatin Sherwood Road are classified as high injury corridors for 
automobiles. SW Boones Ferry Road is classified as a high injury corridor for bikes.  
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Most of the roads in Sherwood, which borders a portion of the reserve area to the west, also have 
an acceptable volume/capacity ratio for the 2015 pm peak. SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road at SW 
Oregon Street and SW Elwert Road at SW Edy Road have a congested volume/capacity ratio in both 
directions. SW Tualatin Sherwood Road and Highway 99W are classified as high injury corridors for 
automobiles. 

Transit: Seven TriMet bus lines and the Westside Express Service (WES) Commuter Rail serve 
Tualatin. The routes are spread out along the major roadways including Highway 99W, SE Tualatin-
Sherwood Road and SW Boones Ferry Road providing service to the Town Center and employment 
areas. Three TriMet bus lines serve Sherwood. Routes 93 and 94 on Highway 99W provide service 
to the Tigard Transit Center and Tigard/Portland respectively from the Town Center. Route 97 on 
SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road provides service to the Tualatin WES Station from Old Town. 

Bike: Tualatin has a fairly well established bike route system of dedicated bike lanes (25 miles), 
established bikeways (7 miles) and local trails that connect the employment areas and Town Center 
to the residential areas. There are two bike lane connections across I-5 to provide access to the 
eastern portion of the city. Sherwood has numerous dedicated bike lanes (8 miles) and established 
bikeways (3 miles) along the major roadways that connect with some local trails and bike friendly 
streets, including a connection to Old Town. There are numerous gaps to some of the residential 
areas south of the railroad. 

Pedestrian: Most of the residential areas of Tualatin have sidewalks with less pedestrian 
connections in the employment areas. The Town Center has a fairly well established pedestrian 
network that also includes access to some trails. The vast majority of the residential neighborhoods 
in Sherwood have sidewalks with a number of local trails that connect the different neighborhoods 
together. The Town Center is well connected with sidewalks as is most of Old Town. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: The only access point from the Tualatin area (the adjacent land is unincorporated) is the 
new Basalt Creek Parkway that opened in 2017. The new 124th Avenue extension, from SW 
Tualatin-Sherwood Road to the Basalt Creek Parkway is expected to be completed in September 
2018. The only access point from Sherwood is along SW Tonquin Road which has an acceptable 
volume/capacity ratio.  

Transit: The closest TriMet bus route is the 97, which is approximately one mile from the reserve 
area and provides service between Sherwood and Tualatin during the morning and afternoon 
commute times along SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road. All other bus routes are over a mile away. The 
WES Commuter Rail is about ¼ mile away but the closest station is about four miles away in 
Tualatin.   

Bike: The closest bike facility is the dedicated bike lane on SW Oregon Street in Sherwood that is 
approximately ⅓ mile from the reserve area via SW Tonquin Road. This bike lane is approximately 
½ mile long, running from the roundabout to just short of SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road and doesn’t 
provide a connection point to other bike facilities.  
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Pedestrian: The closest sidewalks are along SW Oregon Street which is approximately⅓ mile from 
the reserve area via SW Tonquin Road. The sidewalks connect to the sidewalks along SW Tualatin-
Sherwood Road to the north that extend towards the Town Center and employment areas. There is 
a⅓ mile gap in sidewalks to the south that leads to Old Town.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: The new Basalt Creek Parkway is designed to allow for expansion of the roadway over 
time. The new 124th Avenue extension was designed to provide capacity for future employment 
uses within the current UGB and the urban reserve area. SW Tonquin Road currently has an 
acceptable volume/capacity ratio and would be expected to see additional traffic to and from 
Sherwood.  

Transit: The existing bus lines that serve Sherwood and Tualatin would not be impacted. See 
transit analysis below.  

Bike: The dedicated bike lane on SW Oregon Street in Sherwood would be expected to see 
additional use however the⅓ mile gap on the portion of SW Tonquin Road that is already inside the 
UGB and the larger gap on SW Oregon Street would need to be addressed to reach maximum 
potential future use.  

Pedestrian: The sidewalks along SW Oregon Street would be expected to see additional use 
however the⅓ mile gaps on the portion of SW Tonquin Road that is already inside the UGB and on 
SW Oregon Street would need to be addressed to make the important connection to Old Town and 
to reach the potential future use.  

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

SW Tonquin Road would need to be improved to urban arterial standards. A new collector would 
need to be built to connect from SW Dahlke Lane to the north to SW Tonquin Road and then east to 
the reserve boundary. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $69.29 
Collectors Type Cost (in millions) 

New $22.08 
Total  $91.37 
 

Provision of public transit service 

TriMet evaluated the reserve area for providing transit service and determined service is unlikely 
to occur. 
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Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

Rock Creek and a tributary flow north through the western portion of the reserve area for just over 
one mile. Approximately two-thirds of the stream corridor is on federal land that is part of the 
Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge. The non-federal land that contains Rock Creek is included 
in the Refuge’s Rock Creek Unit acquisition boundary, indicating a desire for the Refuge to purchase 
the land in the future.  There are two National Wetland Inventory (NWI) wetlands associated with 
Rock Creek, each one approximately 11 acres in size, that are also on federal land. There is a 
significant amount of riparian and upland habitat associated with Rock Creek. Two additional NWI 
wetlands have been identified that total 1.4 acres. The riparian corridor and adjacent upland 
habitat on the Refuge land will not be impacted by urbanization of the reserve area. However, 
urbanization of the land between the Refuge properties may impact the stream corridor resulting in 
negative effects downstream, unless the Refuge is successful in purchasing this land that is within 
the acquisition boundary.  

Coffee Lake Creek flows south through the eastern portion of the reserve area for approximately 1.5 
miles. The northern portion of the stream flows through open land under the power lines and 
forested areas of the gun club property, prior to draining into a pond associated with one of the 
quarry operations. An 8.9 acre NWI wetland is associated with this portion of the stream corridor. 
The remaining portion of the stream is manipulated by a series of quarry operations before leaving 
the reserve area. Numerous NWI wetlands, totaling approximately 18 acres, are identified on the 
various quarry lands. As one would expect there is no evidence of habitat on the quarry sites. It is 
impossible to assess the impacts urbanization may have on the stream and wetlands prior to the 
reclamation plan being developed. Overall urbanization of the area could occur with low to 
moderate impacts to the stream corridors, wetlands and upland habitat areas, depending on the 
ability of the Wildlife Refuge to purchase additional land and the components of the reclamation 
plans for the individual quarry sites. 

Energy, Economic & Social 

As noted previously this area contains a significant amount of land that is not conducive to 
urbanization due to public ownership, quarry activities and a private gun club. There are seven 
properties totaling 63 acres that have the potential for development in the short term. Six of the 
properties have residences and five of the six have significant natural resources identified on them, 
which further reduces the amount of development that could occur. Therefore any development 
that did occur would be very minor and isolated, assuming that the quarries continue to operate. 
While any development will impact the six existing residences, the social impacts of future 
urbanization on these existing residents would be small. Given the modest amount of development 
that would occur, the increase in traffic would not be great and would not have significant energy 
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consequences. The quarry activity within the reserve area is significant and the loss of the economic 
impact from these uses would be considerable if the extraction activities were terminated prior to 
the rock resource being exhausted. Overall this analysis area has low to medium economic, social 
and energy consequences from urbanization, depending on the timing of the termination of the 
quarry activity.  

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

Only the southern edge of the reserve area is not defined by the UGB and the vast majority of the 
adjacent land is zoned for rural residential use. There is one very small block of exclusive farm use 
(EFU) zoned land that borders the very southwestern corner of the area. This block of EFU land 
contains two residences and no agricultural activities, thus the proposed urban uses have high 
compatibility with nearby agricultural activities occurring on farm land outside the UGB.   
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WILSONVILLE SOUTHWEST URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 67 Parcel Acres 64 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

24 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

18 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Wilsonville Southwest Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area on the west side of 
Wilsonville that totals 67 acres in size. The reserve area is on the south side of SW Wilsonville Road 
and almost extends to the Willamette River. The Graham Oaks Nature Park is directly north of the 
reserve area, across SW Wilsonville Road.  The current UGB forms the eastern boundary and the 
area is served by SW Wilsonville Road.  

Parcelization, Building Values, Development Pattern (see attached aerial photo) 

This very small urban reserve area contains four parcels, three of which are less than six acres and 
one 52 acre parcel. The area contains three rural residences and the vast majority of the land is in 
agricultural activity, mainly in orchard uses and pasture land. Three of the parcels have 
improvements ($96,810, $488,080 & $497,990).  Available data does not suggest the existence of 
power lines or public easements through this area.  There is a large block of Metro-owned open 
space along the southern edge of the urban reserve area. 

GOAL 14 LOCATIONAL FACTORS  

Efficient accommodation of identified land needs 

The reserve area gently slopes towards the Willamette River and contains a large swath of land that 
has slopes greater than 10% along the southern edge of the area. The northern most portion of the 
area near SW Wilsonville Road is generally flat and could accommodate an employment land need. 
While it does have good access to I-5 it is some distance from the existing employment areas of the 
city. The reserve area also provides for the opportunity for future residential development. 
Therefore this area is able to accommodate both a residential and employment land need. 

Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services  

 Sanitary Sewer Services  
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

The wastewater treatment plant was upgraded in 2014 which increased capacity from 2.5 MGD to 
4.0 MGD resulting in excess capacity. The City has a 20-year program in place to replace aging 
concrete pipe. There is capacity to serve areas already in the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The wastewater treatment plant can serve a population of 35,000 people.  The plant currently 
serves 24,000 people. The development of the Frog Pond area will use some of the additional 
capacity, but will not likely trigger any treatment plant upgrades. The City is planning to expand the 
treatment plant in 2030, however future industrial development in the Basalt and Coffee Creek 
areas could require capacity upgrades sooner depending on the timing of the industrial 
development. It is unknown at this time if additional pump station capacity will be available for 
development within the URA.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Based on a conceptual level sewer sizing analysis, approximately 0.4 cfs will be added to the 
existing system. Conceptual sewer layouts indicate that the additional flows would utilize existing 
sewer lines ranging in size from 8-inch (at the upstream connection) to 30-inch (at the treatment 
plant. In addition, new flows would potentially utilize the existing Corral Creek lift station and 
Rivergreen lift station. It is possible that capacity improvements would be required to the pump 
stations and the existing sewer lines. Available capacity of the existing infrastructure was not 
available at this time, and therefore, the extent of required improvements and associated costs are 
unknown. 

Sanitary Sewer Piping Costs 

Sanitary sewer piping costs Cost (in millions) 
Less than 12” pipe (gravity) $0.61 
Total $0.61 

Water Distribution Services 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB 

Wilsonville owns and maintains the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant, which is capable of 
processing 15 MGD. A planned improvement will bring the treatment plant capacity to 20 MGD in 
order to serve the existing UGB through the year 2036. Current storage capacity is at 11 MG and the 
City has funded a project to provide additional storage to serve proposed development within the 
existing UGB. At present, existing pump stations and pipe networks are adequate to serve the area 
within the existing UGB.  
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Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

The City has ample water rights for the long term, so water supply is not an issue. The expected 
additional 10 MG expansion of the treatment plant in 2035 should provide capacity for the reserve 
area. Existing storage tanks do not have capacity to serve development outside of the existing UGB. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

The City feels confident that it will have water capacity and storage to serve the reserve area. 
Numerous connection points exist at the edge of the reserve area and are assumed to be of 
adequate size. Transmission lines within the reserve area are expected to be built as development 
occurs.  

Water Costs   

Water piping/storage/pumping 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

12” and smaller $1.52  
18” and larger $0.9 
Storage/pumping $0.32 
Total $2.74 
 
Storm Sewer Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

There is no indication of capacity issues with existing stormwater facilities that serve the land 
inside the UGB. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of within the reserve area therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized. 

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur within the reserve area; 
therefore no impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. 

Storm sewer conveyance and water quality/detention costs for roadways 

Conveyance & water quality/detention 
costs 

Cost (in millions) 

Conveyance $0.68 
Water quality/detention $0.73 
Total $1.41 
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Transportation Services  

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas already inside the UGB  

Roadway: All roadways in Wilsonville have an acceptable volume/capacity ratio (<0.9) for the 
2015 pm peak. I-5 south of SW Wilsonville Road to across the Willamette River is classified as a 
high injury corridor for automobiles and SW Parkway Ave from Printer Parkway to SW Town 
Center Loop E is classified as a high injury corridor for pedestrians.  

Transit: South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART) provides full transit services to the City of 
Wilsonville through seven bus lines, Dial-a-Ride and medical transport services. The vast majority 
of the city’s developed areas are within ¼-mile of a transit stop. TriMet’s Westside Express Service 
(WES) Commuter Rail originates its route in Wilsonville, servicing four other stations on its way to 
Beaverton.  

Bike: Wilsonville has a well defined bike network of dedicated bike lanes (19 miles) and 
established bikeways (4.5 miles) that connects neighborhoods, schools, parks, community centers, 
business districts and natural resource areas.  

Pedestrian: Wilsonville has a fairly well defined pedestrian network in its residential 
neighborhoods with less pedestrian amenities in the industrial and employment areas. Interstate 5 
provides a barrier for east-west pedestrian connections. 

Capacity of existing facilities to serve areas proposed for addition to the UGB 

Roadway: All roadways that serve the urban reserve area have an acceptable volume/capacity 
ratio (<0.9) for the 2015 pm peak. 

Transit: SMART’s Route 4 – Wilsonville Road serves the Graham Oaks Nature Park that is across 
SW Wilsonville Road from the urban reserve area. 

Bike: SW Wilsonville Road has a dedicated bike lane and Graham Oaks Nature Park has a 
established bikeway that connects to Villebois and other bike facilities. Also nearby is an 
established bikeway along the Ice Age Tonquin Trail that connects to the Willamette River east of 
the reserve area. 

Pedestrian: SW Wilsonville Road and some of the nearby residential neighborhoods provide full 
sidewalk amenities. A crosswalk provides access to the Graham Oaks Nature Park and the Ice Age 
Tonquin Trial that connects to Villebois as well as the Willamette River east of the reserve area.  

Impacts to existing facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB 

Roadway: Roadways that serve nearby areas inside the UGB will not be impacted by the addition of 
the urban reserve, apart from the improvement of some adjacent facilities to urban standards.  

Transit: Existing SMART route 4 may see a small increase in ridership, see transit analysis below. 
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Bike: Bike facility improvements on SW Wilsonville Road as part of the improvement of the road to 
urban standards will provide appropriate bike access from the urban reserve area to Graham Oaks 
Nature Park and the Ice Age Tonquin Trail. In addition, a connection to SW Willamette Way will 
provide an alternative route to the Ice Age Tonquin Trail. 

Pedestrian: Pedestrian facility improvements on SW Wilsonville Road as part of the improvement 
of the road to urban standards will provide appropriate pedestrian access from the urban reserve 
area to Graham Oaks Nature Park and the Ice Age Tonquin Trail. In addition, a connection to SW 
Willamette Way will provide an alternative pedestrian access to the Ice Age Tonquin Trail. 

Need for new transportation facilities and costs (see attached transportation map) 

SW Wilsonville Road will need to be improved to urban arterial standards. 

Facility Class   
Arterials Type Cost (in millions) 

Existing/Improved $13.11 
Total  $13.11 
 
Provision of public transit service 

South Metro Area Regional Transit (SMART) evaluated the reserve area for providing transit 
service. The Wilsonville Southwest reserve area is within a half mile of current services and SMART 
does not intend to add additional service to cover the half mile.  

Prior to land being included in the UGB a more detailed concept plan, consistent with the 
requirements of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Title 11, is required. This 
concept plan process will develop more refined public facility and service needs and cost estimates.  

Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences (ESEE analysis) 

Environmental 

There are no stream corridors or wetlands within the reserve area. Corral Creek is located just 
south of the reserve area on Metro owned open space land. Some riparian and upland habitat 
associated with Corral Creek is identified in the lower portion of the reserve area. The upland 
habitat extends into the orchards, which would not be included in a natural resource protection 
program as it is an agricultural product. Given that the natural resources are located in the southern 
portion of the reserve area, urbanization of the remaining portion could occur with no impacts to 
the habitat areas, thus the reserve area has low environmental consequences.  

Energy, Economic & Social 

This area is very small, thus future urbanization of the reserve area will be minor in scale. While 
any development will impact the three existing residences their location close to an established 
neighborhood of Wilsonville, both a primary and middle school and the Grahams Oak Nature Park 
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will reduce the social impacts of future urbanization. SW Wilsonville Road provides an easy 
connection to commercial and employment areas in the City of Wilsonville, the WES commuter line 
and I-5, which could help reduce the increase in VMT from urbanization of the area. In addition, 
given the modest amount of development that would occur, the increase in traffic would not be 
great and would not have significant energy consequences. The future build out of Villebois to the 
north will provide nearby commercial/retail opportunities that will be connected to the existing Ice 
Age Tonquin Trail, which could reduce some local automobile trips for new residents. The 
agricultural activity within the reserve area is minimal from an acreage stand point. The loss of the 
economic impact from these agricultural uses would not be considerable and the potential 
economic impact of residential or employment development, even though it is not significant will 
outweigh this loss. Overall this analysis area has low economic, social and energy consequences 
from urbanization.   

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring 
on farm and forest land outside the UGB (see attached resource land map) 

The entire reserve area is bordered by land zoned for exclusive farm use (EFU), except for the 
eastern side that borders the UGB.  The EFU land to south is owned by Metro as open space and 
contains no agricultural activities. The EFU land directly west is forested and also includes a rural 
residence. The EFU land to the north is home to the Graham Oaks Nature Park that is owned by 
Metro. While it appears that there is agricultural activity occurring at the park, the mowing of the 
fields is part of Metro’s maintenance actions to restore an oak prairie on the site. Due to no 
agricultural activities occurring on the adjacent EFU zoned land, the proposed urban uses have a 
high compatibility with nearby agricultural activities occurring on farm land outside the UGB.   
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ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL URBAN GROWTH BOUND-
ARY EXPANSION AREAS
This document conveys the potential facilities, and accompanying costs that 
might be incurred for provision or conveyance of water, sewer and stormwater 
for the 32 Urban Reserves in existence as of April, 2018.  The analysis focused 
on: 

• The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas al-
ready inside the UGB;

• The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB;

• The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer and storm water facilities
that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB; and

• The need for new water, sewer and stormwater facilities to serve the
areas considered for possible UGB expansion.

For addressing the first three bullets above Otak relied on a series of interviews 
with service providers and examination of adopted master plans where current 
and relevant. Jurisdictions that might serve each URA were interviewed to 
determine deficiencies within their existing systems, potential issues with 
serving the additional URA areas, and potential points of connections to existing 
utility networks. Otak began the interview process by sending a preliminary 
questionnaire which was then used in a follow up interview as a discussion 
guide.  Several service providers supplied written comments; most provided 
verbal input during the interviews.

In order to assess the need for new facilities within the reserves (fourth bullet) 
Otak created detailed maps of each reserve, where the team then placed the 
potential facilities.  Guiding the decision of where to place infrastructure was a 
combination of: 

• Known needs or issues noted in master plans or from interviews

• GIS mapping of existing acilities or determining  likely points of connectio
to the existing acilitie

• A proposed arterial and collector level roadway network provided by Metro
sta.

• Assumed residential densities of 10 elling units per net residential ac e
as per Metro directio

• Professional judgement regarding location of lines, pum s and reservoirs,
and sizing of related pipes.

For each Urban Reserve Area (URA) an analysis was completed develop a 
conceptual utility plan to serve the area with public utilities (water, sanitary 
sewer, and storm drain).  Utility networks drawn on maps of each reserve were 
then digitized into Otak’s Geographic Information System (GIS) using the same 
coordinate system as Metro’s RLIS.  Pipe sizes and lengths and other facilities 
were then extracted from the GIS and placed into Microsoft Excel where cost 
factors were applied for all of the potential facilities identified for each urban 
reserve.

Based on the conceptual utility plans, a cost estimate was developed for water, 
sanitary sewer, and stormwater facilities within each URA.  The cost estimates 
are in 2018 dollars.  Unit costs were based on recent industry construction data 

and recent bid tabulations from relevant projects.  The cost estimates should 
be considered preliminary, concept level estimates, and may not include all 
potential costs necessary for construction.  Costs may change as more detailed 
information related to land use intensities and locations becomes available 
for potential development within the URA, and conceptual utility layouts are 
refined and further developed. 

Water

Water estimates include larger diameter water lines needed to serve the site.  
The water lines are assumed to be located in existing and proposed collector 
and arterial streets, as provided by Metro.  Costs have also been included 
for storage and pumping improvements needed to serve the URA.  Costs 
for additional storage and pumping were calculated based on the proposed 
population within the URA, provided by Metro.  Smaller diameter waterline will 
be located in local streets and are not included in this estimate.  It is assumed 
that these costs will be paid for by developers.

Sanitary Sewer

For each URA a conceptual level sanitary sewer plan was developed based 
on an analysis of existing GIS contours.  Where possible, it was assumed that 
sanitary sewer lines would be constructed within the proposed arterial/
collector road network.  However, the analysis showed that often gravity sewers 
would be needed outside of proposed roadways, adjacent to existing drainage 
ways.  In addition, the analysis of existing contours showed that some URA’s 
would require pump stations and force mains to serve some areas.  Sanitary 
sewer estimates include costs for potential gravity trunk lines and interceptors 
within each URA area.  Costs for pump stations and force mains have also been 
included if existing grades indicated that a pressure system will be required 
within the URA.  

Improvements to existing facilities have that have been identified during 
jurisdictional interviews or by reviewing master plans have been identified in 
the URA summary.  Costs for these improvements are not included in the cost 
estimates.

Storm Drain

Storm drain estimates include storm water conveyance, storm water quality, and 
storm water detention costs for arterial and collector streets.  It was assumed 
that both proposed arterials and collectors as well as improvements to existing 
arterials and collectors will require new storm drainage conveyance, water 
quality, and detention.  Costs included are based on the lengths of roadway 
improvements provided by Metro.  It is assumed that all storm water can be 
discharged on-site.  Costs are not included for local roads or development areas, 
as they will be constructed at the developer’s expense.

Assumptions

The intent of the analysis is provide an assessment of infrastructure needs 
and costs for the purpose of comparison among the various URAs.  In order to 
deliver an apples to apples comparison a number or assumptions were made 
or relied upon.  Actual practices at the jurisdictional level will likely vary.  For 
example, this analysis assumed an average of 10 dwelling units per net acre.  
Planning at the local level that aims to implement a city’s numerous goals, such 
as needed housing types, transportation performance, public input and desired 
community character will lead to variations in housing densities and mix of uses 

and the responding infrastructure needs.  Accordingly, actual costs will vary. 
Following is listing of assumptions that were utilized by this analysis.

• Land use – all URAs were considered solely for residential d velopment

• Buildable Lands – GIS mapping was performed by Metro and its partner
jurisdictions in o der to determine the amount of usable land within each
URA

• Density – 10 dwelling units were assigned per net acre from the buildable
lands analysis

• Number of Housing Units – Metro provided the following assignment of
units per reserve.

Urban Reserve Dwelling 
Units

Advance 1,617
Beaver Creek Blu� s 1,151
Beef Bend South 2,304
Bendemeer 2,221
Bethany West 458
Boring 10,197
Boring Hwy 26 3,891
Borland 4,236
Brookwood Parkway 242
Cooper Mt. 4,116
Damascus 6,426
David Hill 1,435
Elligsen Road North 3,511
Elligsen Road South 1,645
Grahams Ferry 797
Gresham 4,444
Henrici 2,346
Holcomb 1,707
Holly Ln Newell Creek 1,480
I-5 East 4,028
Maplelane 2,212
Norwood 8,097
Rosemont 862
Roy Rogers East 1,235
Roy Rogers West 1,574
Sherwood North 503
Sherwood South 1,841
Sherwood West 6,495
South 2,691
Sta� ord 8,557
Tonquin 1,009
Wilsonville SW 252
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• Household size – some consumption measures, such as water and sew-

er respond to the number of people assumed to be in each household.
Keeping constant with the previous Goal 14 analysis performed by
Metro the household size was assumed to be 2.3 persons per dwelling
unit.  Vacancy rate, which can also fluctuate by jurisdiction and location,
but is typically low, was not considered.

• Demand – Pipes and other facilities were sized in accordance with the
expected demand.  This demand is derived from per person or dwell-
ing unit usage, or based on surface area in the case of stormwater. Otak
reviewed actual usage data from numerous Metro area jurisdictions.

o Sewer daily quantity per person was 80 gallons.

o A Peaking factor of 2.6 was applied in order to respond to high
usage times such as mornings when people are getting ready for
work and school.

o An Inflow and Infiltration factor of 1,800 gallons per acre per
day was also applied in order to size the network large enough
to accommodate the future when pipes have aged and experi-
enced joint leakage, root breaks and other causes for groundwa-
ter to enter the system.  Of note, Clean Water Services typically
assumes 4,000 gallons, however a review of area master plans
revealed that local jurisdictions more commonly assume be-
tween 1,600 and 2,000 gallons per acre per day.

o Water demand was assumed at 150 gallons per person per day,
a figure also taken from relevant master plans within the Metro
area.

• Costs – To determine costs, Otak relied on a review of recent bid docu-
ments summaries known as bid tabulations from recent projects within
Washington and Clackamas counties. The following assumptions were
made for costs of infrastructure.

Sewer Force Main Boring Less than 
12” 12”to 18” Greater 

than 18”

Dollars per 
linear foot

$175 $350 $170 $190 $250

• Sewer pump station costs were assigned on a case by case basis as per
the expected flow required.

Water 12” Diameter 
and Smaller

18” Diameter 
and Larger

Storage and 
Pumping

Dollars per linear 
foot

$280 $420 NA

Per gallon costs NA NA $3.50

Stormwater Arterial Convey-
ance

Collector Con-
veyance

Arterial Water 
Quality and 
Detention

Collector 
Water Quality 
and Detention

Dollars per 
linear foot $225 $200 $240 $180
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ADVANCE URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Water comes from the west side of the City of Wilsonville. The City owns and 
maintains the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant (WRWTP). The plant is 
capable of processing 15 million gallons per day (MGD). A planned improvement 
will bring the treatment plant capacity to 20 MGD in order to serve the existing 
UGB through year 2036. In 2035, an additional 10 MGD expansion will be 
needed to provide service for long-term growth through year 2050. The daily 
operation of the water treatment plant is performed under contract by Veolia 
Water North America. 

Current storage capacity is at 11 MG. The City has budgeted a project to provide 
additional storage to serve proposed development within the existing UGB. 

At present, existing pump stations and pipe networks are adequate to serve the 
area within the existing UGB.

Sewer 
The City of Wilsonville is served by a modern plant, located at 9275 Southwest 
Tauchman Road. The plant was rebuilt and upgraded in 2014 to include modern 
wastewater treatment technology, and a new odor control system. This increase 
capacity from 2.5 MGD to 4.0 MGD in order to accommodate continued growth. 

The City has current projects planned for the Memorial Park Lift Station over 
the next three years. In addition, the City has a 20-year program in place to 
replace aging concrete pipe. 

Stormwater
No current issues were identified within the City that would impact the 
development of the urban reserve area (URA). For stormwater management, the 
downtown area uses a regional facility. New development would be encouraged 
to use LIDA facilities to treat stormwater on-site.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
The City noted that they have ample water rights for the long-term, so water 
supply should not be an issue. The additional 10 MG expansion of the treatment 
plant in 2035 should provide for the URA areas. Currently, existing storage tanks 
will not have capacity to serve development outside of the existing UGB.

Sewer 
The Advance URA is part of the Frog Pond area. Frog Pond West is currently 
within the UGB. Trunklines are currently utilizing approximately 50% of their 
capacities. The development of Frog Pond West will use some of that capacity. 
Any additional capacity could be available for use by the Advance URA.

Existing pump stations are currently being upgraded for existing and currently 
planned uses. It is unknown at this time if additional pump station capacity will 
be available for development within the URA. 

The wastewater treatment plant can serve a population of 35,000 people. The 
plant currently serves 24,000 people. The development of the Frog Pond area 
will use some capacity, but will not likely trigger any treatment plant upgrades. 
However, future industrial development anticipated in the Basalt and Coffee 
Creek areas could require capacity upgrades. Depending on actual development 
rates, the City is planning to expand the treatment plant in 2030.

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur 
within the URA. 

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water 
It is anticipated that a new water storage tank will be constructed within the 
next 5 to 8 years in order to provide adequate storage for the Frog Pond/
Advance area. In addition, the planned water treatment plant improvements will 
provide additional capacity for the Frog Pond/Advance areas.

Sewer 
Based on conceptual level sewer sizing analysis, approximately 2.0 cfs will be 
added to the existing system. Conceptual sewer layouts indicate that additional 
flows from the Advance URA will connect to the Boekman interceptor and will 
pass through the Memorial Park Lift Station before reaching the wastewater 
treatment plant. 

Current plans for improvements for the Memorial Park Lift Station are 
currently planned to support current growth within the existing UGB. These 
improvements could assist in provided capacity for the URA development; 
however, excess capacity is unknown at this time. Therefore, the extent of 
required improvements to the existing trunk line and pump station and their 
associated costs are unknown.

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur 
within the URA, therefore, improvements to existing stormwater facilities are 
not anticipated.

Advance (4H)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 13,200 7,300
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $250 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $2,244,000 $0 $0 $1,277,500

Subtotal Cost $3,521,500
Proposed Pump Stations $500,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $4,021,500

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 8,100 2,500
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $2,268,000 $1,050,000

Subtotal Cost $3,318,000
Storage and Pumping Costs 1,960,000$   

Total Water System Cost Estimate $5,278,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 11,000 3,600
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $2,200,000 $810,000

Subtotal Cost $3,010,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $1,980,000 $864,000

Subtotal Cost $2,844,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate 5,854,000$   
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BEAVER CREEK BLUFFS URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Lands within the jurisdiction of Clackamas County in this vicinity are served by 
Clackamas River Water (CRW). The City of Oregon City serves lands within their 
corporate boundary. Oregon City has expanded their city to include recent UGB 
expansions to its southwest. While the city is adequately served elsewhere, they 
do not have the water storage necessary to serve these recently annexed areas. 

CRW is planning for the urban reserve areas (URAs) but will not likely be the 
service provider in the future. Oregon City has the general policy that they will 
serve all of the lands within the UGB. As these reserves areas are brought in, the 
cities intend to serve these areas. Oregon City would therefore annex the areas 
and subsequently take ownership of any water related infrastructure within the 
sites. There would be an exception for facilities that are needed to go beyond the 
area in question such as large scale transmission lines. Accordingly CRW, like 
many service providers must be are cautious about investing in improvements 
for the rural areas that may become urban. 

CRW states that it does have adequate capacity to serve both the lands within 
the UGB and its rural customers. They operate a 30 million gallons per day 
(MGD) water treatment plant. Volumes available for their service area are 
7.4 MGD on north and around four MGD on south for a total availability of 
approximately 11 MGD. CRW currently serves a back bone project that will bring 
water south across the carver bridge to serve all of the pressure zones to the 
south. Of note, Sunrise Water Authority plans to buy 6 to 10 MGD more in the 
future. However, even with growth they would still have plenty (at least 5 MGD) 
of unused capacity. The treatment plant is 50 years old and a pending Facility 
Master Plan will determine what types of upgrades will be needed in the future.

As noted above, the Beavercreek (previous UGB expansion) area needs a new 
reservoir to serve its pressure zone. Within five years, CRW expects to have a 2.2 
or 2.5 million gallon elevated reservoir in the area. It is unclear however if this, 
or a future city owned facility will serve the area.

CRW is building transmission lines and pumps to serve the south side of the 
river. The existing network is generally in a good state of repair. However, 
there are many places with old 1960 steel pipes. They prioritize upgrades and 
replacements locally on a case by case basis. For example, if the pipes are inside 
a city, they are less likely to be replacing them because the new facilities might 
be claimed for city ownership.

CRW is setting aside $2 million per year for system upgrades. Larger projects 
such as the backbone, ($24 million cost) was done through a bond. Phase two 
will be a $15 million bond. 

Oregon City has plans to build reservoirs that could serve URAs, but no timeline 
information is available at this time.

Regarding safety CRW has an intertie with Portland to the north and the North 
Clackamas County Water Commission (NCCWC) which serves Gladstone, 
Sunrise Water Authority, and Oak Lodge. A southern intertie with South Fork 
Water provides an additional source. 

Sewer 
Oregon City is planning for this growth. The Infrastructure Master Plan includes 
planned improvements and funding that will be required to support the 
expected growth within the existing UGB.

Stormwater
No storm water issues were noted.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
CRW has more than enough water to serve the URAs. However, some locations 
such as Holly Lane/Newell Creek Canyon make more sense for Oregon City to 
serve as they are isolated from the CRW network. The remaining reserves can be 
served by CRW when the new storage reservoir is constructed. Construction of 
the reservoir is expected within the next few years.

Generally the urban reserves in the Oregon City area of Clackamas County are 
small and not very easily used for growth. Most of them contain steep lands with 
slide potential and fairly dense rural development may preclude conversion 
to urban residential densities. Beaver Creek Bluffs areas are small with only 
limited development potential. Water will be provided from Oregon City as CRW 
doesn’t have facilities in those locations. 

Sewer 
How much excess capacity is within the system and can the excess capacity be 
used to accommodate additional flow from areas proposed for addition to the 
UGB?

Additional growth beyond the UGB is going to be a challenge for Oregon 
City due to the capacity of existing major facilities (wastewater treatment, 
and interstate (I-205) and Hwy 213 and 99E) and their conditions. As noted 
in the water discussion, the area has topographic challenges which seem 
difficult to overcome and if these natural boundaries were to be overcome the 
infrastructure would be an expensive endeavor.

Wastewater conveyance is a major constraint and Hwy 213 is a major constraint 
for much more urban development south of our existing UGB.

The City, the area’s sewer provider, is not completing infrastructure planning 
for growth in the URAs. Development outside the UGB will include major 
infrastructure changes which the city believes will be cost prohibitive. Costs for 
the improving the existing infrastructure have not been included in the sewer 
cost estimate due to the unknown nature of actual improvements required.

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance and treatment will be constructed along with 
development. Stormwater will be discharged within the URAs. Existing 
stormwater infrastructure will not be impacted. 

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
As referred to above, the water networks in place can serve areas adjacent to 
them without significant upgrades.

Sewer
There will be significant impacts to these facilities. Most of this infrastructure 
would be built by the development community. The other facilities will require 
major construction in sensitive (landslide prone) areas.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be complex but manageable given this infrastructure would be 
at the upstream edge of the surrounding basins. 

Beaver Creek Bluffs (3G)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 14,500 7,100
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $250 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $2,465,000 $0 $0 $1,242,500

Subtotal Cost $3,707,500
Proposed Pump Stations $1,450,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $5,157,500

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 7,800 0
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $2,184,000 $0

Subtotal Cost $2,184,000
Storage and Pumping Costs 1,400,000$        

Total Water System Cost Estimate $3,584,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 15,700 10,100
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $3,140,000 $2,272,500

Subtotal Cost $5,412,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $2,826,000 $2,424,000

Subtotal Cost $5,250,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $10,662,500
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BEEF BEND SOUTH URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
The Tigard Water District, along with the cities of Durham, King City, and Tigard, 
contract with the City of Tigard to deliver water to the customers in this urban 
reserve area (URA). The areas covered by the Intergovernmental Agreement, 
(IGA) make up the Tigard Water Service Area (TWSA).

Information provided by the City of Tigard indicates that the water supply, 
storage, and piping are sufficient to serve the existing UGB. Minor deficiencies 
were identified with the Water Treatment Plant; however, there are plans to 
correct the deficiencies in the near future.

Sewer
Clean Water Services (CWS) provides wastewater treatment through the 
Durham Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). 

CWS is currently working to complete significant capital improvements relating 
to their conveyance piping that are necessary to serve all of the land currently 
within the UGB. These improvements are scheduled to be fully complete in 
2020.

Storm Water
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
URA.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
Water for this URA for 2,304 dwelling units appears to be adequate, or they will 
be able to generate the supply as this area comes online. The estimated average 
daily demand generated by the development of the Roy Rogers West URA is 
approximately 0.8 MG.

The City of Tigard is currently in the process of updating their Water Master 
Plan. The Master Plan update will include the Roy Rogers West, Roy Rogers East, 
and the Beef Bend South URA’s. The Master Plan will identify excess capacity 
within the system and determine if it can be used within the proposed URA’s. In 
addition, the City plans to acquire property in the adjacent River Terrace area 
that can be used for the construction of additional storage to serve the proposed 
URA’s.

Sewer
Capacity appears to be available in the CWS, Durham WWTP. This URA projected 
for 2,304 dwelling units may require upgrades to the WWTP.  The estimated 
flows added to the system with the development of this URA is approximately 
3.2 cfs.

Flows from Beef Bend South URA will connect to an existing gravity sewer in a 
development along the east boundary of Beef Bend South at SW Fischer Road. 
The existing sewer is currently an 8-inch line; however, CWS indicated plans 
to upsize this line to a trunk line in the future. This line connects to an existing 
18-inch trunk line in SW 131st Avenue, and from there flows via gravity through 
the CWS interceptor to the Durham WWTP. The available capacity of the existing 
lines is unknown at this time.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
With the current Water Master Plan update, the City of Tigard is planning for the 
expansion of this URA.  The majority of impacts are local in nature, occurring as 
facilities are developed. 

New water mains must be provided to allow development of this URA. The 
laterals off the mains are provided by the developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

Sewer
Wastewater services are provided by the Durham WWTP. Some interceptor 
and/or trunk lines are at capacity per CWS and may require upgrades for this 
amount of urban development.  The upgrades and financial impacts are beyond 
the scope of this report.

Impacts to the wastewater system are local in nature, occurring as facilities are 
developed. New wastewater mains must be provided to allow development of 
this URA. The laterals off the mains are provided by the developer.

From the connection to the existing system, sewer flows by gravity to the 
WWTP. However, in order to get sewer to the connection point, up to four pump 
stations within the Beef Bend South URA may be needed.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.

Beef Bend South (6D)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 12,500 6,700 9,750
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $250 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $2,125,000 $1,273,000 $0 $1,706,250

Subtotal Cost $5,104,250
Proposed Pump Stations $1,200,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $6,304,250

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 9,000 13,300
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $2,520,000 $5,586,000

Subtotal Cost $8,106,000
Storage and Pumping Costs 2,800,000$        

Total Water System Cost Estimate $10,906,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 23,800 12,700
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $4,760,000 $2,857,500

Subtotal Cost $7,617,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $4,284,000 $3,048,000

Subtotal Cost $7,332,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $14,949,500
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BENDEMEER URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Potable water is supplied to the UGB by the Tualatin Valley Water District 
(TVWD).  TVWD has indicated that there is sufficient capacity in terms of water 
supply, treatment, storage, and piping to serve areas within the current UGB. 

Sewer
Clean Water Services (CWS) provides sewer services for development within 
unincorporated Washington County.  The City of Hillsboro has existing facilities 
that extend near the intersection of NW West Union Rd and NW Cornelius Pass 
Road, which feeds into the CWS system.  

CWS provides wastewater treatment through the Rock Creek Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (WWTP). 

CWS has indicated that there is capacity to serve areas within the existing UGB.

Stormwater
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
urban reserve area (URA).

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
TVWD indicated water for this URA for 2,221 dwelling units appears to be 
adequate; or they will be able to generate the supply as this area comes online.  
The estimated average daily demand generated by the development of the 
Bendemeer URA is approximately 0.8 MG. 

There is an existing 16-inch water line in NW West Union Road.  TVWD 
indicated that the Bendemeer URA could be served from this site.

Sewer 
The estimated peak flow added to the system with the development of this URA 
is approximately 3.3 cfs (2.1 MGD).

Existing topography of the URA suggest that sewer flows from the eastern 
portion of the site and will flow toward the existing 24-inch CWS Rock Creek 
trunk line that traverses through the site.  The western portion of the site 
generally flows toward NW Cornelius Pass Road.  The City of Hillsboro has 
existing sewer pipes near the intersection of NW West Union Road and NW 
Cornelius Pass Road.  These pipes range in size from 8-inch to 18-inch before 
connecting to the CWS trunk line.

CWS has indicated that there is additional capacity at the CWS, Rock Creek 
WWTP.

The additional capacity within the existing pipes is unknown at this time.  

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
New water mains will be required before this area can reach its growth 
potential. Laterals will be developer funded.  

TVWD conveys that their system is ready to serve the area.

Sewer 
New sewer mains will be required before this area can reach its growth 
potential.  Laterals will be developer funded.

This URA is projected to have 2,221 dwelling units, therefore may require small 
upgrades to WWTP.  The upgrades and financial impacts are beyond the scope of 
this narrative.

New laterals are provided by the developer.

The amount of any up-sizing (if any) from the serving utility that would be 
needed is not known at this time.

Storm Water
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.

 

Bendemeer (8F)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 5,500 9,800
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $250 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $935,000 $1,862,000 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $2,797,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings $105

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $2,797,105

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 7,300 900
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $2,044,000 $378,000

Subtotal Cost $2,422,000
Storage and Pumping Costs 2,695,000$        

Total Water System Cost Estimate $5,117,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 4,600 18,800
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $920,000 $4,230,000

Subtotal Cost $5,150,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $828,000 $4,512,000

Subtotal Cost $5,340,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $10,490,000

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 728 of 1024
METRO-0750



19

B
EN

D
EM

EER U
RBA

N R
ESERV

E A
REA

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 729 of 1024

METRO-0751



Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 730 of 1024
METRO-0752



bethAny west UrbAn reserVe AreA(8C)

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 731 of 1024

METRO-0753



22

BE
TH

A
N

Y 
W

ES
T U

RB
A

N
 R

ES
ER

V
E A

RE
A

BETHANY WEST URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Potable water is supplied to the UGB by the Tualatin Valley Water District 
(TVWD).  TVWD has indicated that there is sufficient capacity in terms of water 
supply, treatment, storage, and piping to serve areas within the current UGB. 

Sewer 
Clean Water Services (CWS) is the service provider for unincorporated 
Washington County.  CWS provides wastewater treatment through the Rock 
Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). It appears that there is adequate 
capacity to meet UGB needs.

Stormwater
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
urban reserve area (URA).

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
TVWD indicated water for this URA for 458 dwelling units appears to be 
adequate; or they will be able to generate the supply as this area comes online. 
The estimated average daily demand generated by the development of the 
Bethany West URA is approximately 0.2 MG. 

Sewer 
The estimated peak flow added to the system with the development of this URA 
is approximately 0.8 cfs (0.5 million gallons per day (MGD)).

An existing 24-inch sanitary sewer trunk crosses the Bethany West URA along 
the north side of Rock Creek.  Flows continue via gravity flow through the CWS 
trunk and interceptor sewer lines and reach the Rock Creek WWTP.  

CWS has indicated that the Rock Creek WWTP has capacity available.  Existing 
sewer trunk and interceptor line presumably also have available capacity.   

Stormwater 
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water 
New water mains will be required before this area can reach its growth 
potential. Laterals will be developer funded.  

The amount of up-sizing (if any) from the serving utility that would be needed is 
unknown at this time.

TVWD noted that the bridge on Shackelford Road in North Bethany that would 
connect to NW 185th Avenue would need to be constructed in order to provide 
water service to this URA from North Bethany.  For the purposes of this report, 
it is assumed that the bridge will be constructed along with the transportation 
improvements.

Sewer 
New sewer mains will be required before this area can reach its growth 
potential.  Laterals will be developer funded.

This URA is projected to have 458 dwelling units; therefore impacts to the 
WWTP are expected to be minimal, with no anticipated upgrades.  

The amount of up-sizing (if any) from the serving utility that would be needed is 
not known at this time.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.

 

Bethany West (8C)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 6,700
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $250 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $1,139,000 $0 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $1,139,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $1,139,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 2,600 5,200
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $728,000 $2,184,000

Subtotal Cost $2,912,000
Storage and Pumping Costs 560,000$           

Total Water System Cost Estimate $3,472,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 4,000 4,000
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $800,000 $900,000

Subtotal Cost $1,700,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $720,000 $960,000

Subtotal Cost $1,680,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $3,380,000
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BORING HIGHWAY 26 URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Most of the district’s land is outside of a UGB; 257th is roughly the western 
boundary.  The highest use recorded was last year at 49% of maximum capacity. 
Two reservoirs, totaling 800,000 gallons serve the gravity customers. A 
100,000 gallon reservoir serves customers on a pumped system (roughly 150 
customers).

The existing pipe network size works for their coverage area. 

Of note, the main network is comprised of asbestos concrete pipe that is nearing 
the end of its useful life. The district is starting to save money to replace the 
older pipes.

Sewer 
Boring Hwy 26 urban reserve area (URA) is part of the Clackamas Water and 
Environmental Services (WES). The agency operates a sewer treatment plant 
in Boring. It is capable of continued operation serving the low-density area 
but is not sized for urban densities. This wastewater treatment plant treats 
wastewater from approximately 700 water users.

Stormwater
No issues have been identified.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
Water for this URA serving 3,891 dwelling units may not be available. Estimated 
average daily water demand for the Boring Hwy 26 URA is approximately 
1.4 MG. The current water use is approximately 700 water customers. The 
magnitude of increase would be a significant challenge for a provider of this 
size.

The District still has about half of its supply available. They feel that they could 
meet the new demand from urbanization but would need some new pipes 
and upsizing in places. A new well coming online in 5 years will add 5.0 to 8.0 
million gallons per day (MGD). This will be the district’s fifth well. Sand filtration 
is the only treatment. There is no chlorine, no fluoride, or anything else used.

If they expand west toward to UGB in Damascus they would need to upsize a 
mile and a half or so of pipe. 

There is a possibility that they could obtain water services from Gresham, which 
is roughly 4.5 miles to the northwest. This option, if selected, would be costly 
and is accordingly not considered in financial impacts.

Sewer
Wastewater capacity for this URA for 3,891 dwelling units may not be available. 
Estimated flows generated with the Boring Hwy 26 URA are approximately 4.8 
cfs.

The current water use is approximately 700 water customers; therefore we 
could assume wastewater loads to be for the 700 water customers. With the 
URA’s demand increasing to 3,891 dwelling units, the size of the WWTP would 
need to increase exponentially in order to serve urban levels of density.

The Boring sewer treatment plant, however does not likely have this ability to 
handle growth. Discharge from the plant follows the North Fork Deep Creek 
drainage to the Clackamas River. Expansion is not viable due to the limited flow 
in the drainage. Accordingly, sewer would likely need to be provided by the 
City of Gresham. Gresham does not have any facilities proximate to the Boring 
Reserve at this time.

There is a possibility that they could obtain wastewater services from Gresham, 
which is roughly 4.5 miles to the northwest. Very costly, not considered in 
financial impacts.

Stormwater would be handled privately for development and publicly for public 
streets as development occurs.

Stormwater
The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater, and transportation 
facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
The district is currently running a 2-inch line to the west toward UGB. This 
would need to be upsized to at least 8” or 10” to support urbanization. Of note, 
there are no interties to other providers to provide for an alternate source in 
case of emergency, although they do have a backup generator to support the 
plant. The district believes the well in 5 years and possibly another in 15 years 
could support a limited urbanized reserve.

Sewer
The existing treatment plant connected to Boring will not be able to handle 
urbanization. Accordingly it would either continue serving rural users or be 
replaced by a facility capable of handling the waste from the reserve.

Stormwater
No stormwater facilities have been identified for which there would be impacts.

 

Boring - Hwy 26 (1F)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 19,300 2,100
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $250 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $3,281,000 $0 $0 $367,500

Subtotal Cost $3,648,500
Proposed Pump Stations $700,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $4,348,500

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 6,500 22,200
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $1,820,000 $9,324,000

Subtotal Cost $11,144,000
Storage and Pumping Costs 4,725,000$        

Total Water System Cost Estimate $15,869,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 7,300 29,700
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $1,460,000 $6,682,500

Subtotal Cost $8,142,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $1,314,000 $7,128,000

Subtotal Cost $8,442,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate 16,584,500$       
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Boring (1D)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 41,000 19,500 10,400
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $250 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $6,970,000 $3,705,000 $0 $1,820,000

Subtotal Cost $12,495,000
Proposed Pump Stations $1,350,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings $355,250

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $14,200,250

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 63,000 12,100
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $17,640,000 $5,082,000

Subtotal Cost $22,722,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $12,320,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $35,042,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 70,000 72,400
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $14,000,000 $16,290,000

Subtotal Cost $30,290,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $12,600,000 $17,376,000

Subtotal Cost $29,976,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $60,266,000

BORING URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Most of the district’s land is outside of a UGB; 257th is roughly the western 
boundary. The highest amount of water use recorded was last year (2017) at 
49% of maximum capacity. Two reservoirs, totaling 800,000 gallons serve the 
gravity customers.  A 100,000 gallon reservoir serves customers on a pumped 
system (roughly 150 customers).

The existing pipe network size works for their coverage area. If they expand 
west toward to UGB in Damascus they would need to upsize approximately 1.5 
miles of pipe.

Of note, the main network is comprised of asbestos concrete pipe that is nearing 
the end of its useful life. The district is starting to save money to replace the 
older pipes.

Sewer 
Boring is part of the Clackamas Water and Environmental Services (WES).  The 
agency operates a sewer treatment plant in Boring.  It is capable of continued 
operation serving the low-density area but is not sized for urban densities.

Stormwater
No issues have been identified

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
The District still has about half of its supply available.  They feel that they 
could meet the new demand from urbanization but would need some new 
pipes and upsizing in places. A new well coming online in 5 years will add 5.0 
to 8.0 million gallons per day (MGD). This will be the district’s fifth well.  Sand 
filtration is the only treatment.  There is no chlorine, no fluoride, or anything 
else used.

Sewer
The Boring sewer treatment plant does not likely have much ability to handle 
growth.  Discharge from the plant follows the North Fork Deep Creek drainage 
to the Clackamas River.  Expansion is not viable due to the limited flow in the 
drainage.  Accordingly, sewer would likely need to be provided by the City of 
Gresham.  Gresham does not have any facilities proximate to the Boring urban 
reserve area (URA) at this time.

Stormwater
Stormwater would be handled privately for development and publicly for public 
streets as development occurs.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water 
The estimated average daily demand generated by the development of this URA 
is approximately 3.5 MGD.

The district is currently running a 2-inch line to the west toward UGB. This 
would need to be upsized to at least 8” or 10” to support urbanization. Of note, 
there are no interties to other providers to provide for an alternate source in 
case of emergency, although they do have a backup generator to support the 
treatment plant. The district believes the well planned for development in 5 
years, and possibly an additional well in 15 years could support the urbanized 
reserve.

Sewer
The estimated sewer flow rate generated by the development of the Boring URA 
is approximately 15.1 cfs.

The existing treatment plant connected to North Fork Deep Creek will not be 
able to handle urbanization.  Accordingly it would either continue serving rural 
users or be replaced by a facility capable of handling the waste from the reserve.

Stormwater
No storm water facilities have been identified for which there would be impacts.
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Boreland (4C)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 22,100
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $250 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $0 $0 $5,525,000 $0

Subtotal Cost $5,525,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings $5,728,280

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $11,253,280

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 13,000 16,200
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $3,640,000 $6,804,000

Subtotal Cost $10,444,000
Storage and Pumping Costs 5,145,000$        

Total Water System Cost Estimate $15,589,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 4,700 40,800
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $940,000 $9,180,000

Subtotal Cost $10,120,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $846,000 $9,792,000

Subtotal Cost $10,638,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $20,758,000

BORLAND URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water
This one of several urban reserve areas (URAs) where it is not clear to which 
city it might eventually be annexed. Water could most directly be supplied by 
the City of Tualatin. The City of Tualatin system appears to have enough capacity 
to meet UGB needs assuming completion of the long-term improvements shown 
in its Water Master Plan. 

Sewer
Based on the existing topography throughout this URA, it appears that the 
western portion of the site would, following current county boundaries would 
be served via a connection to the Clean Water Services (CWS) sewer system.  
The eastern portion of the site would be served by the City of West Linn and the 
Tri-City Service District.

CWS has indicated that there is capacity to meet current UGB needs. CWS only 
serves land within Washington County.

West Linn indicated that improvements are currently happening at the 
treatment plant, which will then provide sufficient capacity to meet current UGB 
needs.

Storm Water
There is no indication of any stormwater issues related to the development of 
this URA.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
The estimated average daily demand generated by this URA to serve 4,236 
dwelling is approximately 1.5 MG.

The City of Tualatin Water Master Plan indicates that there is adequate capacity 
to serve existing development.  Water storage improvements are needed to 
serve future development within the existing UGB.  Once improvements noted in 
the Master Plan are complete, it is unknown what additional capacity would be 
available to serve this URA.

Sewer
Wastewater treatment for this URA for 4,236 dwelling units would be divided 
among two service providers.  The estimated sewer flow generated from this 
URA is approximately 6.9 cfs (4.5 million gallons per day (MGD)).

The western portion of the site would be routed into the CWS system.  The 
nearest connection point is an existing 8-inch line in SW Sequoia Drive, which 
utilized the Sequoia Ridge Pump Station.  Downstream of the pump station 
8-inch gravity pipes convey flows to a City of Tualatin 18-inch trunk line, which 
connects to a large diameter CWS interceptor to the Durham Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (WWTP).  

CWS has indicated that the Durham WWTP has capacity; however, significant 
additional flows may require plant improvements.  In addition, the capacity of 
the existing pump stations and sewer lines are unknown.

The eastern portion of the URA would be routed to the City of West Linn and 
the Tri-City Service District Treatment Plant.  The sewer would connect to 
an existing gravity line in Willamette Falls Drive.  With the completion of the 
current treatment plant improvement project, some capacity may be available. 
In addition, the capacity of the existing pump stations and sewer lines are 
unknown.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
The potable water could be provided from either Tualatin or West Linn. Service 
from Tualatin could be somewhat more efficient as it would not require crossing 
the river. As such, further impacts to the water system are primarily financial.  
New water mains must be provided to allow development of this URA.  The 
laterals off the mains are provided by the developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time; however the City’s Master Plan appears up to date.

Sewer
Load placed on wastewater services (digesters) in the WES system would 
contribute to a need for upgrades to accommodate the associated growth.  The 
plant has the room required for expansion but no analysis of the flows and 
resultant upgrades has been performed to date. These upgrades and financial 
impacts are beyond the scope of this report.

The significant impacts to the wastewater system are primarily from the 
financial contributions required to build the mains within the URA.  New 
wastewater mains must be provided to allow development of this URA.  The 
laterals off the mains are to be provided by the developers.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

A portion of the URA is located north of I-205.  A sewer crossing under I-205 
will likely be needed in order to convey flows to the existing Willamette Falls 
Drive sewer.

Stormwater
In this part of the region steep slopes tend to limit scour effect.  Accordingly 
the larger issue is treating to remove pollutants. Stormwater will be conveyed, 
treated, and disposed of on-site; therefore, no impacts to existing facilities are 
anticipated.
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BROOKWOOD PARKWAY URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water
Potable water is supplied to the UGB by the Hillsboro Water District.  

From the available water supply, it appears that capacity needs inside the UGB 
are cared for. 

Sewer
Inside the UGB, the City of Hillsboro operates a local sanitary sewer utility that 
feeds into the regional sanitary sewer system operated by Clean Water Services 
(CWS).  Therefore, CWS is the ultimate Wastewater System Provider.

CWS provides wastewater treatment through the Rock Creek Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (WWTP). 

According to CWS there is adequate capacity to meet current UGB needs.

Stormwater
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
urban reserve area (URA).

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
Water for this URA for 242 dwelling units appears to be adequate; or they will 
be able to generate the supply as this area comes online.  The estimated average 
daily demand generated by the development of the Roy Rogers West URA is 
approximately 0.1 MG.

Sewer
The estimated peak flows added to the system with the development of this URA 
is approximately 0.4 cfs (0.2 million gallons per day (MGD)).

There is a sewer connection available in Brookwood Parkway; however, based 
on existing topography, a pump station may be needed to use the connection.  

As another alternative, the City of Hillsboro also noted that they are requiring 
an adjacent development to construct a sewer line in an easement through 
their property to serve the Brookwood URA.  This line would connect to an 
existing 24-inch sewer in Huffman Road.  Depending on the type of industrial 
development that happens in the area, the 24-inch sewer line could be 
sufficient, or it may not have enough available capacity and therefore require 
upsizing.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
Connections to existing water lines are available in Brookwood Parkway and 
Starr Boulevard.  The City noted that they are considering a future storage tank 
north of Hwy 26 that would serve the adjacent Jackson Employment area as well 
as the Brookwood URA.  A waterline would need to be bored under Hwy 26.

New water mains and laterals within the URA will be developer funded.  

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is 
unknown at this time.

Sewer
This URA is projected to have only 242 dwelling units, therefore future impacts 
are relatively small.

New wastewater mains and laterals will be provided by the developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed, while 
unlikely, is not known at this time.

Storm Water
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.

 

Brookwood Parkway (8B)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $250 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $0 $0 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $0
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $0

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 2,700
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $756,000 $0

Subtotal Cost $756,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $315,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $1,071,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 2,200
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $0 $495,000

Subtotal Cost $495,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $0 $528,000

Subtotal Cost $528,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $1,023,000
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Cooper Mountain (6B)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 10,900 7,900 3,100
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $1,853,000 $1,501,000 $0 $542,500

Subtotal Cost $3,896,500
Proposed Pump Stations $600,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $4,496,500

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 22,300 17,500
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $6,244,000 $7,350,000

Subtotal Cost $13,594,000
Storage and Pumping Costs 5,005,000$        

Total Water System Cost Estimate $18,599,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 21,200 36,300
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $4,240,000 $8,167,500

Subtotal Cost $12,407,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $3,816,000 $8,712,000

Subtotal Cost $12,528,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate 24,935,500$       

COOPER MOUNTAIN URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
The City of Beaverton recently signed an agreement with Tualatin Valley Water 
District (TVWD) stating that all of the area within the Cooper Mountain area will 
be served by the City of Beaverton.

According to the City of Beaverton, they have ample water rights to supply the 
areas within the UGB as well as the Cooper Mountain urban reserve area (URA).  
In addition, the treatment plants have capacity for both current and future use.

The City plans to construct a new storage tank within the next three years. The 
facilities will provide storage for areas within the existing UGB. However, there 
will be excess capacity that will provide storage for the Cooper Mountain URA.  
In addition, there are plans to construct a new pump station to feed the storage 
tank.

The City has indicated that their current transmission and distribution networks 
are adequately sized for the Cooper Mountain area.

Sewer
The City of Beaverton will be responsible for providing sanitary sewer 
infrastructure in the Community Plan area through an inter-governmental 
agreement (IGA) with Clean Water Services, (CWS).  The portion of the URA 
east of SW 175th Ave, and the northeast corner, will flow to the Summer Creek 
Trunkline. The line has sufficient capacity for existing flows.  The portion of 
the URA east of SW 175th Avenue will flow to the existing River Terrace Pump 
Station.

CWS provides wastewater treatment through the River Terrace PS, then on to 
the Durham Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP).  CWS is currently working 
on a study of the Upper Tualatin Interceptor.  Any deficiencies identified are 
expected to be upsized by 2022. 

It appears that there is capacity to meet UGB needs.

Stormwater
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
URA.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
Water for this URA for 4,116 dwelling units appears to be adequate, or they will 
be able to generate the supply as this area comes online.  

Sewer
Capacity appears to be available in the Clean Water Services, (CWS) Durham 
WWTP.  This Urban Reserve (6B) is projected to have 4,116 dwelling units may 
require small upgrades to the WWTP.  The estimated flows added to the system 
with the development of this URA is approximately 6.5 cfs.

CWS states that they are currently in the midst of significant capital 
improvements that are being made to serve the Cooper Mountain and River 
Terrace areas.

The City is currently updating their Sanitary Sewer Masterplan.  The master 
plan will include the Cooper Mountain (6B) URA.  The City will look at the 
Summer Creek Trunkline in particular. Smaller 8-inch lines may need upsizing.  
If the study finds upsizing is required, the City will add those improvements to 
their capital improvement plan for completion prior to the annexation of the 
URA.  The City also noted that lines recently constructed in the Cooper Mountain 
area are over-sized and should have capacity for the Cooper Mountain URA 
flows.

Stormwater 
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, storm water and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
Expansion is planned for this UR area, from water pumps and reservoirs, to 
trunk lines and mains. These water mains and reservoirs must be provided 
to achieve the full potential development. Therefore, the majority of impacts 
are local in nature, occurring as facilities are developed.  .    The laterals off the 
mains are provided by the Developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

Sewer
Wastewater services are provided by the Durham WWTP.  Flows from the 
Cooper Mountain (6B) URA will require a new pump station at the low point on 
Tile Flat Road. SS flows will be pumped by the Tile Flat PS to the east, where the 
flows can flow by gravity to the existing River Terrace Pump Station and onto 
CWS trunk lines.   

The Durham WWTP may require upgrades at some time as this and other URAs 
are moved into the UGB. The upgrades and financial impacts are beyond the 
scope of this narrative.

The majority of impacts are local in nature, occurring as facilities are developed. 
New wastewater mains must be provided to allow development of this Urban 
Reserve area. The laterals off the mains are provided by the Developer.

According to the City of Beaverton, any needed upsizing of existing lines (City 
of Beaverton or CWS) will be complete prior to the potential annexation of this 
URA.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.
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DAMASCUS URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water
The Sunrise Water Authority currently serves the area from east of I-205 and 
north of the Clackamas River, including Happy Valley. They will also serve 
Pleasant Valley and Carver when they are annexed into Happy Valley. The 
Sunrise Water Authority has recently completed a 20-year Capital Improvement 
Plan (CIP) that includes the necessary investments to serve the district’s service 
area for the current planning horizon. 

Sunrise Water Authority currently purchases 3 million gallons per day (MGD) 
of water from the Clackamas River Water District, but they have the option to 
purchase up to 10 MGD. In addition, the district also has two wells located in 
Damascus that can produce approximately 3.5 MGD. The estimated peak day 
demand for the current 20 year planning horizon in their Master Plan is 20 
MGD. The water authority also has an intertie connecting to South Fork Water 
Board, which they can use 10 MGD during an emergency circumstances.

Water is treated at two treatment plants. The water treatment plant was built 
in 1964 and will need upgrades in the future. Sunrise Water Authority has not 
determined the cost or timing of the water treatment plant upgrades. 

The agency plans to build 10 to 15 million gallons of additional storage to 
serve growth expected within the existing UGB. Reservoirs provide proper 
water pressure for lands under 470 feet. If development occurs above 470 feet 
elevation, an additional higher elevation reservoir may be required, however, 
that will not be planned for a number of years. Two large pump stations will 
fill the reservoirs. One will serve for Pleasant Valley; the other is to move water 
from the reservoirs at 610 feet elevation to Damascus in the future. 

Sunrise Water Authority is using System Development Charges (SDCs) to pay for 
pumps, tanks (reservoir), and transmission line improvements. For water lines, 
they use an SDC credit method with developers for facilities they build where 
the capacity exceeds their individual needs. Developers are putting in the pipes 
currently. The District may participate with developers to get oversized pipes 
where necessary. 

Sewer
The Damascus  urban reserve area (URA) is not connected or adjacent to any 
municipal sewer system. The Damascus area, within the existing UGB is severed, 
by individual septic systems. 

Stormwater
No public stormwater facilities exist that are related to the urban reserve. This 
item is not applicable for this area.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
As noted above, current capacity covers the growth within the UGB that is 
expected. There are no plans to serve the URAs at this time. However, much of 
the land in the URA is inside of their boundary. And, it is currently served at 
rural densities.

The district noted that Metro’s data doesn’t show much growth east in 
Damascus. Cities may have desires on where they want to develop, or 
development could occur under County jurisdiction. However, the district does 
not have any significant growth plans for Damascus. If growth begins to occur 
they will simply adjust as necessary. 

The Sunrise Water Authority is currently using about 3.5 MGD in winter and 
12 MGD in the summer. Interestingly the peak doesn’t seem to increase with 
growth because the large yards and pastures that are currently being irrigated 
are converted to housing which has a lower demand per acre. If the Damascus 
area and the URA were to see urban levels of growth it is likely that the system 
will need expansions sooner than currently anticipated.

The existing lines in Damascus and the URA area are currently sized for rural 
uses. They would need to be rebuilt to accommodate urban development. It 
is logical to assume that Damascus will get built first and have the network in 
place for the URA.

Sewer
Much planning and discussion as to who would serve the Damascus area and 
by extension the URA has not resulted in solid conclusions. Clackamas County’s 
Water and Environmental Services is the logical provider due to topography and 
location within the County. However, they are prohibited from adding significant 
new flows to the Clackamas River basin. Some portions of Damascus and Boring 
could possibly be served from the City of Gresham, but doing so would require 
expensive pumping infrastructure and likely expansion of Gresham’s facilities. In 
short, serving the URA will be difficult.

Stormwater
Stormwater runoff would not utilize existing facilities. Stormwater conveyance, 
water quality, and detention for roadways would be developed during 
construction and used to handle the public sector runoff. Private property 
runoff would need to be treated onsite. 

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
Plenty of water rights are available to serve expansion areas. If the URA is to be 
developed the items identified in the Water Master Plan would simply need to 
be constructed earlier than expected. 

Additionally the Clackamas River Water treatment plant will need to be 
expanded at some point. Expansion and development in the Damascus area 
could require the rebuild to be made sooner. Due to the unknown nature of the 
treatment plant upgrades, costs have not been included in the estimate.

Sewer
As mentioned above, none of the local sewer providers have plans to serve the 
URA. If services come from WES it is likely that upsizing would be needed and 
new trunk lines would be developed in Damascus. These would logically be 
sized to serve the URA. On its own, growth in the URA would not likely have 
negative impacts on existing systems. The larger issue however, is that there 
are no facilities leading to the site; they would need to be built before the URA 
could develop. The cost estimates do not include the extension of a trunk line 
to Damascus or improvements to existing infrastructure. It is assumed that 
these costs would be part of the development of Damascus, and that those 
improvements would also serve the URA.

Stormwater
There is no public stormwater system that will be impacted significantly by 
growth in the reserve area.Brookwood Parkway (8B)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $250 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $0 $0 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $0
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $0

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 2,700
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $756,000 $0

Subtotal Cost $756,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $7,770,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $8,526,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 2,200
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $0 $495,000

Subtotal Cost $495,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $0 $528,000

Subtotal Cost $528,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $1,023,000
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David Hill (7A)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 21,200 7,100
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $250 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $3,604,000 $1,349,000 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $4,953,000
Proposed Pump Stations $250,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $5,203,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 8,900 10,600
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $2,492,000 $4,452,000

Subtotal Cost $6,944,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $1,750,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $8,694,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 33,600 5,500
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $6,720,000 $1,237,500

Subtotal Cost $7,957,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $6,048,000 $1,320,000

Subtotal Cost $7,368,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $15,325,500

DAVID HILL URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
The City of Forest Grove is currently in the process of updating their Water 
Master Plan.  According to the City, if current growth trends continue, they will 
have enough water supply through the year 2050.  If growth trends exceeded 
expectations, the City would have options to purchase additional water or to 
become a partner in the Willamette Water Supply.  

The City has its own treatment plant that can treat 3.7 million gallons per day 
(MGD).  They can supplement with up to 10 MGD of water from the Joint Water 
Commission.  Treatment capacity is sufficient for areas currently within the 
UGB.

City of Forest Grove water storage capacity is sufficient based on current growth 
trends.  Anticipated industrial growth within the City could create a storage 
deficit within the next 10 years.  If the industrial growth occurs, the city plans to 
utilize system development charge (SDC) funds to construct additional storage.

A currently undeveloped area of David Hill (located within the existing UGB) is 
located at an elevation higher than what they can serve with existing storage.  
New storage and associated pumps will be needed to serve this area of the UGB.  
Once constructed, this storage could also be utilized by the David Hill urban 
reserve area (URA) if sized appropriately.

The City indicated that most piping within the current UGB is sufficient; 
however, some piping within the David Hill area may need upsizing.  If needed, 
these improvements would likely be completed by developers, as development 
occurs.

Sewer 
The City of Forest Grove operates a local sanitary sewer utility that feeds into 
the regional sanitary sewer system operated by Clean Water Services (CWS).  
Therefore, CWS is the ultimate Wastewater System Provider.

CWS provides wastewater treatment through the Rock Creek WWTP. CWS has 
indicated that the Rock Creek WWTP has sufficient capacity.  The City of Forest 
Grove has a current project to replace old pipes within their system and reduce 
infiltration and inflow.

Stormwater
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
URA.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
Water for this URA for 1,435 dwelling units appears to be adequate; or they 
will be able to generate the supply as this area comes online.  The estimated 
average daily demand generated by the development of the David Hill URA is 
approximately 0.5 MG. 

Sewer 
The estimated peak flow added to the system with the development of this URA 
is approximately 2.0 cfs (1.3 MGD).

The southern portion of the site would connect to an existing City of Forest 
Grove gravity sewer line in NW Gales Creek Road.  The northern portion of the 
site would connect to an existing City of Forest Grove gravity sewer line in NW 
Thatcher Road.  Existing lines vary from 12-inch to 21-inch.

City of Forest Grove lines connect to a CWS interceptor near Hwy 47 and Sunset 
Drive and  waste is conveyed to the Hillsboro and/or Rock Creek WWTP.

CWS indicated that the Hillsboro WWTP is undergoing improvements; however, 
there are no plans for future expansion.  Flows that exceed the capacity of the 
Hillsboro WWTP are sent to the Rock Creek WWTP.  CWS indicated that the 
Rock Creek WWTP has available capacity.

Available capacity within the City of Forest Grove and CWS sewer lines is 
unknown at this time.  

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water 
New reservoirs, water pumps, and water mains to move water to the reservoirs 
and the system will be needed to achieve the full potential development.  The 
new water mains will be required.  The laterals off the mains are provided by 
the Developer.

For the purpose of this report and cost estimate, it is assumed that a water line 
will be constructed in NW Thatcher Road along the boundary of the existing 
undeveloped David Hill area, in order to connect to existing facilities.  If the 
David Hill area (inside the UGB) is developed prior to the David Hill URA, then 
the water line would likely be constructed with the UGB development.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is 
unknown at this time.

Sewer 
This URA is projected to have 1,435 dwelling units, therefore may require small 
upgrades to the WWTP.  The upgrades and financial impacts are beyond the 
scope of this narrative.

In order to connect to existing facilities, sewer lines will need to be constructed 
through the undeveloped portion of David Hill (inside the UGB).  If the David Hill 
area is developed prior to the David Hill URA, those lines would be constructed 
with the UGB development.

Impacts to the wastewater system are primarily financial.  New wastewater 
mains must be provided to allow development of this URA.  The laterals off the 
mains are provided by the developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

Storm Water
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.
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ELLIGSEN NORTH URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Water comes from the west side of the City of Wilsonville.  The City owns 
and maintains the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant (WRWTP).  The 
plant is capable of processing 15 million gallons per day (MGD).  A planned 
improvement will bring the treatment plant capacity to 20 MGD in order to 
serve the existing UGB through year 2036.  In 2035, an additional 10 MGD 
expansion will be needed to provide service for long term growth through year 
2050.  

Current storage capacity is at 11 MG.  The City has budgeted a project to provide 
additional storage to serve the existing UGB.

At present, existing pump stations and pipe networks are adequate to serve the 
area within the existing UGB. 

Sewer 
The City of Wilsonville is served by a modern plant, located at 9275 Southwest 
Tauchman Road.  The plant was rebuilt and upgraded in 2014 to include 
modern wastewater treatment technology, and a new odor control system.  This 
increased capacity from 2.5 MGD to 4.0 MGD to accommodate continued growth. 

Stormwater
No current issues were identified within the City that would impact the 
development of the urban reserve area (URA).  For stormwater management, 
the downtown area uses a regional facility.  New development would be 
encouraged to use  Low Impact Development Approaches (LIDA) facilities to 
treat stormwater on-site. 

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
The City noted that they have ample water rights for the long term, so water 
supply should not be an issue.  The additional 10 MG expansion of the treatment 
plant in 2035 should provide for all of the URA areas adjacent to Wilsonville.  

Currently, existing storage tanks will not have capacity to serve development 
outside of the existing UGB.

The City did not indicate any deficiencies with water transmission lines.

Sewer 
The wastewater treatment plant can serve a population of 35,000 people.  The 
plant currently serves 24,000 people.  The development of the Frog Pond area 
will use some capacity, but will not likely trigger any treatment plant upgrades.  
However, future industrial development anticipated in the Basalt and Coffee 
Creek areas could require capacity upgrades.  Depending on actual development 
rates, the City is planning to expand the treatment plant in 2030.

The City did not provide information on the capacity of the existing truck line 
proposed to serve this URA, therefore, it is unknown how much additional 
capacity is available.

Storm Water
Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur 
within the URA.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water 
The City feels confident that it will have water capacity and storage to serve 
the URAs that lie beyond the city limits. Numerous connection points exist at 
the edge of the URA that is assumed to be of adequate size. Transmission lines 
within the URA are expected to be built as development occurs. 

Sewer
Based on conceptual level sewer sizing analysis, approximately 4.4 cfs will be 
added to the existing system.  Conceptual sewer layouts indicate that additional 
flows will utilize the existing gravity trunk line ranging in size from 10-inch (at 
the upstream connection at Elligsen Road) to 30-inch (at the treatment plant).  

The capacity of the existing line is not available at this time, and therefore, the 
extent of required improvements to the existing trunk line and the associated 
costs are unknown.

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur 
within the URA, therefore, improvements to existing stormwater facilities are 
not anticipated. 

Elligsen Road North (4G)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 5,600 16,600 6,600 1,000
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $952,000 $3,154,000 $1,254,000 $175,000

Subtotal Cost $5,535,000
Proposed Pump Stations $500,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $6,035,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 18,200 13,700
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $5,096,000 $5,754,000

Subtotal Cost $10,850,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $4,270,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $15,120,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 18,700 17,700
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $3,740,000 $3,982,500

Subtotal Cost $7,722,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $3,366,000 $4,248,000

Subtotal Cost $7,614,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $15,336,500
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ELLIGSEN SOUTH URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Water comes from the west side of the City of Wilsonville. The City owns and 
maintains the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant. The plant is capable of 
processing 15 million gallons per day (MGD).

Current storage capacity is at 11 MG. The City has budgeted a project to provide 
additional storage to serve proposed development within the existing UGB.

At present, existing pump stations and pipe networks are adequate to serve the 
area within the existing UGB. 

Sewer 
The City of Wilsonville is served by a modern plant, located at 9275 Southwest 
Tauchman Road. The plant was rebuilt and upgraded in 2014 to include modern 
wastewater treatment technology, and a new odor control system. This increase 
capacity from 2.5 MGD to 4.0 MGD to accommodate continued grown. 

The City has current projects planned for the Memorial Park Lift Station over 
the next three years. In addition, the City has a 20-year program in place to 
replace aging concrete pipe.

Stormwater
No current issues were identified within the City that would impact the 
development of the Urban Reserve Area (URA). For stormwater management, 
the downtown area uses a regional facility. New development would be 
encouraged to use low impact development approaches (LIDA) facilities to treat 
stormwater on-site.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
The City noted that they have ample water rights for the long-term, so water 
supply should not be an issue. The additional 10 MG expansion of the treatment 
plant in 2035 should provide for the URA. Currently, existing storage tanks will 
not have capacity to serve development outside of the existing UGB.

Sewer
Frog Pond West is currently within the UGB. Trunklines are currently utilizing 
approximately 50% of their capacities. The development of Frog Pond West will 
use some of that capacity. Any additional capacity could be available for use by 
the Elligsen Road URA.

Existing pump stations are currently being upgraded for existing and currently 
planned uses. It is unknown at this time if additional pump station capacity will 
be available for development within the URA. 

The wastewater treatment plant can serve a population of 35,000 people. The 
plant currently serves 24,000 people. The development of the Frog Pond area 
(existing UGB) will use some capacity, but will not likely trigger any treatment 
plant upgrades. However, future industrial development anticipated in the 
Basalt and Coffee Creek areas could require capacity upgrades. Depending on 
actual development rates, the City is planning to expand the treatment plant 
in 2030. At this time, it is unknown if the treatment plant will have additional 
capacities to serve the URA.

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur 
within the URA area.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water 
The City feels confident that it will have water capacity and storage to serve the 
URAs that lie beyond the city limits. Numerous connection points exist at the 
edge of the URA that are assumed to be of adequate size. Transmission lines 
within the URA are expected to be built as development occurs. 

Sewer 
Based on conceptual level sewer sizing analysis, approximately 1.9 cfs will be 
added to the existing system. Conceptual sewer layouts indicate that additional 
flows from the Elligsen South URA will be divided into two basins. The western 
basin could connect to an existing sewer 12-inch sewer in Thornton Drive. 
These flows will pass through the Canyon Creek Lift Station before continuing to 
the wastewater treatment plant in existing 12-inch to 18-inch gravity pipes. The 
eastern basin will connect to the Boekman interceptor (existing sizes 12-inch to 
18-inch) and will pass through the Memorial Park Lift Station before reaching 
the wastewater treatment plant. 

The capacity of the existing sewer lines and pump stations are not available at 
this time, and therefore, the extent of required improvements to the existing 
trunk line and the associated costs are unknown. 

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur 
within the URA area, and therefore, improvements to the existing stormwater 
facilities are not anticipated.

 

Elligsen Road South (4F)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 4,100 10,100
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $697,000 $1,919,000 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $2,616,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $2,616,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 1,400
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $0 $588,000

Subtotal Cost $588,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $1,995,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $2,583,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 9,100 12,700
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $1,820,000 $2,857,500

Subtotal Cost $4,677,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $1,638,000 $3,048,000

Subtotal Cost $4,686,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $9,363,500
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GRAHAMS FERRY URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Water comes from the west side of the City of Wilsonville.  The City owns and 
maintains the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant.  The plant is capable of 
processing 15 million gallons per day (MGD).

Current storage capacity is at 11 MG.  The City has budgeted for a project to 
provide additional storage to serve proposed development within the existing 
UGB.

At present, existing pump stations and pipe networks are adequate to serve the 
area within the existing UGB. 

Sewer
The City of Wilsonville is served by a modern plant, located at 9275 Southwest 
Tauchman Road.  The plant was rebuilt and upgraded in 2014 to include modern 
wastewater treatment technology, and a new odor control system.  This increase 
capacity from 2.5 MGD to 4.0 MGD to accommodate continued grown.

Stormwater
No current issues were identified within the City that would impact the 
development of the urban reserve area (URA).  For stormwater management, 
the downtown area uses a regional facility.  New development would be 
encouraged to use LIDA facilities to treat stormwater on-site.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
The City noted that they have ample water rights for the long-term, so water 
supply should not be an issue.  The additional 10 MG expansion of the treatment 
plant in 2035 should provide for the URA’s.  Currently, existing storage tanks will 
not have capacity to serve development outside of the existing UGB.

Sewer
The wastewater treatment plant can serve a population of 35,000 people.  The 
plant currently serves 24,000 people.  The development of the Frog Pond area 
(existing UGB) will use some capacity, but will not likely trigger any treatment 
plant upgrades.  However, future industrial development anticipated in the 
Basalt and Coffee Creek areas could require capacity upgrades.  Depending on 
actual development rates, the City is planning to expand the treatment plant 
in 2030.  At this time, it is unknown if the treatment plant will have additional 
capacities to serve the URA.

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur 
within the URA area.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water

The City feels confident that it will have water capacity and storage to serve the 
URAs that lie beyond the city limits. Numerous connection points exist at the 
edge of the URA that are assumed to be of adequate size. Transmission lines 
within the URA are expected to be built as development occurs. 

Cost estimates specifically for this URA cost estimates are conceptual in nature.

Sewer

Based on conceptual level sewer sizing analysis, approximately 1.2 cfs will be 
added to the existing system.  Conceptual sewer layouts indicate that additional 
flows will utilize the existing gravity trunk line ranging in size from 15-inch 
(at the upstream connection at Coffee Lake Drive) to 30-inch (at the treatment 
plant).  

The capacity of the existing line is not available at this time, and therefore, the 
extent of required improvements to the existing trunk line and the associated 
costs are unknown.

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur 
within the URA area, and therefore, improvements to the existing stormwater 
facilities are not anticipated.

 

Grahams Ferry (5G)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 10,500
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $1,785,000 $0 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $1,785,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $1,785,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 3,200 3,500
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $896,000 $1,470,000

Subtotal Cost $2,366,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $980,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $3,346,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 3,800 7,800
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $760,000 $1,755,000

Subtotal Cost $2,515,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $684,000 $1,872,000

Subtotal Cost $2,556,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $5,071,000
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Gresham East (UR 1C)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 19,200 11,800 5,200
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $250 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $3,264,000 $2,242,000 $0 $910,000

Subtotal Cost $6,416,000
Proposed Pump Stations $7,300,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings $455,700

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $14,171,700

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 18" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 23,800 9,300
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $6,664,000 $3,906,000

Subtotal Cost $10,570,000
Storage and Pumping Costs

Total Water System Cost Estimate $10,570,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 16,500 26,300
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $3,300,000 $5,917,500

Subtotal Cost $9,217,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $2,970,000 $6,312,000

Subtotal Cost $9,282,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $18,499,500

GRESHAM URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Water comes from the City of Portland – Gresham is a wholesaler and through 
a partnership with Rockwood PUD is using a joint facility. Recent master plan 
analysis has determined that the city will need additional supply in the future. 
It has options as to the source.  It may negotiate its contract with the City of 
Portland to purchase more water. The current agreement is for 7.5 million 
gallons per day (MGD) and can be increased.  Portland is currently upgrading its 
treatment plant.  Depending on the costs of the upgrades, Gresham may choose 
to develop more wells.

Additional treatment facilities are currently being considered based on source 
supply decisions regarding either purchase from Portland or identifying ground 
water sources. Water storage will also need to be constructed as demand 
increases.   Additional pump capacity will need to be constructed. This need is 
identified in the Water System Master Plan. 

The pipe network conveying water is adequately sized and will be extended 
with development

Sewer 
The City of Gresham is served by a modern plant, located at 20015 NE Sandy 
Blvd.  It is a state of the art, NET-Zero plant, using waste generated gases and 
solar to power Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) functions. The City has 
replaced all pipes older than 1950’s era. Accordingly the pipe network is in good 
condition. In places where pump stations are utilized they appropriately sized 
and are able handle the Pleasant Valley area. The City also has capacity for the 
Springwater area which is inside the UGB but not yet annexed to the Gresham.

Stormwater
There are no significant storm water issues. The City’s Master Plan contains a 
capital improvement plan that they are using to make ongoing improvements.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
Lusted Water District currently covers most of the urban reserve area (URA) 
currently.  However, the district likely doesn’t have the capacity to serve the 
area at urban densities.  Accordingly, Gresham is the logical service provider.  
There is no excess capacity available at this time however.  Areas added to the 
UGB utilizing Gresham Water will require expansion of the existing system in all 
categories. 

Growth outside of the UGB will add to the need to expand or build new facilities. 
The reserve might be servable by the existing reservoir, but it’s likely that new 
storage would need to be developed. Pumps would also need to be constructed 
to supply water to the new storage facilities. Distribution lines would need to be 
constructed at the time of development.  This City has no plans for developing 
these systems currently.

Sewer 
Gresham’s Master Plan only covers full build out within its UGB. There are no 
plans for the expansion areas.  Trunk and local lines would need to be installed 
by developers.  It is not known if existing pump stations can handle additional 
load. The plant has not been evaluated for its ability to handle lands beyond the 
UGB.

Stormwater
No storm water issues have been identified.  Commercial/industrial users treat 
their own runoff. For residential areas private runoff is partially treated on site 
to the maximum extent reasonable, the rest is treated in public facilities along 
with right-of-way (ROW) runoff.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water 
Water source and supply will be developed by expansion of wholesale contract 
with the City of Portland or the development of alternative sources such as 
groundwater. Development of alternative sources will require construction of 
additional treatment facilities.

The proposed reserve area is higher in elevation than the existing service area. 
Appropriately located additional storage will need to be constructed. Additional 
pump capacity will need to be constructed to deliver water to the additional 
storage facilities. 

The transmission and distribution network will require expansion and possible 
upsizing. The amount of upsizing that would be needed is not known at this 
time.

Sewer 
New trunk lines are planned for the Springwater and Pleasant Valley areas as 
part of private development. Future URAs would follow the same model with 
the private sector providing the lines. All pump stations are in service and have 
capacity. Planned treatment plant improvements are not related to growth.

Stormwater
Areas proposed for addition to the UGB may utilize minor culverts, but it is 
not expected to tie into any other existing conveyance, detention, or treatment 
facilities.
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HENRICI URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Lands within the jurisdiction of Clackamas County in this vicinity are served by 
Clackamas River Water (CRW). The City of Oregon City serves lands within their 
corporate boundary. Oregon City has expanded their city to include recent UGB 
expansions to its southwest. While the city is adequately served elsewhere, they 
do not have the water storage necessary to serve these recently annexed areas. 

CRW is planning for the urban reserve areas (URAs) but will not likely be the 
service provider in the future. Oregon City has the general policy that they will 
serve all of the lands within the UGB. As these reserves areas are brought in, the 
cities intend to serve these areas. Oregon City would therefore annex the areas 
and subsequently take ownership of any water related infrastructure within the 
sites. There would be an exception for facilities that are needed to go beyond the 
area in question such as large scale transmission lines. Accordingly CRW, like 
many service providers must be cautious about investing in improvements for 
the rural areas that may become urban. 

CRW states that it does have adequate capacity to serve both the lands within 
the UGB and its rural customers. They operate a 30 million gallons per day 
(MGD) water treatment plant. Volumes available for their service area are 
7.4 MGD on north and around 4 MGD on south for a total availability of 
approximately 11 MGD. CRW currently serves a back bone project that will bring 
water south across the Carver Bridge to serve all of the pressure zones to the 
south. Of note, Sunrise Water Authority plans to buy 6 to 10 MGD more in the 
future. However, even with growth they would still have plenty (at least 5 MGD) 
of unused capacity. The treatment plant is 50 years old and a pending Facility 
Master Plan will determine what types of upgrades will be needed in the future.

As noted above, the Beavercreek (previous UGB expansion) area needs a new 
reservoir to serve its pressure zone. Within five years, CRW expects to have a 2.2 
or 2.5 million gallon elevated reservoir in the area. It is unclear however if this, 
or a future city owned facility will serve the area.

CRW is building transmission lines and pumps to serve the south side of the 
river. The existing network is generally in a good state of repair. However, 
there are many places with old 1960 steel pipes. They prioritize upgrades and 
replacements locally on a case by case basis. For example, if the pipes are inside 
a city, they are less likely to be replacing them because the new facilities might 
be claimed for city ownership.

CRW is setting aside $2 million per year for system upgrades. Larger projects 
such as the backbone, ($24 million cost) was done through a bond. Phase two 
will be a $15 million bond. 

Oregon City has plans to build reservoirs that could serve urban reserves, but no 
timeline information is available at this time.

Regarding safety CRW has an intertie with Portland to the north and the North 
Clackamas County Water Commission (NCCWC) which serves Gladstone, 
Sunrise Water Authority, and Oak Lodge. A southern intertie with South Fork 
Water provides an additional source. 

Sewer 
Oregon City is planning for this growth. The Infrastructure Master Plan includes 
planned improvements and funding that will be required to support the 
expected growth within the existing UGB.

Stormwater
No storm water issues were noted.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
CRW has more than enough water to serve the URAs. However, some locations 
such as Holly Ln/Newell Ck Canyon URA make more sense for Oregon City to 
serve as they are isolated from the CRW network. The remaining reserves can be 
served by CRW when the new storage reservoir is constructed. Construction of 
the reservoir is expected within the next few years.

Generally the URAs in the Oregon City area of Clackamas County are small and 
not very easily used for growth. Most of them contain steep lands with slide 
potential and fairly dense rural development may preclude conversion to urban 
residential densities. Henrici will be serviceable after the planned reservoir 
comes online.

Sewer 
How much excess capacity is within the system and can the excess capacity be 
used to accommodate additional flow from areas proposed for addition to the 
UGB?

Additional growth beyond the UGB is going to be a challenge for Oregon 
City due to the capacity of existing major facilities (wastewater treatment, 
and interstate (I-205) and Hwy 213 and 99E) and their conditions. As noted 
in the water discussion, the area has topographic challenges which seem 
difficult to overcome and if these natural boundaries were to be overcome the 
infrastructure would be an expensive endeavor.

Wastewater conveyance is a major constraint and Hwy 213 is a major constraint 
for much more urban development south of our existing UGB.

The City, the area’s sewer provider, is not completing infrastructure planning 
for growth in the URAs. Development outside the UGB will include major 
infrastructure changes which the City believes will be cost prohibitive. Costs for 
the improving the existing infrastructure have not been included in the sewer 
cost estimate due to the unknown nature of actual improvements required.

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance and treatment will be constructed along with 
development. Stormwater will be discharged within the URA. Existing 
stormwater infrastructure will not be impacted. 

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
As referred to above, the water networks in place can serve areas adjacent to 
them without significant upgrades. However, new storage reservoirs that are 
currently planned are required for development in Henrici. These reservoirs 
are needed for lands within the existing UGB however and will be constructed 
regardless of the plans for the URAs in the vicinity.

Sewer
There will be significant impacts to these facilities. Most of this infrastructure 
would be built by the development community. The other facilities will require 
major construction in sensitive (landslide prone) areas.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be complex but manageable given this infrastructure would be 
at the upstream edge of the surrounding basins. Henrici (3F)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 9,900
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $1,683,000 $0 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $1,683,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $1,683,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 9,500
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $0 $3,990,000

Subtotal Cost $3,990,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $2,835,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $6,825,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 12,800 14,600
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $2,560,000 $3,285,000

Subtotal Cost $5,845,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $2,304,000 $3,504,000

Subtotal Cost $5,808,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $11,653,000
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Holcomb (3B)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 5,700 7,600
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $969,000 $1,444,000 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $2,413,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $2,413,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 5,700 7,000
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $1,596,000 $2,940,000

Subtotal Cost $4,536,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $2,065,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $6,601,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 10,900 2,100
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $2,180,000 $472,500

Subtotal Cost $2,652,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $1,962,000 $504,000

Subtotal Cost $2,466,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $5,118,500

HOLCOMB URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Lands within the jurisdiction of Clackamas County in this vicinity are served by 
Clackamas River Water (CRW). The City of Oregon City serves lands within their 
corporate boundary. Oregon City has expanded their city to include recent UGB 
expansions to its southwest. While the city is adequately served elsewhere, they 
do not have the water storage necessary to serve these recently annexed areas. 

CRW is planning for the urban reserve areas (URA)but will not likely be the 
service provider in the future. Oregon City has the general policy that they will 
serve all of the lands within the UGB. As these reserves areas are brought in, the 
cities intend to serve these areas. Oregon City would therefore annex the areas 
and subsequently take ownership of any water related infrastructure within the 
sites. There would be an exception for facilities that are needed to go beyond the 
area in question such as large scale transmission lines. Accordingly CRW, like 
many service providers must be are cautious about investing in improvements 
for the rural areas that may become urban. 

CRW states that it does have adequate capacity to serve both the lands within 
the UGB and its rural customers. They operate a 30 million gallons per day 
(MGD) water treatment plant. Volumes available for their service area are 
7.4 MGD on north and around 4 MGD on south for a total availability of 
approximately 11 MGD. CRW currently serves a back bone project that will bring 
water south across the carver bridge to serve all of the pressure zones to the 
south. Of note, Sunrise Water Authority plans to buy 6 to 10 MGD more in the 
future. However, even with growth they would still have plenty (at least 5 MGD) 
of unused capacity. The treatment plant is 50 years old and a pending Facility 
Master Plan will determine what types of upgrades will be needed in the future.

As noted above, the Beavercreek (previous UGB expansion) area needs a new 
reservoir to serve its pressure zone. Within five years, CRW expects to have a 2.2 
or 2.5 million gallon elevated reservoir in the area. It is unclear however if this, 
or a future city owned facility will serve the area.

CRW is building transmission lines and pumps to serve the south side of the 
river. The existing network is generally in a good state of repair. However, 
there are many places with old 1960 steel pipes. They prioritize upgrades and 
replacements locally on a case by case basis. For example, if the pipes are inside 
a city, they are less likely to be replacing them because the new facilities might 
be claimed for city ownership.

CRW is setting aside $2 million per year for system upgrades. Larger projects 
such as the backbone, ($24 million cost) was done through a bond. Phase two 
will be a $15 million bond. 

Oregon City has plans to build reservoirs that could serve URAs, but no timeline 
information is available at this time.

Regarding safety CRW has an intertie with Portland to the north and the North 
Clackamas County Water Commission (NCCWC) which serves Gladstone, 
Sunrise Water Authority, and Oak Lodge. A southern intertie with South Fork 
Water provides an additional source. 

Sewer 
Oregon City is planning for this growth. The Infrastructure Master Plan includes 
planned improvements and funding that will be required to support the 
expected growth within the existing UGB.

Stormwater
No storm water issues were noted.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
CRW has more than enough water to serve the URAs. However, some locations 
such as Holly Ln/Newell Ck Canyon URA make more sense for Oregon City to 
serve as they are isolated from the CRW network. The remaining reserves can be 
served by CRW when the new storage reservoir is constructed. Construction of 
the reservoir is expected within the next few years.

Generally the urban reserves in the Oregon City area of Clackamas County are 
small and not very easily used for growth. Most of them contain steep lands with 
slide potential and fairly dense rural development may preclude conversion to 
urban residential densities. Holcomb URA has the most development potential 
of the four reserves in the area. 

Sewer 
Additional growth beyond the UGB is going to be a challenge for Oregon 
City due to the capacity of existing major facilities (wastewater treatment, 
and interstate (I-205) and Hwy 213 and 99E) and their conditions. As noted 
in the water discussion, the area has topographic challenges which seem 
difficult to overcome and if these natural boundaries were to be overcome the 
infrastructure would be an expensive endeavor.

Wastewater conveyance is a major constraint and Hwy 213 is a major constraint 
for much more urban development south of our existing UGB.

The City, the area’s sewer provider, is not completing infrastructure planning 
for growth in the URAs. Development outside the UGB will include major 
infrastructure changes which the city believes will be cost prohibitive. Costs for 
the improving the existing infrastructure have not been included in the sewer 
cost estimate due to the unknown nature of actual improvements required.

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance and treatment will be constructed along with 
development. Stormwater will be discharged within the URAs. Existing 
stormwater infrastructure will not be impacted. 

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
As referred to above, the water networks in place can serve areas adjacent to 
them without significant upgrades. 

Sewer
There will be significant impacts to these facilities. Most of this infrastructure 
would be built by the development community. The other facilities will require 
major construction in sensitive (landslide prone) areas.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be complex but manageable given this infrastructure would be 
at the upstream edge of the surrounding basins.  

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 784 of 1024
METRO-0806



75

H
O

LC
O

M
B U

RBA
N R

ESERV
E A

REA
Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 785 of 1024

METRO-0807



Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 786 of 1024
METRO-0808



holly lAne/newell CreeK CAnyon UrbAn reserVe AreA (3C)

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 787 of 1024

METRO-0809



78

H
O

LL
Y 

LA
N

E/
N

EW
EL

L C
RE

Ek
 C

A
N

YO
N
 U

RB
A

N
 R

ES
ER

V
E A

RE
A

Holly Lane/Newell Creek Canyon (3C)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 1,800 11,200
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $306,000 $2,128,000 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $2,434,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $2,434,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 16,900
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $4,732,000 $0

Subtotal Cost $4,732,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $1,820,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $6,552,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 1,500 13,200
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $300,000 $2,970,000

Subtotal Cost $3,270,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $270,000 $3,168,000

Subtotal Cost $3,438,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $6,708,000

HOLLY LANE URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Lands within the jurisdiction of Clackamas County in this vicinity are served by 
Clackamas River Water (CRW). The City of Oregon City serves lands within their 
corporate boundary. Oregon City has expanded their city to include recent UGB 
expansions to its southwest. While the city is adequately served elsewhere, they 
do not have the water storage necessary to serve these recently annexed areas. 

CRW is planning for the urban reserve areas (URAs)but will not likely be the 
service provider in the future. Oregon City has the general policy that they will 
serve all of the lands within the UGB. As these reserves areas are brought in, the 
cities intend to serve these areas. Oregon City would therefore annex the areas 
and subsequently take ownership of any water related infrastructure within the 
sites. There would be an exception for facilities that are needed to go beyond the 
area in question such as large scale transmission lines. Accordingly CRW, like 
many service providers must be are cautious about investing in improvements 
for the rural areas that may become urban. 

CRW states that it does have adequate capacity to serve both the lands within 
the UGB and its rural customers. They operate a 30 million gallons per day 
(MGD) water treatment plant. Volumes available for their service area are 
7.4 MGD on north and around four MGD on south for a total availability of 
approximately 11 MGD. CRW currently serves a back bone project that will bring 
water south across the carver bridge to serve all of the pressure zones to the 
south. Of note, Sunrise Water Authority plans to buy 6 to 10 MGD more in the 
future. However, even with growth they would still have plenty (at least 5 MGD) 
of unused capacity. The treatment plant is 50 years old and a pending Facility 
Master Plan will determine what types of upgrades will be needed in the future.

As noted above, the Beavercreek (previous UGB expansion) area needs a new 
reservoir to serve its pressure zone. Within five years, CRW expects to have a 2.2 
or 2.5 million gallon elevated reservoir in the area. It is unclear however if this, 
or a future city owned facility will serve the area.

CRW is building transmission lines and pumps to serve the south side of the 
river. The existing network is generally in a good state of repair. However, 
there are many places with old 1960 steel pipes. They prioritize upgrades and 
replacements locally on a case by case basis. For example, if the pipes are inside 
a city, they are less likely to be replacing them because the new facilities might 
be claimed for city ownership.

CRW is setting aside $2 million per year for system upgrades. Larger projects 
such as the backbone, ($24 million cost) was done through a bond. Phase two 
will be a $15 million bond. 

Oregon City has plans to build reservoirs that could serve URAs, but no timeline 
information is available at this time.

Regarding safety CRW has an intertie with Portland to the north and the North 
Clackamas County Water Commission (NCCWC) which serves Gladstone, 
Sunrise Water Authority, and Oak Lodge. A southern intertie with South Fork 
Water provides an additional source. 

Sewer 
Oregon City is planning for this growth. The Infrastructure Master Plan includes 
planned improvements and funding that will be required to support the 
expected growth within the existing UGB.

Stormwater
No stormwater issues were noted.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
CRW has more than enough water to serve the URAs. However, some locations 
such as Holly Ln/Newell Creek Canyon URA make more sense for Oregon City to 
serve as they are isolated from the CRW network. The remaining reserves can be 
served by CRW when the new storage reservoir is constructed. Construction of 
the reservoir is expected within the next few years.

Generally the urban reserves in the Oregon City area of Clackamas County are 
small and not very easily used for growth. Most of them contain steep lands with 
slide potential and fairly dense rural development may preclude conversion 
to urban residential densities. Holly Lane / Newell Creek Canyon has large 
amounts of land, but significant natural resources and topography that limit the 
ability for it to be developed to urban densities.

Sewer 
How much excess capacity is within the system and can the excess capacity be 
used to accommodate additional flow from areas proposed for addition to the 
UGB?

Additional growth beyond the UGB is going to be a challenge for Oregon City 
due to the capacity of existing major facilities (wastewater treatment, and 
interstate (I-205) and \ Hwy 213 and 99E) and their conditions. As noted 
in the water discussion, the area has topographic challenges which seem 
difficult to overcome and if these natural boundaries were to be overcome the 
infrastructure would be an expensive endeavor.

Wastewater conveyance is a major constraint and Hwy 213 is a major constraint 
for much more urban development south of our existing UGB.

The City, the area’s sewer provider, is not completing infrastructure planning 
for growth in the URAs. Development outside the UGB will include major 
infrastructure changes which the city believes will be cost prohibitive. Costs for 
the improving the existing infrastructure have not been included in the sewer 
cost estimate due to the unknown nature of actual improvements required.

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance and treatment will be constructed along with 
development. Stormwater will be discharged within the URAs. Existing 
stormwater infrastructure will not be impacted. 

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
As referred to above, the water networks in place can serve areas adjacent to 
them without significant upgrades. However, new storage reservoirs that are 
currently planned are required for development in Holly Lane. These reservoirs 
are needed for lands within the existing UGB however and will be constructed 
regardless of the plans for the URAs in the vicinity.

Sewer
There will be significant impacts to these facilities. Most of this infrastructure 
would be built by the development community. The other facilities will require 
major construction in sensitive (landslide prone) areas.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be complex but manageable given this infrastructure would be 
at the upstream edge of the surrounding basins. 
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I-5 EAST – WASHINGTON COUNTY URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Water could most directly be supplied by the City of Tualatin.  The City of 
Tualatin water supply is purchased from the City of Portland, The City of 
Tualatin system appears to have enough capacity to meet UGB needs assuming 
completion of the long-term improvements shown in its water Master Plan. 

Sewer 
The wastewater system would expect to be served by the Clean Water Services 
(CWS) and its Durham Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP).

CWS actively manages there facilities and generally has, or has planned for 
needed capacity within the UGB.

Stormwater
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
urban reserve area (URA).

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
Water for this URA for 4,028 dwelling units appears to be adequate, or they will 
be able to generate the supply as this area comes online. 

The estimated average daily demand generated by this URA to serve 4,028 
dwelling is approximately 1.4 MG.

The City of Tualatin Water Master Plan indicates that there is adequate capacity 
to serve existing development.  Water storage improvements are needed to 
serve future development within the existing UGB.  Once improvements noted in 
the Master Plan are complete, it is unknown what additional capacity would be 
available to serve this URA.

Sewer 
While the capacity may be available, wastewater treatment for this URA 
for 4,028 dwelling units is significant and may require additional plant 
improvements at the Durham WWTP. The estimated flows added to the system 
with the development of this URA is approximately 10.3 cfs.

Based on preliminary analysis, it appears that the likely location to connect to 
the existing sewer is at the CWS Saum Creek Pump Station (located north of 
1-205 on SW 65th Avenue). The Saum Creek Pump Station pumps flow north to 
an existing 8-inch gravity line in SW 65th Avenue, which connects to an 18-inch 
trunk line that gravity flows through the City of Tualatin. The 18-inch trunk 
line connects to a large diameter CWS interceptor which conveys flows to the 
Durham WWTP. 

Available capacity for the Saum Creek Pump Station and the downstream 
piping is unknown. The smaller pump stations and gravity lines will likely need 
upgrades for full development of the URA.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water 
The potable water would most likely come from the City of Tualatin. Impacts 
are local in nature, occurring as facilities are developed. New water mains 
must be provided to allow development of this URA.  New water mains would 
need to cross I-5 and I-205 to serve this URA.  Elevations within the URA range 
from approximately 200 feet near 1-205 to 470 feet in the southeast corner.  
Elevations in the southeast corner of the site are above the City’s highest 
pressure zone (currently serving to elevation 360 feet).  Additional storage 
or pumping may be required.  The laterals off the mains are expected to be 
provided by the developer.

The amount of upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

Sewer 

CWS’ Durham WWTP is a large facility with a broad service area. The cumulative 
addition of multiple Urban Reserves could result in a need for some expansion 
in order to handle additional load. The upgrades and financial impacts are 
beyond the scope of this report.

Although the available capacity of the Saum Creek Pump Station and the 
downstream lines are unknown, it is likely that upsizing of the Pump Station and 
some pipes may be required to accommodate the flows from the 1-5 East URA.

In addition, to provide sanitary sewer service to the I-5 East URA, a new sewer 
line would need to cross I-205 at SW 65th Ave.

Impacts to the wastewater system are primarily financial. New wastewater 
mains must be provided to allow development of this Urban Reserve area. The 
laterals off the mains are provided by the Developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.

I-5 East-Washington County (4E)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 24" Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 1,900 2,700 10,200
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $250 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $323,000 $513,000 $2,550,000 $0

Subtotal Cost $3,386,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $3,386,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 5,400 5,600
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $1,512,000 $2,352,000

Subtotal Cost $3,864,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $4,865,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $8,729,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 15,200 19,000
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $3,040,000 $4,275,000

Subtotal Cost $7,315,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $2,736,000 $4,560,000

Subtotal Cost $7,296,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $14,611,000
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Maplelane (3D)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 12,900 14,900
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $2,193,000 $0 $0 $2,607,500

Subtotal Cost $4,800,500
Proposed Pump Stations $2,450,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $7,250,500

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 20,900
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $5,852,000 $0

Subtotal Cost $5,852,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $2,695,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $8,547,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 23,200 9,300
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $4,640,000 $2,092,500

Subtotal Cost $6,732,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $4,176,000 $2,232,000

Subtotal Cost $6,408,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $13,140,500

MAPLELANE URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Lands within the jurisdiction of Clackamas County in this vicinity are served by 
Clackamas River Water (CRW). The City of Oregon City serves lands within their 
corporate boundary. Oregon City has expanded their city to include recent UGB 
expansions to its southwest. While the city is adequately served elsewhere, they 
do not have the water storage necessary to serve these recently annexed areas. 

CRW is planning for the urban reserve areas (URAs) but will not likely be the 
service provider in the future. Oregon City has the general policy that they will 
serve all of the lands within the UGB. As these reserves areas are brought in, the 
cities intend to serve these areas. Oregon City would therefore annex the areas 
and subsequently take ownership of any water related infrastructure within the 
sites. There would be an exception for facilities that are needed to go beyond the 
area in question such as large scale transmission lines. Accordingly CRW, like 
many service providers must be are cautious about investing in improvements 
for the rural areas that may become urban. 

CRW states that it does have adequate capacity to serve both the lands within 
the UGB and its rural customers. They operate a 30 million gallons per day 
(MGD) water treatment plant. Volumes available for their service area are 
7.4 MGD on north and around 4 MGD on south for a total availability of 
approximately 11 MGD. CRW currently serves a back bone project that will bring 
water south across the carver bridge to serve all of the pressure zones to the 
south. Of note, Sunrise Water Authority plans to buy 6 to 10 MGD more in the 
future. However, even with growth they would still have plenty (at least 5 MGD) 
of unused capacity. The treatment plant is 50 years old and a pending Facility 
Master Plan will determine what types of upgrades will be needed in the future.

As noted above, the Beavercreek (previous UGB expansion) area needs a new 
reservoir to serve its pressure zone. Within five years, CRW expects to have a 2.2 
or 2.5 million gallon elevated reservoir in the area. It is unclear however if this, 
or a future city owned facility will serve the area.

CRW is building transmission lines and pumps to serve the south side of the 
river. The existing network is generally in a good state of repair. However, 
there are many places with old 1960 steel pipes. They prioritize upgrades and 
replacements locally on a case by case basis. For example, if the pipes are inside 
a city, they are less likely to be replacing them because the new facilities might 
be claimed for city ownership.

CRW is setting aside $2 million per year for system upgrades. Larger projects 
such as the backbone, ($24 million cost) was done through a bond. Phase two 
will be a $15 million bond. 

Oregon City has plans to build reservoirs that could serve URAs, but no timeline 
information is available at this time.

Regarding safety CRW has an intertie with Portland to the north and the North 
Clackamas County Water Commission (NCCWC) which serves Gladstone, 
Sunrise Water Authority, and Oak Lodge. A southern intertie with South Fork 
Water provides an additional source. 

Sewer 
Oregon City is planning for this growth. The Infrastructure Master Plan includes 
planned improvements and funding that will be required to support the 
expected growth within the existing UGB.

Stormwater
No storm water issues were noted.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
CRW has more than enough water to serve the URAs. However, some locations 
such as Holly Ln/Newell Creek Canyon make more sense for Oregon City to 
serve as they are isolated from the CRW network. The remaining reserves can be 
served by CRW when the new storage reservoir is constructed. Construction of 
the reservoir is expected within the next few years.

Generally the urban reserves in the Oregon City area of Clackamas County are 
small and not very easily used for growth. Most of them contain steep lands with 
slide potential and fairly dense rural development may preclude conversion to 
urban residential densities. Maple Lane is easier developed than other areas but 
is not located proximate to existing services.

Sewer 
How much excess capacity is within the system and can the excess capacity be 
used to accommodate additional flow from areas proposed for addition to the 
UGB?

Additional growth beyond the UGB is going to be a challenge for Oregon 
City due to the capacity of existing major facilities (wastewater treatment, 
and interstate (I-205) and Hwy 213and 99E) and their conditions. As noted 
in the water discussion, the area has topographic challenges which seem 
difficult to overcome and if these natural boundaries were to be overcome the 
infrastructure would be an expensive endeavor.

Wastewater conveyance is a major constraint and Hwy 213 is a major constraint 
for much more urban development south of our existing UGB.

The City, the area’s sewer provider, is not completing infrastructure planning 
for growth in the URAs. Development outside the UGB will include major 
infrastructure changes which the city believes will be cost prohibitive. Costs for 
the improving the existing infrastructure have not been included in the sewer 
cost estimate due to the unknown nature of actual improvements required.

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance and treatment will be constructed along with 
development. Stormwater will be discharged within the URAs. Existing 
stormwater infrastructure will not be impacted. 

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
As referred to above, the water networks in place can serve areas adjacent to 
them without significant upgrades. However, new storage reservoirs that are 
currently planned are required for development in Maple Lane. These reservoirs 
are needed for lands within the existing UGB however and will be constructed 
regardless of the plans for the urban reserves in the vicinity.

Sewer
There will be significant impacts to these facilities. Most of this infrastructure 
would be built by the development community. The other facilities will require 
major construction in sensitive (landslide prone) areas.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be complex but manageable given this infrastructure would be 
at the upstream edge of the surrounding basins. 
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NORWOOD URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Water could most directly be supplied by the City of Tualatin.  The City of 
Tualatin water supply is purchased from the City of Portland, The City of 
Tualatin system appears to have enough capacity to meet UGB needs assuming 
completion of the long-term improvements shown in its Water Master Plan. 

Sewer 
Based on the existing topography throughout this urban reserve area (URA), it 
appears that this site is best served by several different jurisdictions including 
Clean Water Services (CWS), the City of West Linn, and the City of Wilsonville.

It appears that there is capacity to meet UGB needs.

Stormwater
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
URA.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
The estimated average daily demand generated by this URA to serve 8,097 
dwelling is approximately 2.8 MG.

The City of Tualatin Water Master Plan indicates that there is adequate capacity 
to serve existing development.  Water storage improvements are needed to 
serve future development within the existing UGB.  Once improvements noted in 
the Master Plan are complete, it is unknown what additional capacity would be 
available to serve this URA.

Sewer 
While the capacity may be available, wastewater treatment for this URA 
for 8,097 dwelling units is significant and may require additional plant 
improvements at the Durham Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP).  The 
estimated flows added to the system with the development of this URA are 
approximately 10.3 cfs.  As noted above, this flow would be divided into three 
separate sewer systems.  

The western portion of the site would be routed into the CWS system.  The 
nearest connection point is north of 1-205 at the Saum Creek Pump Station and/
or the Sequoia Ridge Pump Station.  Downstream 8-inch gravity pipes convey 
flows to a City of Tualatin 18-inch trunk line, which connects to a large diameter 
CWS interceptor to the Durham WWTP.

CWS has indicated that the Durham WWTP has capacity; however, significant 
additional flows may require plant improvements.  In addition, the capacity of 
the existing pump stations and sewer lines are unknown.

The eastern portion of the site will connect to an existing City of West Linn 
sewer located in Willamette Falls Drive.  The City has indicated that the 
treatment plant would likely need some upgrades to accommodate additional 
flow.  The available capacities of pump stations and pipes are unknown.

The southern portion of the site would most readily be served by Wilsonville.  In 
order to serve this portion of the URA, the Elligsen North URA would need to be 
developed first.  Refer to the Elligsen North URA report for constraints.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
The potable water would most likely come from the City of Tualatin. Impacts 
are local in nature, occurring as facilities are developed. New water mains 
must be provided to allow development of this URA.  New water mains would 
need to cross I-205 to serve this URA.  Elevations within the URA range from 
approximately 200 to 460 feet in the southeast corner.  The site is across I-205 
from their service area B which provides water to elevations from 192 to 306 
feet.  Elevations in much of the URA exceed 306 feet.  The City’s service area C 
provides water up to 360; however, connection to this service area would first 
require the development of the I-5 East URA.  Additional storage or pumping 
may be required to serve this URA.  The laterals off the mains are expected to be 
provided by the developer.

The amount of upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

Cost estimates specifically for this URA cost estimates are conceptual in nature.

Sewer
CWS’ Durham WWTP is a large facility with a broad service area. The cumulative 
addition of multiple URAs could result in a need for some expansion in order 
to handle additional load. The upgrades and financial impacts are beyond the 
scope of this report.

In order to connect to the CWS system, a new sewer line crossing I-205 would 
be required.

Impacts to the wastewater system are primarily financial.  New wastewater 
mains must be provided to allow development of this URA.  The laterals off the 
mains are provided by the developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.  

For the purpose of the cost analysis, it is assumed that the sewer to Willamette 
Falls Drive would connect to the sewer proposed to be developed with the 
Borland URA.  Therefore, for the east portion of the Norwood URA to be served, 
the Borland URA would need to be developed first. 

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.

 

Norwood (4D)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 41,800 1,200
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $0 $7,942,000 $0 $210,000

Subtotal Cost $8,152,000
Proposed Pump Stations $650,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings $700,000

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $9,502,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 21,000 39,000
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $5,880,000 $16,380,000

Subtotal Cost $22,260,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $9,800,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $32,060,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 29,200 41,000
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $5,840,000 $9,225,000

Subtotal Cost $15,065,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $5,256,000 $9,840,000

Subtotal Cost $15,096,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $30,161,000
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Rosemont (4B)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $0 $0 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $0
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $0

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $0
Storage and Pumping Costs $1,050,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $1,050,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 2,000 8,200
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $400,000 $1,845,000

Subtotal Cost $2,245,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $360,000 $1,968,000

Subtotal Cost $2,328,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $4,573,000

ROSEMONT URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
The West Linn Water System is part of the Lake Oswego – Tigard Water 
Partnership.  Potable water comes from south Fork Water Board (SFWB), 
jointly owned by the Cities of West Linn and Oregon City.  The source water is 
the Clackamas River.  The SFWF operates a conventional water treatment plant 
located on the south side of the Clackamas River near its confluence with the 
Willamette River.  The SFWB system includes intake facilities, a water treatment 
plant, and a transmission pipeline to a pump station located on Division St. in 
Oregon City.  The water treatment plant was upgraded in October 2016.

According to the City of West Linn, there are also no issues serving the area 
currently within the UBG in regard to pumping, storage, and piping.  

Sewer
The wastewater system is known as the Tri-City Service District, made 
up of West Linn, Oregon City and Gladstone.  This service district and the 
Clackamas County Service District No. 1 combined, handle flows from Happy 
Valley, Damascus, Milwaukie, and the unincorporated portions of Clackamas 
County.  Another component of their wastewater treatment is the Water and 
Environmental Services, or (WES).

According to the City of West Linn, additional treatment plant capacity is 
currently being constructed to accommodate areas within the existing UGB.

Stormwater
The City of West Linn indicated that there were no major issues regarding the 
existing stormwater system.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
The City of West Linn indicated that there are no issues with water supply to 
serve the Stafford urban reserve area (URA).  However the treatment plant will 
likely require additions and upgrades to convey the additional potable supply.  
There is a 16-inch waterline in Rosemont Road that could be used to serve 
the URA.  The City of West Linn indicated that there should be enough storage 
capacity in their existing system to serve the Rosemont URA.

Sewer 
The treatment plant is currently being upgraded.  It is unknown at this time 
how much additional capacity will be available beyond their current needs. 
If capacity is available to serve the Rosemont URA the previously mentioned 
upgrades may not be needed.  In addition, existing pump stations would require 
upgrades.  Existing pipe capacities are unknown and further analysis would 
be required at time of detailed planning to determine the extent of trunk line 
upgrades.

The Rosemont sewer generally flows toward the Stafford URA, and in order 
to convey sewer to the treatment plant, sewer lines are needed through the 
Stafford URA.  For the purpose of this report, it has been assumed that the 

Rosemont URA would not develop until after sewer facilities are in place within 
the Stafford URA.

Stormwater 
Stormwater would be conveyed, treated, and discharged on-site, and therefore, 
existing systems would not be impacted.  All new development would utilize the 
current City of West Linn Storm Drainage Master Plan.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
The potable water would most likely come from West Linn.  Estimates indicate 
that an average daily demand of 0.3 MG for the Rosemont URA.  Although 
the City has enough water rights to supply the system, upgrades to the water 
treatment plant will be necessary prior to distribution.  New water mains must 
be provided to allow development of this URA.  The laterals off the mains are 
provided by the developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

Sewer
The Rosemont URA would introduce and estimated 1.0 cfs into the existing 
system.

Wastewater services (digesters) in the WES system are expected to need some 
upgrades with growth beyond that in the current UGB.  The upgrades and 
financial impacts are beyond the scope of this report.

Wastewater services would most likely come from the Stafford URA, which is 
largely undeveloped.  Therefore the Rosemont URA would likely require that at 
least the skeleton wastewater system for the Stafford URA be constructed first. 

The majority of impacts are local in nature, occurring as facilities are developed. 

New wastewater mains must be provided to allow development of this URA.  
The laterals off the mains are provided by the developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

Stormwater
Stormwater would be conveyed, treated, and discharged on-site, and therefore, 
existing systems would not be impacted.  
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ROY ROGERS EAST URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
The Tigard Water District, along with the Cities of Durham, King City, and 
Tigard, contract with the City of Tigard to deliver water to the customers in this 
URA. The areas covered by Intergovernmental Agreement, (IGA) make up the 
Tigard Water Service Area (TWSA).

Information provided by the City of Tigard indicates that the water supply, 
storage, and piping are sufficient to serve the existing UGB. Minor deficiencies 
were identified with the Water Treatment Plant, however, there are plans to 
correct the deficiencies in the near future.

Sewer
Clean Water Services (CWS) provides wastewater treatment through the 
Durham Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). The facility has capacity for the 
growth within the existing UGB.

CWS is currently working to complete significant capital improvements relating 
to their conveyance piping that are necessary to serve all of the land currently 
within the UGB. These improvements are scheduled to be fully complete in 
2020.

Stormwater
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
urban reserve area (URA).

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
Water for this URA for 1,235 dwelling units appears to be adequate, or the 
provider will be able to generate the supply as this area comes online. The 
estimated average daily demand generated by the development of the Roy 
Rogers West URA is approximately 0.4 MG.

The City of Tigard is currently in the process of updating their Water Master 
Plan. The Master Plan update will include the Roy Rogers West, Roy Rogers East, 
and the Beef Bend South URA’s. The master plan will identify excess capacity 
within the system and determine if it can be used within the proposed URA’s. In 
addition, the City plans to acquire property in the adjacent River Terrace area 
that can be used for the construction of additional storage to serve the proposed 
URA’s.

Sewer
CWS has indicated that the Durham WWTP has capacity beyond the needs 
of the existing UGB. However, significant additional flows may require plant 
improvements.  In addition, the available capacity of the existing pump stations 
and sewer lines are unknown.

This URA projected for 1,235 dwelling units, especially if combined with other 
expansions, could require small upgrades to the WWTP. The estimated flows 
added to the system with the development of this URA is approximately 1.5 cfs.

Existing topography of the Roy Rogers East URA indicates that sewer flows will 
be directed towards the southwest. Flows generated within this URA will flow to 
a pump station proposed within the Beef Bend South URA, and will be conveyed 
through Beef Bend South to the connection at SW Fischer Road in King City. As 
noted in the Beef Bend South report, available capacities within the existing 
lines are unknown at this time.

Stormwater 
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
With the current Water Master Plan update, the City of Tigard is planning for the 
expansion of this URA. Capacity appears to be adequate. The majority of impacts 
are local in nature, occurring as facilities are developed. 

New water mains must be provided to allow development of this URA. The 
laterals off the mains are provided by the developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

Sewer
Wastewater services are provided by the Durham WWTP. Some interceptor 
and/or trunk lines that are at or near capacity today are being upgraded to 
serve the lands within the Cooper Mountain and River Terrace areas.  These new 
facilities may have capacity for additional expansions, but the amount of excess 
capacity is not known at this time. 

The majority of impacts are local in nature, occurring as facilities are developed. 
New wastewater mains must be provided to allow development of this URA. The 
laterals off the mains are provided by the Developer.

There is available capacity of the existing lines for growth within the UGB.  The 
potential capacity remaining for expansion areas is unknown at this time.

The cost analysis for the Roy Rogers East URA with regards to sanitary sewer 
assumes that the Beef Bend South URA will be developed prior to Roy Rogers 
East.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.

 

Roy Rogers East (6C)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 14,700
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $0 $2,793,000 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $2,793,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $2,793,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 5,500
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $0 $2,310,000

Subtotal Cost $2,310,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $1,505,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $3,815,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 3,400 12,700
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $680,000 $2,857,500

Subtotal Cost $3,537,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $612,000 $3,048,000

Subtotal Cost $3,660,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $7,197,500
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Roy Rogers West (6C)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 8,400 3,200
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $0 $1,596,000 $0 $560,000

Subtotal Cost $2,156,000
Proposed Pump Stations $500,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $2,656,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 1,200 12,900
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $336,000 $5,418,000

Subtotal Cost $5,754,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $1,925,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $7,679,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 26,700 23,900
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $5,340,000 $5,377,500

Subtotal Cost $10,717,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $4,806,000 $5,736,000

Subtotal Cost $10,542,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $21,259,500

ROY ROGERS WEST URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
The Tigard Water District, along with the cities of Durham, King City, and Tigard, 
contract with the City of Tigard to deliver water to the customers in this urban 
reserve area )(URA). The areas covered by Intergovernmental Agreement, (IGA) 
make up the Tigard Water Service Area (TWSA).

Information provided by the City of Tigard indicates that the water supply, 
storage, and piping are sufficient to serve the existing UGB.  Minor deficiencies 
were identified with the Water Treatment Plant, however, there are plans to 
correct the deficiencies in the near future.

Sewer 
Clean Water Services (CWS) provides wastewater treatment through the 
Durham Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). 

CWS is currently working to complete significant capital improvements relating 
to their conveyance piping that are necessary to serve all of the land currently 
within the UGB.  These improvements are scheduled to be fully complete in 
2020.

Storm Water
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
URA.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
Water for this URA for 1,574 dwelling units appears to be adequate, or provider 
will be able to generate the supply as this area comes online.  The estimated 
average daily demand generated by the development of the Roy Rogers West 
URA is approximately 0.6 MG.

The City of Tigard is currently in the process of updating its Water Master Plan.  
The Master Plan update will include the Roy Rogers West, Roy Rogers East, 
and the Beef Bend South URA’s.  The Master Plan will identify excess capacity 
within the system and determine if it can be used within the proposed URA’s.  In 
addition, the City plans to acquire property in the adjacent River Terrace area 
that can be used for the construction of additional storage to serve the proposed 
URA’s.

Sewer
Capacity appears to be available in the CWS Durham WWTP.  This URA 
projected for 1,574 dwelling units may require small upgrades to the WWTP.  
The estimated flows added to the system with the development of this URA is 
approximately 2.0 cfs.

Flows from the northern portion of Roy Rogers West URA will be conveyed in an 
existing 24-inch CWS trunk line which flows through the north end of the site 
and connects to the existing River Terrace North Pump Station.  From the pump 
station, sewer flows through large diameter CWS sewer interceptor lines to the 
Durham WWTP. 

Flows from the southern portion of the Roy Rogers West URA will connect to 
sewer infrastructure proposed for the River Terrace Master Plan area.  Flows 
from the Roy Rogers West URA will connect to a future gravity sewer line near 
Roy Rogers Road and Bull Mountain Road.  These flows will be conveyed to the 
future River Terrace South Pump Station, and from there to the Durham WWTP.

CWS has indicated that the Durham WWTP has capacity; however, significant 
additional flows may require plant improvements.  In addition, the available 
capacity of the existing pump stations and sewer lines are unknown.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
With the current Water Master Plan update, the City of Tigard is planning for 
the expansion of this URA.  Capacity appears to be adequate. The majority of 
impacts are local in nature, occurring as facilities are developed. 

New water mains must be provided to allow development of this URA.  The 
laterals off the mains are provided by the developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time, but will likely be identified in the Master Plan update

Sewer 
Wastewater services are provided by the Durham WWTP.  Some interceptor 
and/or trunk lines are at capacity per CWS and may require small upgrades 
for this amount of urban development. The upgrades and financial impacts are 
beyond the scope of this report.

Impacts to the wastewater system are local in nature, occurring as facilities are 
developed.  New wastewater mains must be provided to allow development of 
this URA.  The laterals off the mains are provided by the developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

Trunk lines may be required to meet the two sub-basins, Cedar Creek and Rock 
Creek interceptors.  

Storm Water
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.
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SHERWOOD NORTH URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
The City of Sherwood Water Master Plan was updated in 2015.  The Master Plan 
includes areas within the existing UGB as well as the Sherwood West urban 
reserve area (URA) and a portion of the Tonquin URA.  The Sherwood North 
URA was not included in the Master Plan.  

The City of Sherwood draws the majority of its water supply from the 
Willamette River Water Treatment Plant, (WRWTP) in the City of Wilsonville, 
approximately six miles southeast of Sherwood. The City owns five million 
gallons per day (MGD) of production capacity in the existing WRWTP facilities. 
Sherwood also maintains four groundwater wells within the City limits for 
back-up supply. Prior to 2011, the City also purchased water from the Portland 
Water Bureau (PWB) through the City of Tualatin’s water system and maintains 
an emergency connection and transmission piping associated with this supply 
source. According to the Master Plan, the water system has adequate capacity 
to serve the existing UGB through the 10-year planning horizon with respect to 
water supply, storage, pumping, and piping.

According to the Master Plan, a portion of the Brookman Addition and the 
Tonquin Employment Area (located within the existing UGB) are projected for 
development within the 20-year planning horizon.  To support the 20-year 
planning horizon, the City will need an additional one million gallons per day 
(MGD) of supply from the WRWTP.  The Master Plan indicates that existing 
storage and pumping have sufficient capacity for the 20-year planning horizon.  
In addition, the existing piping is also sufficient.  New large diameter water lines 
will need to be extended into the currently undeveloped Brookman Addition 
and Tonquin Employment Area.

Sewer 
The City of Sherwood (serving the Sherwood South URA) and Clean Water 
Services, (CWS) has an intergovernmental agreement. The City owns, operates, 
and maintains the wastewater collection system within City limits, and CWS 
provides wastewater treatment.

Sewer from the City of Sherwood flows to the CWS Sherwood Pump Station 
where it is conveyed in an 18-inch force main to the CWS Upper Tualatin 
Interceptor.  CWS provides wastewater treatment through the Durham 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). CWS has indicated that the WWTP has 
capacity to serve areas within the current UGB.

According to the City of Sherwood 2016 Sanitary Sewer Master Plan, the 
existing pipe network and the Sherwood Pump Station have adequate capacity 
to serve existing flows.  However, there are deficiencies in the pipe network and 
the Sherwood Pump Station to be able to serve build-out of the existing UGB.  

CWS has indicated that it has plans to construct a new pump station to 
supplement the capacity of the Sherwood Pump Station.  In addition, CWS is 
planning for upgrades to the Upper Tualatin Interceptor.  These improvements 
are anticipated within the next five years.

Stormwater
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
URA.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
Water for this URA for 503 dwelling units appears to be adequate.  The 
estimated average daily demand generated by the development of the Sherwood 
North URA is approximately 0.2MG. 

The Master Plan did not include the Sherwood North URA in its analysis.  
However, the Sherwood West and a portion of the Tonquin URA was included.  
For the purpose of this report, it is assumed that only one URA will be developed 
at a time.  The City of Sherwood Master Plan assumed that 2,066 dwelling units 
of Sherwood West URA would be included in the 20-year planning horizon.  
Therefore, presumably, if the Sherwood North URA (503 dwelling units) were to 
develop instead of the Sherwood West URA, there would be available capacity in 
the existing system with regards to storage, pumping, and piping.  As mentioned 
above, the City will need to obtain additional supply from the WRWTP to serve 
full development of the existing UGB as well as additional areas added from the 
URA.  

Sewer 
Capacity appears to be available in the CWS, Durham WWTP. This URA projected 
for only 503 dwelling units should not require upgrades to the WWTP.  The 
estimated peak flow added to the system with the development of this URA is 
approximately 0.7 cfs (0.5 MGD).

There are several existing 8-inch sewer lines that extend from the adjacent 
developments near the Sherwood North URA southern boundary.  The western 
portion of this URA would likely be served by the Sherwood trunk, while the 
eastern portion will be served by the Rock Creek Trunk.  According to the 
Master Plan, both trunk lines will require improvements in order to serve the 
build out of the existing UGB.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water 
Development of this URA has no arterials or collectors. Therefore all of the 
water will be extended in to this URA by Developers.  Connections to existing 
waterlines are presumably available in adjacent developed areas.

Sewer 
CWS’ Durham WWTP is a large facility with a broad service area. The cumulative 
addition of multiple URA’s could result in a need for some expansion in order to 
handle the additional load.

Improvements are needed to existing lines in order to serve areas within the 
existing UGB.  If the URA is included in the UGB expansion, the improvements 
would presumably be sized to support development within Sherwood North 
URA.  Cost of these improvements is not included in this analysis.

Impacts to the wastewater system are primarily local in nature, occurring as 
development occurs. Development of the wastewater system for this URA has 
no arterials or collectors. Therefore all of the utilities will be installed at the 
expense of the developers. 

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.Sherwood North (5A)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $0 $0 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $0
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $0

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $0
Storage and Pumping Costs $630,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $630,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 13,500 10,200
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $2,700,000 $2,295,000

Subtotal Cost $4,995,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $2,430,000 $2,448,000

Subtotal Cost $4,878,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $9,873,000
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Sherwood South (5D)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 800 12,500
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $136,000 $2,375,000 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $2,511,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $2,511,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 14,000
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $3,920,000 $0

Subtotal Cost $3,920,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $7,875,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $11,795,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 14,900 10,800
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $2,980,000 $2,430,000

Subtotal Cost $5,410,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $2,682,000 $2,592,000

Subtotal Cost $5,274,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $10,684,000

SHERWOOD SOUTH URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
The City of Sherwood Water Master Plan was updated in 2015.  The Master Plan 
includes areas within the existing UGB as well as the Sherwood West urban 
reserve area (URA) and a portion of the Tonquin URA. 

The City of Sherwood draws the majority of its water supply from the 
Willamette River Water Treatment Plant, (WRWTP) in the City of Wilsonville, 
approximately six miles southeast of Sherwood. The City owns five million 
gallons per day (MGD) of production capacity in the existing WRWTP facilities. 
Sherwood also maintains four groundwater wells within the City limits for 
back-up supply. Prior to 2011, the City also purchases water from the Portland 
Water Bureau (PWB) through the City of Tualatin’s water system and maintains 
an emergency connection and transmission piping associated with this supply 
source.

According to the Master Plan, the water system has adequate capacity to serve 
the existing UGB through the 10-year planning horizon with respect to water 
supply, storage, pumping, and piping.

According to the Master Plan, a portion of the Brookman Addition and the 
Tonquin Employment Area (located within the existing UGB) are projected for 
development within the 20-year planning horizon.  To support the 20-year 
planning horizon, the City will need an additional 1 MGD of supply from the 
WRWTP.  The Master Plan indicates that existing storage and pumping have 
sufficient capacity for the 20-year planning horizon.  In addition, existing piping 
also sufficient.  New large diameter water lines will need to be extended into the 
currently undeveloped Brookman Addition and Tonquin Employment Area. 

Sewer 
The City of Sherwood (serving the Sherwood South URA) and Clean Water 
Services, (CWS) has an intergovernmental agreement.  The City owns, operates 
and maintains the wastewater collection system within City limits, and CWS 
provides wastewater treatment.

Sewer from the City of Sherwood is conveyed via gravity pipes to the Sherwood 
Pump Station (maintained by CWS) located northeast of the City.  Downstream 
of the pump station, flows utilize the CWS Upper Tualatin Interceptor to the 
Durham Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). The Durham WWTP handles 
most of the URAs in the south, of Washington County.

The City of Sherwood updated their Sanitary Sewer Master Plan in 2016.  The 
Master Plan includes areas within the City of Sherwood city limits as well as the 
Tonquin Employment Area (TEA) and the Brookman Addition, which are part of 
the UGB).  The Sherwood South URA was not considered in the Master Plan.  

The Master Plan indicates that there is sufficient capacity for existing 
development (conveyance, pump station and treatment plant).  However, the 

Master Plan indicates that at full build-out of the UGB, there are deficiencies 
with the Sherwood and Rock Creek Trunk Lines, the Sherwood Pump Station, 
and the Upper Tualatin Interceptor. 

CWS has indicated that it has plans to construct a new pump station to 
supplement the capacity of the Sherwood Pump Station.  In addition, CWS is 
planning for upgrades to the Upper Tualatin Interceptor.  These improvements 
are anticipated within the next five years. Upsizing of the Sherwood and Rock 
Creek trunk lines would be shared between City of Sherwood and CWS.

Stormwater
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
URA.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
Water for this URA for 1,841 dwelling units appears to be adequate, or they will 
be able to generate the supply as this area comes online.  The estimated average 
daily demand generated by the development of the Sherwood South URA is 
approximately 0.6 MG. 

The Master Plan did not include the Sherwood South URA in its analysis.  
However, the Sherwood West and a portion of the Tonquin URA was included.  
For the purpose of this report, it is assumed that only one URA will be developed 
at a time.  The City of Sherwood Master Plan assumed that 2,066 dwelling units 
of Sherwood West URA would be included in the 20-year planning horizon.  
Therefore, presumably, if the Sherwood South URA (1,841 dwelling units) 
were to develop instead of the Sherwood West URA, there would be available 
capacity in the existing system with regards to storage, pumping, and piping.  
As mentioned above, the City will need to obtain additional supply from the 
WRWTP to serve full development of the existing UGB as well as additional 
areas added from the URA.  

Sewer 
Capacity appears to be available in the CWS Durham WWTP. This URA for 1,841 
dwelling units may require small upgrades to the WWTP. The estimated peak 
flow added to the system with the development of this URA is approximately 2.6 
cfs (1.7 MGD).

Assuming areas within the existing UGB develop prior to the Sherwood South 
URA, the portions of the system mentioned above would not have capacity to 
serve the URA.  However, after improvements are made to the existing system 
to accommodate the current UGB, there may be additional capacity available for 
the URA.

Stormwater 
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water 
This report and associated cost estimates assume that the Brookman Addition 
will be developed prior to this URA.  There are no existing waterlines adjacent 
to the site.  Once the Brookman Addition is developed, water will be available 
along the URA’s north boundary.  The cost estimates do not include costs to 
extend water through the Brookman Addition.  . The laterals off the mains are 
provided by the developer.

Sewer 
Sewer from the Sherwood South URA will be served by the Sherwood trunk line.  
Currently, no existing sewer extends south to the site.  For the purpose of this 
report, it is assumed that the Brookman Addition will develop prior to the URA.  
Sewer lines in the Brookman Addition would presumably extend to the northern 
boundary of the Sherwood South URA.  New lines will be needed to extend 
throughout the site.  The laterals off the mains will be provided by the developer.

CWS’ Durham WWTP is a large facility with a broad service area. The cumulative 
addition of multiple URAs could result in a need for some expansion in order to 
handle additional load.

Upsizing of existing infrastructure would be required as noted above.  The 
actual amount of any upsizing that would be needed is not known at this time.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.
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SHERWOOD WEST URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
The City of Sherwood Water Master Plan was updated in 2015.  The Master Plan 
includes areas within the existing UGB as well as the Sherwood West urban 
reserve area (URA) and a portion of the Tonquin URA. 

The City of Sherwood draws the majority of its water supply from the 
Willamette River Water Treatment Plant, (WRWTP) in the City of Wilsonville, 
approximately six miles southeast of Sherwood.  The City owns five million 
gallons per day (MGD) of production capacity in the existing WRWTP facilities.  
Sherwood also maintains four groundwater wells within the City limits for 
back-up supply.  Prior to 2011, the City also purchased water from the Portland 
Water Bureau (PWB) through the City of Tualatin’s water system and maintains 
an emergency connection and transmission piping associated with this supply 
source.  

According to the Master Plan, the water system has adequate capacity to serve 
the existing UGB through the 10-year planning horizon with respect to water 
supply, storage, pumping, and piping.

According to the Master Plan, a portion of the Brookman Addition and the 
Tonquin Employment Area (located within the existing UGB) are projected for 
development within the 20-year planning horizon.  To support the 20-year 
planning horizon, the City will need an additional one MGD of supply from the 
WRWTP.  The Master Plan indicates that existing storage and pumping have 
sufficient capacity for the 20-year planning horizon.  In addition, existing piping 
also sufficient.  New large diameter water lines will need to be extended into the 
currently undeveloped Brookman Addition and Tonquin Employment Area.

Sewer 
The City of Sherwood (serving the Sherwood West URA) and Clean Water 
Services, (CWS) has an intergovernmental agreement.  The City owns, operates, 
and maintains the wastewater collection system within City limits and CWS 
provides wastewater treatment.

Sewer from the City of Sherwood is conveyed via gravity pipes to the Sherwood 
Pump Station (maintained by CWS) located northeast of the City.  Downstream 
of the pump station, flows utilize the CWS Upper Tualatin Interceptor to the 
Durham Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP). The Durham WWTP handles 
most of the URA’s in the south, of Washington County.

The City of Sherwood updated their Sanitary Sewer Master Plan in 2016.  The 
Master Plan includes areas within the City of Sherwood city limits as well as the 
Tonquin Employment Area and the Brookman Addition, which are part of the 
UGB).  The Sherwood West URA was not considered in the Master Plan.  

The Master Plan indicates that there is sufficient capacity for existing 
development (conveyance, pump station, and treatment plant).  However, the 
Master Plan indicates that at full build-out of the UGB, there are deficiencies 
with the Sherwood and Rock Creek Trunk Lines, the Sherwood Pump Station, 
and the Upper Tualatin Interceptor. 

CWS has indicated that it has plans to construct a new pump station to 
supplement the capacity of the Sherwood Pump Station.  In addition, CWS is 
planning for upgrades to the Upper Tualatin Interceptor.  These improvements 
are anticipated within the next five years. Upsizing of the Sherwood and Rock 
Creek trunk lines would be shared between City of Sherwood and CWS.

Stormwater
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
URA.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
Water for this Urban Reserve (5B) for 6,495 dwelling units appears to be 
adequate, or they will be able to generate the supply as this area comes online. 
The estimated average daily demand generated by the development of the 
Sherwood North URA is approximately 2.3 MG.

Sherwood West and a portion of the Tonquin URA was included in the Water 
Master Plan.  The City of Sherwood Master Plan assumed that 2,066 dwelling 
units of Sherwood West URA would be included in the 20-year planning horizon.  
A total of 7,974 dwelling units was assumed within the Sherwood West URA 
at full-build out, greater than the total dwelling units assumed in this analysis. 
According to the Master Plan, there would be available capacity in the existing 
system with regards to storage, pumping, and piping to serve a portion of the 
site (through the 20-year planning horizon).  As mentioned above, the City will 
need to obtain additional supply from the WRWTP to serve full development of 
the existing UGB as well as additional areas added from the URA.  

Sewer 
Capacity appears to be available in the CWS Durham WWTP.  This Urban 
Reserve (5B) projected for 6,495 dwelling units may require upgrades to the 
WWTP.  The estimated peak flow added to the system with the development of 
this URA is approximately 8.2 cfs (5.3 MGD).

Assuming areas within the existing UGB develop prior to the Sherwood West 
URA, the system would not have capacity to serve the URA.  However, after 
improvements are made to the existing system to accommodate the current 
UGB, there may be additional capacity available for the URA.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water 
The City of Sherwood Master Plans indicate several improvements to the 
existing water system would be needed to serve the Sherwood West URA at 
full build-out.  According to the Master Plan, an additional four MG of water 
would need to be obtained from the WRWTP to supply the area.  The Master 

Plan indicates that full development of the area may result in minor storage 
and pumping deficiencies that should be evaluated in the future.  The Master 
Plan suggests that existing piping would be sufficient; however, new waterlines 
would need to be extended throughout the URA.  Connections to existing water 
lines are available along the eastern project boundary.

The laterals off the mains would be provided by the developer.

Sewer
Sewer from the Sherwood West URA will be served by the Sherwood trunk 
line.  New lines will be needed to extend throughout the site.  Based on existing 
topography, the northern portion of the URA should be served by gravity lines, 
whereas the southern portion may require a pump station and force main to 
convey flows to the Sherwood Trunk.  The laterals off the mains will be provided 
by the Developer.

Wastewater services at the Durham WWTP may require upgrades for this 
amount of urban development. The upgrades and financial impacts are beyond 
the scope of this report.

Upsizing of existing infrastructure would be required as noted above.  The 
actual amount of any upsizing that would be needed is not known at this time.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated. Sherwood West (5B)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 800 12,500
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $136,000 $2,375,000 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $2,511,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $2,511,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 14,000
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $3,920,000 $0

Subtotal Cost $3,920,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $7,875,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $11,795,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 14,900 10,800
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $2,980,000 $2,430,000

Subtotal Cost $5,410,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $2,682,000 $2,592,000

Subtotal Cost $5,274,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $10,684,000
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SOUTH URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
in inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Water will be provided by the City of Hillsboro a member of the Joint Water 
Commission (JWC). With regards to water supply, treatment, storage, and 
piping, it appears that Hillsboro has capacity for areas inside the current UGB.

Sewer
Sanitary sewer from the South area will flow to the Rock Creek Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (WWTP) via the River Road Pump Station.

Clean Water Services (CWS) provides wastewater treatment at the Rock Creek 
WWTP.  Sanitary Sewer from the South urban reserve area (URA) will be 
conveyed to the WWTP via the River Road Pump Station. 

It appears that there is adequate capacity to meet current UGB needs.

Stormwater
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
URA.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
Water for this URA for 2,691 dwelling units appears to be adequate, or 
the City will be able to generate the supply as this area comes online.  The 
estimated average daily demand generated by the development of the URA is 
approximately 0.9 MG.

The City of Hillsboro currently has three ground level reservoirs that provide 
water.  In addition, Hillsboro is a partner of the Willamette Water Supply Project.  
There is a project planned to construct a Willamette Supply tank in the Cooper 
Mountain Area.  The City indicated that within the proposed Willamette Water 
Supply, they will have capacity to serve the SouthURA.  

The City is currently planning for this URA.  It is possible that an existing water 
line in River Road will need to be upsized.  This can be confirmed during the 
planning effort.

Sewer
CWS indicated that the Rock Creek WWTP has enough capacity to handle 
additional flows from the South URA.  The estimated peak flows added to the 
system with the development of this URA is approximately 4.6 cfs (3.0 million 
gallons per day (MGD)).

Storm Water
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
The City indicated that there would not be impacts to the existing water system 
to serve nearby areas already inside the UGB. Hillsboro is working with the 
Portland Water Bureau on an Inter-governmental Agreement to have the ability 
to get additional water in times of emergency via an inter-tie Tualatin Valley 
Water District. 

New water mains must be provided to achieve the full potential development. 
The new water mains will be developer funded. The laterals off the mains are 
provided by the developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is 
unknown at this time.

Sewer
This URA is projected to have 2,691 dwelling units. The Rock Creek WTTP is 
large facility, serving a broad area. It was of course planned and built before this 
URA was considered. Therefore small upgrades may be required.  The upgrades 
and financial impacts are beyond the scope of this narrative.

According to CWS, the existing River Road Pump Station was designed for 
expansion, and with a pump replacement, it should be able to handle additional 
flows from this URA. CWS also indicated that the Rock Creek WWTP should have 
capacity for additional flows. 

Impacts to the wastewater system are primarily financial.  New wastewater 
mains must be provided to allow development of this URA. The laterals off the 
mains are provided by the developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.

South (6A)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 27,300 7,900
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $4,641,000 $0 $0 $1,382,500

Subtotal Cost $6,023,500
Proposed Pump Stations $750,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $6,773,500

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 13,000 13,300
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $3,640,000 $5,586,000

Subtotal Cost $9,226,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $3,255,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $12,481,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 38,700 11,800
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $7,740,000 $2,655,000

Subtotal Cost $10,395,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $6,966,000 $2,832,000

Subtotal Cost $9,798,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $20,193,000
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Stafford (4A)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 21,700 21,600 14,900
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $3,689,000 $4,104,000 $2,831,000 $0

Subtotal Cost $10,624,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $10,624,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 20,100 53,700
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $5,628,000 $22,554,000

Subtotal Cost $28,182,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $10,360,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $38,542,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 95,600 64,300
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $19,120,000 $14,467,500

Subtotal Cost $33,587,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $17,208,000 $15,432,000

Subtotal Cost $32,640,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $66,227,500

STAFFORD URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Two cities could potentially serve this urban reserve with potable water, Lake 
Oswego and West Linn.

Both of these systems are part of the Lake Oswego – Tigard Water Partnership. 
Potable water comes from South Fork Water Board (SFWB), jointly owned by 
the Cities of West Linn and Oregon City. The source water is the Clackamas 
River. The SFWF operates a conventional water treatment plant located on 
the south side of the Clackamas River near its confluence with the Willamette 
River. The SFWB system includes intake facilities, a water treatment plant, and 
a transmission pipeline to a pump station located on Division Street. in Oregon 
City. The water treatment plant was upgraded in October 2016.

Both cities have stated that there are no problems or issues related to serving 
the areas currently within the UBG with regard to pumping, storage, and piping, 
and the available supply of water. 

Sewer
Lake Oswego and West Linn send their sewer in different directions. 

Lake Oswego sends sewer to the City of Portland’s facility at the Tryon Creek 
Waste water Treatment Plan (WWTP). The City is currently engaging in a $26 
million capital improvements plan to address issues related to aging pipe 
infrastructure, trunk upsizing and pump station capacity. Trunk upsizing is 
directed specifically to the Canal and Southwood basins.

The other wastewater system, serving West Linn, is the Tri-City Service District, 
made up of West Linn, Oregon City, and Gladstone. This service district and the 
Clackamas County Service District No. 1 combined, handles flow from Happy 
Valley, Damascus, Milwaukie, and the unincorporated portions of Clackamas 
County. A third component of their wastewater treatment is the Water and 
Environmental Services, or (WES). With major facilities located at a lower 
elevation than that urban reserve area (URA), West Linn may be the logical 
provider of sewerage services.

According to the City of West Linn, additional treatment plant capacity is 
currently being constructed to accommodate areas within the existing UGB.

West Linn has also indicated that there is adequate capacity within the existing 
pipe networks and pump stations.

Stormwater
The City of West Linn indicated that there were no major issues regarding the 
existing stormwater system.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
Both cities have indicated the ability to provide potable water to the reserve 
area.  

Lake Oswego has roughly two million gallons per day (MGD) of excess treatment 
capacity. No excess capacity exists for transmission however.  Water storage 
and pumping for the reserves does not exist at this time.  Connection points 
exist at Laurel Street and Erickson Street where access is made to the Bergis 
Reservoir for transmission.  Additional storage would need to be created in the 
reserve area. A pump station at McVey and Oak Street is available but will need 
expansion.

The City of West Linn indicated that there are no issues with water supply to 
serve the Stafford URA. The treatment plant will likely require upgrades in 
order to deliver the supply. There is a 16-inch waterline in Rosemont Road that 
could be used to serve the URA. There will be several pressure zones within 
the Stafford area, and, as with Lake Oswego, new water tanks will be needed to 
provide both adequate storage and pressure for the URA.

Sewer
As mentioned above, Lake Oswego could potentially serve the reserve but would 
require system upgrades and additions within the UGB along with new facilities 
within the reserve.  Connection points to the system that would facilitate such 
service can be found at: Atherton Road Near Stafford Road, Childs Road near SW 
35th Court, and via the Bryant Road Pump Station at Bryant Road and Cardinal 
Drive trunk lines and pumps stations would need to be developed within the 
reserve.

The City of West Linn also noted that new infrastructure within the reserve 
would need to be constructed and indicated that the wastewater treatment 
plant would need to be expanded in order to provide capacity for the Stafford 
area. Also noted is that there is space for expansion at the treatment plant. 
An alternative to consider would be to construct a pre-treatment plant within 
the Stafford URA which could potentially eliminate the need for treatment 
plant expansion. In addition, existing pump stations would require upgrades. 
Existing pipe capacities are unknown and further analysis would be required to 
determine the extent of trunk line upgrades.

Stormwater
Stormwater would be conveyed, treated, and discharged on-site, and therefore, 
existing systems would not be impacted. All new development would utilize the 
current City of West Linn Storm Drainage Master Plan.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water
Potable water could readily come from Lake Oswego or West Linn. Estimates 
indicated an average daily demand of 3.0 MG for the Stafford URA. Lake 
Oswego has 2.0 MGD available. West Linn has enough water rights to supply 
the system, but some capacity related upgrades to the water treatment plant 

will be necessary. Both Cities have indicated that new water storage tanks 
will be required to serve the area. New water mains must be provided to 
allow development of this URA. The laterals off the mains are provided by the 
developer. Only limited knowledge is available at this time regarding the amount 
of upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed.

The Borland urban reserve is expected to precede this reserve in terms of 
development phasing.  Doing so would allow for location of a water facilities and 
the related distribution network that would be necessary to serve portions of 
the reserve.

Sewer
The Stafford URA would introduce an estimated 15.4 cfs into the existing 
system.

Wastewater services (digesters) in the WES system would need upgrades. The 
upgrades and financial impacts are beyond the scope of this report.

Impacts to the wastewater system are primarily financial. New wastewater 
mains must be provided to allow development of this Urban Reserve area. The 
laterals off the mains are provided by the developer.

The amount of any upsizing from the serving utility that would be needed is not 
known at this time.

Stormwater
Stormwater would be conveyed, treated, and discharged on-site, and therefore, 
existing systems would not be impacted. 
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Tonquin (5F)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 39,900 12,000
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $6,783,000 $0 $0 $2,100,000

Subtotal Cost $8,883,000
Proposed Pump Stations $800,000
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $9,683,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 21,300 7,600
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $5,964,000 $3,192,000

Subtotal Cost $9,156,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $1,225,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $10,381,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 6,700 14,400
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $1,340,000 $3,240,000

Subtotal Cost $4,580,000
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $1,206,000 $3,456,000

Subtotal Cost $4,662,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $9,242,000

TONQUIN URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
The City of Sherwood Water Master Plan was updated in 2015.  The Master Plan 
includes areas within the existing Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) as well as the 
Sherwood West urban reserve area (URA) and a portion of the Tonquin URA.  

The City of Sherwood draws the majority of its water supply from the 
Willamette River Water Treatment Plant, (WRWTP) in the City of Wilsonville, 
approximately six miles southeast of Sherwood.  The City owns five million 
gallons per day (MGD) of production capacity in the existing WRWTP facilities.  
Sherwood also maintains four groundwater wells within the City limits for 
back-up supply.  Prior to 2011, the City also purchased water from the Portland 
Water Bureau (PWB) through the City of Tualatin’s water system and maintains 
an emergency connection and transmission piping associated with this supply 
source.  

According to the Master Plan, the water system has adequate capacity to serve 
the existing UGB through the 10-year planning horizon with respect to water 
supply, storage, pumping, and piping.

According to the Master Plan, a portion of the Brookman Addition and the 
Tonquin Employment Area (located within the existing UGB) are projected for 
development within the 20-year planning horizon.  To support the 20-year 
planning horizon, the City will need an additional one million gallons per day 
(MGD) of supply from the WRWTP.  The Master Plan indicates that existing 
storage and pumping have sufficient capacity for the 20-year planning horizon.  
In addition, existing piping is also sufficient.  New large diameter water lines 
will need to be extended into the currently undeveloped Brookman Addition 
and Tonquin Employment Area. 

Sewer 
The City of Sherwood (serving the Tonquin URA) and Clean Water Services 
(CWS) has an intergovernmental agreement.  The City owns, operates, and 
maintains the wastewater collection system within City limits and CWS provides 
wastewater treatment.

Sewer from the City of Sherwood is conveyed via gravity pipes to the Sherwood 
Pump Station (maintained by CWS) located northeast of the City.  Downstream 
of the pump station, flows utilize the CWS Upper Tualatin Interceptor to the 
Durham Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). The Durham WWTP handles 
most of the URA in the south, of Washington County.

The City of Sherwood updated their Sanitary Sewer Master Plan in 2016.  The 
Master Plan includes areas within the City of Sherwood city limits as well as the 
Tonquin Employment Area and the Brookman Addition, which are part of the 
UGB).  The Sherwood South URA was not considered in the Master Plan.  

The Master Plan indicates that there is sufficient capacity for existing 
development (conveyance, pump station, and treatment plant).  However, the 
Master Plan indicates that at full build-out of the UGB, there are deficiencies 
with the Sherwood and Rock Creek Trunk Lines, the Sherwood Pump Station, 
and the Upper Tualatin Interceptor. 

CWS has indicated that it has plans to construct a new pump station to 
supplement the capacity of the Sherwood Pump Station.  In addition, CWS is 
planning for upgrades to the Upper Tualatin Interceptor.  These improvements 
are anticipated within the next five years. Upsizing of the Sherwood and Rock 
Creek trunk lines would be shared between City of Sherwood and CWS.

Stormwater
There is no indication of issues with existing stormwater that would impact this 
URA.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water 
Water for this URA for 1,009 dwelling units appears to be adequate, or the City 
will be able to generate the supply as this area comes online.  The estimated 
average daily demand generated by the development of the Sherwood North 
URA is approximately 0.35MG. 

The master plan included a portion of the Tonquin URA (591 dwelling units) 
in its analysis beyond the 20-year planning horizon. The City of Sherwood 
Master Plan assumed that 2,066 dwelling units of Sherwood West URA would be 
included in the 20-year planning horizon.  Therefore, presumably, if the Tonquin 
URA (1,009 dwelling units) was to develop instead of the Sherwood West 
URA, there would be available capacity in the existing system with regards to 
storage, pumping, and piping.  As mentioned above, the City will need to obtain 
additional supply from the WRWTP to serve full development of the existing 
UGB as well as additional areas added from the URA.  

Sewer 
Capacity appears to be available in the CWS, Durham WWTP.  This URA for 
1,009 dwelling units may require small upgrades to the WWTP if any at all.  The 
estimated peak flow added to the system with the development of this URA is 
approximately 2.3 cfs (1.5 MGD).

Assuming areas within the existing UGB develop prior to the Tonquin URA, 
the portions of the system mentioned above would not have capacity to serve 
the URA.   However, after improvements are made to the existing system to 
accommodate the current UGB, there may be additional capacity available for 
the URA.

Stormwater 
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site, therefore, it is not 
anticipated that existing facilities would be utilized.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water 
New water mains must be provided to allow development of this URA.  It 
appears that new water mains can be extended to this area near its western 
boundary.  The undeveloped Tonquin Employment Area (TEA) lies between 
existing development and the URA.  If the TEA is developed first, water service 
could presumably be extended to the site from the TEA.  The laterals off the 
mains will be provided by the developer.

Sewer 
Sewer from the Tonquin URA will be served by the Rock Creek trunk line.  
Currently, no existing sewer extends to the site.  A sewer line would need to be 
constructed through the Tonquin Employment Area to serve this site.  New lines 
will be needed to extend throughout the site.  The laterals off the mains will be 
provided by the developer.  Based on existing topography, sewer service for this 
site would require a pump station.

CWS’ Durham WWTP is a large facility with a broad service area. The cumulative 
addition of multiple Urban Reserves could result in a need for some expansion 
in order to handle additional load.

Upsizing of existing infrastructure would be required as noted above.  The 
actual amount of any upsizing that would be needed is not known at this time.

Stormwater
Stormwater will be conveyed, treated, and disposed of on-site; therefore, no 
impacts to existing facilities are anticipated.
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Wilsonville Southwest (5H)

Sanitary Sewer Services
Sewer Pipe Size 8" - 12" 12 - 18" 18"+ Force Main
Estimated Pipe Length 3,700
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $170 $190 $190 $175
Estimated Sewer Pipe Cost $629,000 $0 $0 $0

Subtotal Cost $629,000
Proposed Pump Stations
Proposed Borings for Creek Crossings

Total Sewer System Cost Estimate $629,000

Water Services
Water Pipe Size 12" and less 16" and greater
Estimated Pipe Length 5,500 2,200
Estimated Pipe Unit Cost $280 $420
Estimated Water Pipe Cost $1,540,000 $924,000

Subtotal Cost $2,464,000
Storage and Pumping Costs $315,000

Total Water System Cost Estimate $2,779,000

Storm Drain Services
Road Classification Collector Arterial
Road Length 3,100
Storm Conveyance Unit Cost $200 $225
Estimated Storm Conveyance Cost $0 $697,500

Subtotal Cost $697,500
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Unit Cost $180 $240
Estimated Storm Water Quality and Detention Cost $0 $744,000

Subtotal Cost $744,000
Total Storm Drain Cost Estimate $1,441,500

WILSONVILLE SOUTHWEST URBAN RESERVE AREA
The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas already 
inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

Water 
Water comes from the west side of the City of Wilsonville.  The City owns and 
maintains the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant (WRWTP).  The plant is 
capable of processing 15 million gallons per day (MGD).  

Current storage capacity is at 11 MG.  The City has budgeted for a project to 
provide additional storage to serve proposed development within the existing 
UGB.

At present, existing pump stations and pipe networks are adequate to serve the 
area within the existing UGB. 

Sewer
The City of Wilsonville is served by a modern plant, located at 9275 Southwest 
Tauchman Road.  The plant was rebuilt and upgraded in 2014 to include modern 
wastewater treatment technology, and a new odor control system.  This increase 
capacity from 2.5 MGD to 4.0 MGD to accommodate continued growth.

Stormwater
No current issues were identified within the City that would impact the 
development of the Urban Reserve Area (URA).  For stormwater management, 
the downtown area uses a regional facility.  New development would be 
encouraged to use Low Impact Development Approaches (LIDA) facilities to 
treat stormwater on-site.

The capacity of existing public facilities and services to serve areas pro-
posed for addition to the UGB.

Water
The City noted that they have ample water rights for the long term, so water 
supply should not be an issue.  The additional 10 MG expansion of the treatment 
plant in 2035 should provide for the URA areas.  Currently, existing storage 
tanks will not have capacity to serve development outside of the existing UGB.

Sewer
The wastewater treatment plant can serve a population of 35,000 people.  The 
plant currently serves 24,000 people.  The development of the Frog Pond area 
(existing UGB) will use some capacity, but will not likely trigger any treatment 
plant upgrades.  However, future industrial development anticipated in the 
Basalt and Coffee Creek areas could require capacity upgrades.  Depending on 
actual development rates, the City is planning to expand the treatment plant 
in 2030.  At this time, it is unknown if the treatment plant will have additional 
capacities to serve the URA.

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur 
within the URA.

The impacts to existing water, sanitary sewer, stormwater and transporta-
tion facilities that serve nearby areas already inside the UGB.

Water 
The City feels confident that it will have water capacity and storage to serve the 
URAs that lie beyond the city limits. Numerous connection points exist at the 
edge of the URA that is assumed to be of adequate size. Transmission lines with-
in the URA are expected to be built as development occurs. 

Sewer 
Based on a conceptual level sewer sizing analysis, approximately 0.4 cfs will 
be added to the existing system.  Conceptual sewer layouts indicate that the 
additional flows would utilize existing sewer lines ranging in size from 8-inch 
(at the upstream connection) to 30-inch (at the treatment plant.  In addition, 
new flows would potentially utilize the existing Corral Creek Lift Station and 
Rivergreen Lift Station.  

It is possible that capacity improvements would be required to the pump 
stations and the existing sewer lines.  Available capacity of the existing 
infrastructure was not available at this time, and therefore, the extent of 
required improvements and associated costs are unknown.

Stormwater
Stormwater conveyance, treatment, and discharge are anticipated to occur 
within the URA, and therefore, improvements to the existing stormwater 
facilities are not anticipated.
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 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4  
Urban 
Reserve 

Accommodation 
of land need 

Sanitary 
sewer 
services 

Water 
services 

Storm 
water 
services 

Transportation 
services 

Environmental 
Consequences 

Social/Energy/ 
Economic 
Consequences 

Compatibility 
Ag /Forest 

Metro 
Code 
Review 

Advance  Yes Medium High Medium High Low (high) Medium Medium Yes 
Beaver 
Creek Bluffs  

Yes Low Low Low Medium Low (high) Low (high) High Yes 

Beef Bend 
South  

Yes Medium Medium Medium Low Medium-High 
(low) 

Medium Medium Yes 

Bendemeer  Yes High High Medium Medium Medium-High 
(low) 

Low (high) High Yes 

Bethany 
West 

Yes High High Medium Medium Low (high) Low (high) Medium Yes 

Boring Yes Low Low Medium Low Medium-High 
(low) 

High (low) Low No 

Boring – 
Hwy 26 

Yes Low Low Medium Low Low Medium High No 

Borland Yes Low Medium Medium Low Low (high)-
Medium 

Low (high) High Yes 

Brookwood 
Parkway  

Yes High High High Medium Low (high) Low (high) High Yes 

Cooper Mt.  Yes Medium Medium Medium Low Low (high)-
High (low) 

Medium Medium-High Yes 

Damascus Yes Low Low High Low Low (high)-
Medium 

High (low) High No 

David Hill  Yes Medium Medium Low Low Low (high) Low (high) Medium Yes 
Elligsen 
Road North 

Yes Low High Medium High Low (high) Medium Low Yes 

Elligsen 
Road South 

Yes Low High Medium Medium Medium-High 
(low) 

Low (high) Low Yes 

Grahams 
Ferry  

Yes Medium Medium Medium High Low (high) Low (high) High Yes 

Gresham 
East 

Yes Low Low Medium Medium Medium-High 
(low) 

Medium Low Yes 
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 Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4  
Urban 
Reserve  

Accommodation 
of land need 

Sanitary 
sewer 
services 

Water 
services 

Storm 
water 
services 

Transportation 
services 

Environmental 
Consequences 

Social/Energy/
Economic 
Consequences 

Compatibility 
Ag/Forest 

Metro 
Code 
Review 

Henrici  Yes Medium Low Medium High Low (high) Low (high) High Yes 
Holcomb Yes Low Low Medium Low Low (high) Low (high) High Yes 
Holly Ln/ 
Newell Ck 

Yes Low Low Medium Low Low (high) Low (high) High Yes 

I-5 East Yes Medium Low Medium Medium Medium-High 
(low) 

Medium Low Yes 

Maplelane Yes Low Low Medium Low 
 

Medium-High 
(low) 

Low (high) High Yes 

Norwood Yes Low Low Medium Low Low (high)-
Medium 

Low (high)-
Medium 

Low No 

Rosemont Yes Low High Medium Medium Low (high) Low (high) High No 
Roy Rogers 
East 

Yes Low Medium Medium Low Low (high)-
Medium 

Medium Low Yes 

Roy Rogers 
West 

Yes Low Medium Low Low Medium-High 
(low) 

Medium Medium Yes 

Sherwood 
North 

Yes High High High High Low (high)-
Medium 

Low (high) High Yes 

Sherwood 
South 

Yes Low Medium Low Low Medium-High 
(low) 

Low High Yes 

Sherwood 
West 

Yes Low Medium High Medium Low (high)–  
Medium 

Medium Medium Yes 

South  Yes Medium High Medium Medium Low (high)-
Medium 

Medium Medium Yes 

Stafford Yes Low Medium Low Low Medium-High 
(low) 

Medium High No 

Tonquin Yes Low Low Low Low Low (high)-
Medium 

Low (high)-
Medium 

High No 

Wilsonville 
Southwest 

Yes Medium Medium Medium High Low (high) Low (high) High Yes 

Note: Factor 3 reports on the consequences of urbanizing an area, thus a low consequence is a high score and a high consequence is a low score 
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UGB ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS – METRO CODE FACTORS 

INTRODUCTION 

As part of the Metro Council’s growth management decision in 2018, the Council will consider how 

to accommodate the region’s forecasted 20-year population and employment growth while 

supporting the region’s six desired outcomes, listed below. 

 Vibrant communities – People live, work and play in vibrant communities where their

everyday needs are easily accessible.

 Economic prosperity – Current and future residents benefit from the region’s sustained

economic competiveness and prosperity.

 Safe and reliable transportation – People have safe and reliable transportation choices that

enhance their quality of life.

 Leadership on climate change – The region is a leader in minimizing contributions to global

warming.

 Clean air and water – Current and future generations enjoy clean air, clean water, and healthy

ecosystems

 Equity – The benefits and burdens of growth and change are distributed equitably.

In support of the 2018 growth management decision Metro staff completed a two–step process for 

assessing the urban reserve areas in the region (Attachment 1). The first step was an assessment of 

all 32 urban reserve areas for meeting Statewide Planning Goal 14 requirements for an urban 

growth boundary (UGB) expansion. The boundary locational factors of Goal 14 are listed below: 

 Factor 1 – Efficient accommodation of identified land needs.

 Factor 2 – Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services.

 Factor 3 – Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences.

 Factor 4 – Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest

activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB.

This first analysis was included in the 2018 Urban Growth Report, Discussion Draft, as Appendix 7: 

Preliminary UGB Alternatives Analysis, Statewide Planning Goal 14 Locational Factors. Seven urban 

reserve areas – Boring, Highway 26-Boring, Damascus, Stafford, Rosemont, Norwood and Tonquin – 

were determined to be the least suitable for urbanization as a result of the Goal 14 analysis. Thus, 

these seven urban reserve areas are not included in the second step of the two-step process, which 

is this evaluation of the remaining 25 urban reserve areas for addressing the Metro Code factors for 

an UGB expansion.  

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 846 of 1024

METRO-0868



The Metro Code factors for expanding the UGB are contained in Urban Growth Management 

Functional Plan (Functional Plan) Title 14: Urban Growth Boundary. Similar to the Goal 14 

locational factors the Metro Code factors are not independent criteria. When the factors are applied 

to compare alternative boundary locations and to determine the UGB location, all of the factors 

must be considered and balanced. The Metro Code factors are: 

 Clear transition between urban and rural lands using natural and built features to mark
the transition;

 Protection of farmland that is important for the continuation of commercial agriculture
in the region;

 Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat; and
 Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors.
 Equitable and efficient distribution of housing and employment opportunities

throughout the region.

METHODOLOGY 

Metro staff completed the analysis of the 25 urban reserves for meeting the Metro Code factors. 

Individual summary reports for each urban reserve area can be found in Attachment 2. The 

methodology used for each of the code factors is outlined below.  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands using natural and built features to mark the 

transition 

The presence of buffers or transition areas in the form of natural and built features may serve to 

limit impacts of urbanization on the adjacent rural lands. This may include river or stream 

corridors, steep slopes, floodplains, public land, highways or golf courses. The presence or absence 

of these features was determined using Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data layers 

maintained by Metro’s Research Center. The data layers included: tax lots, streams and rivers, 

floodplains, contours, slopes greater than 25%, and 2017 aerial photo.  

Many urban reserve area boundaries are defined by local roads. While it may appear that the road 

provides separation between urban and rural land, the road by itself does not provide a clear 

transition area or zone. In almost all cases, the road is in the urban reserve and therefore will be 

developed to urban standards consistent with the local jurisdiction’s requirements. As the new 

urban level road will be built with urban amenities such as sidewalks, bike lanes and lighting, it 

does not function as a transition area. Buffers may need to be incorporated into the planning and 

design of the new urban area, including the roadway that defines the edge of an area. A highway 

such as I-5 or Highway 26 on the other hand, may provide a buffer due to the very large right-of-

way of the highway and the lack of pedestrian and bike facilities that bring people directly adjacent 

to the rural lands.  

The presence or absence of agricultural activities occurring on the rural land does not influence the 

need for a buffer or transition area. While much focus is given to agricultural land, the code factor 

does not differentiate between the uses of the rural land. Thus the presence or absence of a buffer 
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or transition area and the resulting need for additional buffers is the same no matter the use of the 

rural land.  

Protection of farmland that is important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the 

region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 

agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  

Designation of an area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the most 

important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. Thus protection of farmland 

in any of the urban reserves is not important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the 

region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Metro’s Functional Plan Title 13: Nature in Neighborhoods provides performance standards to 

protect, maintain, enhance and restore significant fish and wildlife habitat through a 

comprehensive approach that includes voluntary, incentive based, educational and regulatory 

elements. Title 13 is not a “no touch” program and does allow for some impacts to habitat areas. 

Land brought into the UGB is subject to the requirements of Title 13 through the concept planning 

and comprehensive planning requirements of Functional Plan Title 11: Planning for New Urban 

Areas. Metro’s Title 13 Regionally Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat Inventory included the 

urban reserve areas outside the UGB. The inventory includes riparian habitat (class I & II) and 

upland habitat (class A & B) that must be included in a protection program that meets the 

requirements of Title 13.  

All the jurisdictions in the region have riparian habitat (class I & II) protection requirements in 

place that are compliant with Title 13. These riparian habitat protection programs can easily be 

extended to the riparian habitat areas within the urban reserve lands if and when the land is added 

to the UGB. However protection of upland wildlife habitat (class A & B) is not required under Title 

13 for land within the UGB prior to 2007. Thus most jurisdictions do not have an upland habitat 

protection program in place and will need to develop a protection program that is compliant with 

Title 13 for the urban reserve areas.  

Each urban reserve area was evaluated for the presence of riparian and upland wildlife habitat 

through Metro’s Regionally Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat Inventory GIS data layer. The 

analysis focused on the habitat areas that were not otherwise constrained by steep slopes greater 

than 25% and public land, both of which provide a certain level of protection due to development 

restrictions. The remaining habitat areas were evaluated to determine whether urbanization could 

occur in a way that avoided the habitat areas. The need for future transportation connections 

within the urban reserve areas and to adjacent land within the UGB presents the greatest potential 

conflicts with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat. The potential impact to habitat areas 

was summarized for each urban reserve. 
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Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Metro 2040 Growth Concept was adopted as a vision to guide growth and development over 

the coming decades. A key component of the Growth Concept is concentrating growth in the 40 

designated Centers and numerous Corridors across the region with a focus on redevelopment, 

multi-modal transportation and concentrations of households and employment. Centers vary 

greatly in geographic size, urban form and use, and transportation access, making each center truly 

unique.  

Metro completed the State of the Centers Report in 2009 which was intended to initiate a regional 

discussion regarding the uniqueness of centers and their relative health. Two comparative tools, 

the activity spectrum and typologies, were included to assist communities in understanding and 

discussing their community aspirations. The second edition of the report (published in 2011) 

helped measure local progress in achieving desired outcomes and illustrating the kind of 

investments that contribute to a successful center. In 2017 Metro finalized an online version, now 

titled the State of the Centers Atlas, that displays data for regional and town centers that help 

measure a center’s performance in achieving local aspirations and regional goals, and allowing for 

comparison between center types. 

Using the information from the State of the Centers Atlas along with numerous locally adopted 

plans and visions for the 2040 designated Centers and downtown areas, staff evaluated whether or 

not the urbanization of the reserve area would support or contribute to the local and regional 

visions for a nearby 2040 Center or Corridor. Additional information was obtained from Metro’s 

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Program’s 2016 Strategic Plan where appropriate. 

Equitable and efficient distribution of housing and employment opportunities throughout the 

region 

Of all factors under the Metro Code and Goal 14 this factor is given the least amount of weight in 

Metro’s locational analysis, largely due to the policy shift undertaken by the Metro Council (at the 

direction of the regional Urban Growth Readiness Task Force) to apply an outcomes-based 

approach to growth management decisions based on specific UGB expansion proposals submitted 

by cities. That policy shift also resulted in amendments to the Metro Code that direct the Metro 

Council to select locations for UGB expansions based in part on whether there is a city that is eager 

to annex and urbanize the area, with a concept plan in place that describes how development will 

occur and how urban services will be provided.  

Considering and applying this factor to the 25 urban reserve areas analyzed in this report, and 

weighing and balancing this factor with the other Goal 14 factors, Metro concludes that the most 

weight should be given to the first factor regarding efficient accommodation of the identified need, 

which is a need for additional single family housing in the region, and to the second factor regarding 

orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services. The four urban reserve areas 

selected for UGB expansions have concept plans describing the cities’ ability to provide and pay for 

urban services, expected housing types and number of units, natural resource protection needs and 

governance issues. Identifying and planning for these issues in advance dramatically increases the 
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likelihood that those urban reserve areas will be able to efficiently accommodate the identified 

residential land need within a reasonable timeframe, and that public facilities and services will be 

provided in an orderly and economic manner.   

Metro interprets the “equitable distribution” component of this factor to be aimed at considering 

locations that would provide geographic equity with respect to other current or recent UGB 

expansion areas. Metro finds that the policy priorities of the current Metro Council, which are to 

focus on UGB expansion locations that are concept planned and will more efficiently and effectively 

respond to an identified housing need, require Metro to place less weight on a factor related to 

distributing expansions in a geographically uniform manner across the region in locations that are 

not planned and would be far less likely to actually meet the identified need. Therefore, although 

the three expansion areas in Washington County would rank low with regard to a diverse regional 

distribution of UGB expansion locations since 2011, Metro finds that, on balance, that factor is far 

outweighed by the fact that they are at the top of the rankings under the first two factors under 

Goal 14 and the Metro Code. Metro finds that the Advance Road expansion area also does rank high 

regarding an equitable distribution, as there has not been a UGB expansion for housing in 

Clackamas County since 2002.  

Regarding the “efficient distribution” component of this factor, Metro finds that the four urban 

reserve areas selected for expansion will provide a more efficient distribution of housing than other 

urban reserve areas for the same reasons described above, because the selected areas are the most 

likely to be developed with housing when compared with other areas where plans for governance, 

development, and urban services do not yet exist. Also, the three urban reserve areas in 

Washington County rank higher than urban reserve areas in the east part of the region regarding 

providing an efficient distribution in that those expansion areas will provide housing opportunities 

in a part of the region that has shown some of the strongest employment growth since 2007. UGR 

Appendix 4, Figure 3.  

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

A summary table of results for the Metro Code analysis can be found in Attachment 3 at the end of 

the report. Generally all of the urban reserve areas did not merit a high ranking for more than one 

of the Metro Code sections. As outlined above in the methodology section all urban reserve areas 

received a high ranking for Metro Code factor 2 regarding protection of farmland for commercial 

agriculture, because all areas are urban reserves that by definition are appropriate for urbanization, 

while land important for commercial agriculture is designated as rural reserve. All of the reserve 

areas with the exception of Sherwood West received a low score for Metro Code factor 4 regarding 

contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors, primarily due to the distance between the 

urban reserve areas and the closest designated Center, lack of direct connections and transit 

service, and the character of the land uses between the two locations. Sherwood West received a 

slightly higher score as the reserve area is somewhat closer and has a fairly direct connection to the 

Center.  

Only the Brookwood Parkway and Holly Lane/Newell Creek urban reserve areas received a high 

score for Metro Code factors 1 and 3. These two areas are somewhat unique. Brookwood Parkway 
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is very small at 54 acres with all but four parcels containing residences or institutional uses. There 

are only 24 net vacant buildable acres which limits its ability to provide land for an identified 

residential or employment need. Holly Lane/Newell Creek Canyon is essentially surrounded by the 

UGB with only a 1,100 foot urban/rural edge and has a state highway running through the middle 

of it. However a significant portion of the reserve area is steeply sloped and a considerable portion 

of the riparian and upland habitat areas are in public ownership, which accounts for one-third of 

the land in the reserve area. The main amount of buildable land is along one north-south road, 

South Holly Lane, which contains numerous rural residences and has very limited potential 

connections to land inside the UGB to the east due to steep slopes and significant natural resources. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1: Urban Reserve Map 

Attachment 2: Urban Reserve Area Summary Reports 
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ADVANCE URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 275 Parcel Acres 268 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

198 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

151 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Advance Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area on the east side of Wilsonville that lies 
east of SW Stafford Road on either side of SW Advance Road and totals 275 acres. The new Meridian 
Creek Middle School is located directly west of the reserve area. The UGB forms the western 
boundary with rural reserve land to the south and east with the exception of a small pocket of land 
along SW 53rd Ave that is undesignated. The land north of SW Kahle Road is also undesignated. The 
land is generally flat with some very minor areas of slopes greater than 25% along two tributaries 
to Newland Creek which flow southeast through the northeast portion of the reserve area. Access to 
the area is provided by SW Stafford Road, SW Kahle Road, SW Advance Road and SW 60th Ave.   

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the western boundary of the urban reserve area. Newland Creek provides a clear 
transition between urban and rural lands for the northern portion of the east side of the reserve 
area. There are no natural or built features to provide a transition area on the southern portion of 
the east side or the north and south sides. Buffers will need to be incorporated into the planning 
and design of the reserve area to provide a clear transition from urban to rural uses along these 
three edge locations. Overall there is a natural features transition area between urban and rural 
lands for less than half of the reserve area’s urban-rural edge.  

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 
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Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in public 
ownership covers 50 acres of land and is mainly concentrated in the northeast corner of the reserve 
area. The habitat is centered along riparian corridors and includes upland habitat that is contiguous 
with the riparian areas. The BPA power line easement runs diagonally adjacent to the main portion 
of habitat area, providing an additional buffer for the habitat. There is small amount of riparian 
habitat along an unnamed stream in the southeastern corner of the reserve area. The City of 
Wilsonville has adopted a riparian habitat protection program that is in substantial compliance 
with Metro’s Title 13 Nature in Neighborhoods regulations. The City will need to develop an upland 
habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to habitat 
areas. Based on the location of the majority of the significant habitat away from the flatter 
developable lands in the reserve area, the overlap of the habitat area with the power line easement 
and Wilsonville’s habitat conservation policies, urbanization of this area can occur with high 
avoidance of the regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat.  

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Wilsonville Town Center is the nearest 2040 designated center, located to the southwest of the 
reserve area. The Town Center is located east of I-5, is about 100 acres in size, and primarily serves 
the city. The Town Center is located a short distance from the terminus of the WES Commuter Rail 
line and is linked to the reserve area by SW Wilsonville Road which includes a dedicated bike lane 
(1.5 miles).  SMART, the City of Wilsonville’s bus service provides limited service between the Town 
Center and the reserve area through the Route 4 Wilsonville Road line. There is one 2040 
designated corridor in Wilsonville that runs along SW Elligsen Road west of I-5 and then south 
along SW Parkway Ave, which parallels I-5 on the east, to the Town Center. The corridor is mostly 
built out with employment uses with some commercial retail on the north end and single-family 
and multi-family residential near the Town Center. The corridor is a little over one mile away from 
the reserve area via SW Boeckman Road.  

The City of Wilsonville is currently developing a Town Center Plan that envisions a vibrant 
walkable destination that inspires people to come together and socialize, shop, live and work. 
Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows a higher than average jobs to housing ratio, fewer 
people and dwellings per acre than the regional town center average, and high access to parks. 

The Advance reserve area is part of Wilsonville’s Frog Pond Area Plan and is expected to 
sequentially follow development of the Frog Pond West area that was included in the UGB in 2002 
and is currently being developed. The reserve area is planned for attached and detached single-
family residential uses located adjacent to two schools, one existing and one planned. The 
residential development is expected to help balance the jobs to housing ratio for the city as well as 
balance the mix of housing types in the city. Urbanization of the reserve area is unlikely to 
contribute to the purpose and vision of the Wilsonville Town Center due to the distance between 
the two areas and the location of the Argyle Square Shopping Center approximately the same 
distance away as the Town Center. While the housing type envisioned for the Town Center is 
different than that planned for the reserve area, the additional housing opportunities in the reserve 
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area and the Frog Pond West area may impact the housing market for the Town Center. 
Urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the 2040 corridor along SW Elligsen 
Road/SW Parkway Ave as the closest portion of the corridor is currently developed with 
employment and residential uses and the commercial areas on the corridor are located near the 
Argyle Square Shopping Center.  

 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 856 of 1024

METRO-0878



WILSONVILLE

Newland Creek

SW
 S

TA
FF

O
RD

 R
D

SW BOECKMAN RD

SW
W

ILS
ON

VI
LL

E
RD

SW
ASHLAN

D

DR

SW
W

ILL
OW

CR
EE

K
D R

SW
 T

AM
I L

O
O

P

SW GLENWOOD CT

SW

M
EADOW

S
LOOP

SW ADVANCE RD

SW LANDOVER DR

SW
W

AG
N

ER
ST

SW
6 0

TH
A V

E

SW KRUSE RD

SW FROG POND LN

SW
 6

3R
D

 A
VE

SW HAZEL ST

SW
KA

HL
E

RD

SW
 5

3R
D

 A
VE

WILDCAT WAY

SW BRIAR PATCH LN

SW
 B

RU
CK

 L
N

Advance urban
reserve

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

Urban Growth Boundary
Metro Code Alternatives Analysis

Advance

Stream routes

Inside the
Urban Growth Boundary Rural reserve

Other urban reserve

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 857 of 1024

METRO-0879



SW BOECKMAN RD

SW

AS
HL

AN
D

DR

SW
 S

TA
FF

O
RD

 R
D

SW
W

ILS
ON

VI
LL

E
RD

SW ADVANCE RD

SW
M

O
RG

AN

ST

SW LANDOVER DR

SW
W

AG
N

ER
ST

SW
 6

0T
H 

AV
E

SW KRUSE RD

SW
 6

3R
D

 A
VE

SW HAZEL ST

SW KAHLE RD

SW FROG POND LN

SW
 5

3R
D

 A
VE

SW
 B

RU
CK

 L
N

Advance urban
reserve

Inside UGB

Data Resource Center\Metro
The information on this map was derived from digital databses on Metro's GIS. Care was taken in the creation of this map. Metro cannot accept any responsibility for errors, omissions, or positional accuracy. 

There are no warranties, expressed or implied, including the warranty of mechantability or fitness for a particular purpose, accompanying this product.

Urban Growth Boundary
Metro Code Alternatives Analysis

Advance

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 858 of 1024

METRO-0880



BEAVER CREEK BLUFFS URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 228 Parcel Acres 225 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

137 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

104 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Beaver Creek Bluffs Urban Reserve Area is composed of three sub-areas running east to west 
along the bluffs south of Oregon City. The eastern sub-area (22 acres) is adjacent to the UGB in the 
vicinity of Nobel Road, is bordered by the Mud and Caufield Creek drainages, and is composed of 
two parts separated by a short segment of the UGB.  The central sub-area (43 acres) sits between 
Mud Creek and a tributary of Beaver Creek, bounded by S Leland Road to the east, bluffs to the 
south and west, and the UGB to the north. A one parcel sub-set of this central area is located at the 
end of S McCord Road. The western sub-area (163 acres) lies on both sides of S Center Point Road, 
sitting between the bluffs overlooking Beaver Creek and the current UGB to the north. Of the 228 
acres within these three sub-areas, 22 are constrained by steep slopes over 25% along the bluffs. 
The remainder of the area is generally flat and is a logical extension of Oregon City 

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS 

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the northern edge of the three irregular shaped sub-areas. The forested slope along 
the southern edge of the reserve sub-areas along with Beaver Creek and its tributaries, as well as 
Mud and Canfield Creeks, provide a clear transition between urban and rural lands using natural 
features. 

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The region’s urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in public 
ownership covers 49 acres of land with most of the riparian habitat occurring along an unnamed 
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tributary to Beaver Creek that flows through the center of the westernmost subarea. There is a 1.5 
acre wetland along this stream corridor. There also appears to be an additional pond in this area. A 
smaller amount of riparian habitat is located along a small section of Mud Creek in the easternmost 
subarea. Regionally significant upland habitat occurs primarily along the steeper slopes of the bluffs 
that form the southern boundary of the reserve subareas, although there are some larger pockets 
on the flatter portions of the sub-areas. Oregon City has adopted a riparian habitat protection 
program that is compliant with Metro’s Title 13 Nature in Neighborhoods. The City will need to 
develop an upland habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow 
for impacts to habitat areas. Urbanization of the reserve sub-areas can occur with moderate 
disturbance of the regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat depending mainly on any needed 
transportation connections across the tributary to Beaver Creek in the western sub-area and the 
larger pockets of upland habitat. As the western sub-area is small it is possible that a transportation 
connection is not needed. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Oregon City Regional Center is the closest 2040 designated center to the Beaver Creek Bluffs 
urban reserve area. The Regional Center serves Oregon City, Clackamas County and some 
neighboring cities to the south. The regional center is linked to the reserve area by S Central Point 
Road and S Linn Road (3.1 miles) and S Leland Rd and S Linn Rd (3.1 miles). There is no transit 
service between the Regional Center and the reserve area. There is one 2040 designated corridor 
that is outside the Regional Center in Oregon City and runs along 7th Street and Molalla Ave 
between the Regional Center and Clackamas Community College. The corridor is mostly built out 
with a mixture of single family homes, small commercial businesses and larger commercial retail 
uses and is almost two miles away from the middle sub-area through a series of local streets. 

The city's plans for the Regional Center include mixed-use development on the vacant parcels in the 
northern section of the center, enhancements to the main street, and the creation of new open 
spaces that will provide direct connections to the river. The center is also home to Willamette Falls 
and the Willamette Falls Legacy Project, a public/private partnership working to connect the Falls 
to downtown through the development of housing, public spaces, habitat restoration, education and 
employment opportunities. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows a very low population, 
people per acre, total employees and dwelling units per acre when compared with other regional 
centers. The city’s vision to attract more housing and employees to the regional center will elevate 
it to the activity spectrum levels comparable to other regional centers in the region. 

Urbanization of the Beaver Creek Bluffs urban reserve area will not contribute to the vision or the 
purpose of the Oregon City Regional Center. The reserve area is too small and isolated from the 
Regional Center to support the need for more people to meet a higher level of activity. Likewise 
urbanization of the reserve area will not have an impact on the corridor as the area is too small and 
isolated from the corridor. In addition there is a significant amount of underdeveloped land within 
the city that provides a better opportunity for supporting the Regional Center and corridor. 
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BEEF BEND SOUTH URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 528 Parcel Acres 493 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

282 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

214 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Beef Bend South Urban Reserve Area is a moderate sized area west of King City that is south of 
SW Beef Bend Road between SW Roy Rogers Road and SW 137th Avenue. The Tualatin River and a 
portion of SW Elsner Road form the southern boundary of the reserve area. The land is generally 
flat with some sloped areas adjacent to five streams that flow south towards the Tualatin River. 
Access to the area is provided by SW Beef Bend Road, SW 137th Avenue, SW Elsner Road and SW 
Roy Rogers Road.   

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the eastern and a portion of the northern boundary of the urban reserve area. The 
Tualatin River provides a natural feature to mark the transition between urban and rural lands for 
a large portion of the southern edge of the reserve area, from SW 137th Ave to SW Elsner Road and 
then again along the last 1,300 feet of SW Elsner Road to SW Roy Rogers Road. There is no natural 
or built feature for the small portion of the reserve boundary along SW Elsner Road between the 
two sections where the Tualatin River is present and buffers will need to be incorporated in the 
planning and design of the reserve area in this location. SW Roy Rogers Road forms the western 
edge and SW Beef Bend Road forms the remaining portion of the northern edge of the reserve area. 
Even assuming SW Roy Rogers Road and SW Beef Bend Road develop as arterial roadways in the 
future the roads themselves will not provide a clear transition area between future urban and rural 
uses, especially given the level of traffic that may occur. Additional buffers will need to be 
incorporated into the planning of the urban reserve area to provide a clear transition from urban to 
rural use. However, the rural land north of SW Beef Bend Road is in the Roy Rogers East urban 
reserve and may be included in the UGB in the future. Thus, any buffers that are incorporated into 
the planning and design for the reserve area in this location should consider the potential for 
making urban form connections to the north in the future. Overall about half of the urban-rural 
edge of the reserve area does not have a natural or built feature that provides a transition between 
urban and rural lands and buffers will need to be included in the planning and design of the urban 
reserve in those locations.  
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Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in 
public ownership covers 74 acres of reserve land. The habitat is focused along the five stream 
corridors that flow into the Tualatin River and along the river itself. GIS data indicates a sixth 
stream flowing through the nursery property but aerial photos do not show the presence of a 
stream and it appears it may have been tiled or piped through the retail nursery property. The City 
has identified the drainage way in this area as a floodway swale that runs from west of SW Roy 
Rogers Road to SW Elsner Road. The numerous stream corridors divide the reserve area into small 
sections of unconstrained land. The City of King City has adopted riparian habitat protection 
measures in compliance with Metro’s Title 13 program through the Tualatin Basin Natural 
Resource Coordinating Committee’s protection program. The City will need to develop an upland 
habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to habitat 
areas. All of the stream corridors have adjacent areas of steep slopes which will provide additional 
protection for the riparian and upland habitat. However the stream corridors are susceptible to 
impacts related to transportation connections needed to link the different sections of 
unconstrained land together as well as provide an alternate east-west route through the reserve 
area. In addition, there are some significant areas of floodplain along both the Tualatin River and 
some of the stream corridors that will provide additional restrictions on the amount of 
development that can occur there. Overall urbanization of the reserve area can occur with little 
avoidance of the significant riparian and upland habitat due to the needed transportation 
connections across the five stream corridors.  

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The King City Town Center is the closest Metro 2040 designated center to the urban reserve area 
(1.5 miles) via SW Beef Bend Road to Highway 99W. The Town Center is predominantly 
commercial retail that focuses on Highway 99W. Local plans envision the Town Center becoming a 
more walkable commercial district. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows that the total 
population is very low and the total businesses per acre high when compared to other town centers 
in the region. It has the highest median age, 73, as a result of a retirement community being the 
larger of the two residential uses within the Town Center. Highway 99W is a 2040 designated 
corridor that runs through the Town Center and is 1.3 miles from the reserve area via SW Beef 
Bend Road. The corridor south of the Town Center is mostly residential with a couple of 
commercial retail and professional businesses. North of the Town Center is also mostly residential 
with commercial retail uses starting north of SW Bull Mountain Road. A second 2040 designated 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 864 of 1024

METRO-0886



corridor is along SW Roy Rogers Road from SW Scholls Ferry Road to just south of SW Bull 
Mountain Road in the River Terrace area of Tigard. The northern portion of the corridor is 
currently being built out with residential uses while the southern portion is still rural. The River 
Terrace concept plan calls for a small area of commercial development to serve the adjacent 
residential areas. 

Urbanization of the reserve area will not support redevelopment of the King City Town Center to a 
more pedestrian friendly center due to the distance between the two locations. In addition it will be 
difficult to transform the retail businesses away from Highway 99W to make it a more pedestrian 
friendly environment without first making better pedestrian connections to portions of the existing 
King City community. Urbanization of the reserve area will not support the corridor along Highway 
99W as the commercial retail uses serve a much larger area and adding new residents a mile away 
will not be a significant impact. Likewise urbanization of the reserve area will not support the 
future small commercial area on SW Roy Rogers Road as this commercial development is sized to 
serve the nearby adjacent River Terrace area that will be built out before the urban reserve area.  
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BENDEMEER URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 577 Total Constrained 
Acres 

535 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

266 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

202 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Bendemeer Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area located north of NW West Union 
Road between NW Bendemeer Road and NW 185th Ave. The UGB forms the eastern and southern 
boundary and rural reserves are to the west and north. Holcomb Creek and Holcomb Lake form a 
portion of the northern edge of the reserve area. Access to the area is provided by NW West Union 
Road, NW Cornelius Pass Road, and NW 185th Ave.  

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the eastern and southern boundary of the urban reserve area. Holcomb Creek, 
Holcomb Lake and Rock Creek provide a natural feature that marks the transition between urban 
and rural lands for three-quarters of the northern boundary of the reserve area, between NW 
Cornelius Pass Road and NW 185th Ave. There is no natural or built feature along the remaining 
portion of the northern edge of the reserve area to provide a transition zone between urban and 
rural lands. Along the western edge of the reserve area is a 100 foot right-of-way parcel owned by 
the Oregon Department of Transportation. This right-of-way parcel could provide a transition 
between urban and rural lands if it stays in a natural state, or if it was transformed to a trail 
corridor. Overall there are natural features that provide a transition between urban and rural land 
for the majority of the urban-rural edge of the reserve area. 

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 868 of 1024

METRO-0890



Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in 
public ownership covers 91 acres of land mainly along Holcomb Creek, Holcomb Lake and Rock 
Creek. Additional habitat areas are located along four unnamed tributaries to the two main streams, 
which divide the reserve area into small developable sections of land. The City of Hillsboro, the 
expected governing body for the reserve area, has adopted riparian habitat protection measures in 
compliance with Metro’s Title 13 program through the Tualatin Basin Natural Resource 
Coordinating Committee’s protection program. The City will need to adopt upland wildlife habitat 
protection measures that also comply with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to the habitat 
areas. A Metro owned open space parcel will provide a high level of protection for some of the 
habitat along Rock Creek and also limit any transportation connections through that habitat area. 
The habitat areas along Holcomb Creek, Holcomb Lake and a portion of Rock Creek that are located 
along the northern edge of the reserve area are less susceptible to impacts as the land to the north 
is rural reserve and no transportation connections are needed to the north. The divided nature of 
the reserve area does make some of the habitat areas along the tributaries more susceptible to 
impacts due to needed transportation connections.  Overall urbanization can occur with moderate 
to high avoidance of regionally significant riparian and upland habitat depending on the design of 
the development and the need for east-west transportation connections across the stream 
corridors.  

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Bethany Town Center and the Tanasbourne/Amber Glen Regional Center are both about 1.25 
miles away. Bethany Town Center is accessed via NW West Union Road and NW Laidlaw Road and 
the Tanasbourne/Amber Glen Regional Center is accessed via NW 185th Ave. Both centers are 
served by TriMet bus lines and the regional center is also served by the MAX Light Rail. There is a 
transit connection between the Tanasbourne/Amber Glen Regional Center and the reserve area. 
There is a trail connection from the Bethany Town Center that runs within 600 feet of the reserve 
area. There are two 2040 designated corridors adjacent to the reserve area. The first corridor is 
along NW 185th Ave from NW Springville Road south to Highway 26. The corridor is composed 
mainly of single-family residences and two schools, Westview High School and Rock Creek 
Elementary School. The second corridor is along NW Springville Road between NW 185th Ave and 
NW Kaiser Road. Similarly this corridor is composed mainly of single-family homes with a few 
multi-family developments and Portland Community College – Rock Creek.  

The Bethany Community Plan calls for a mix of local retail and small community-based office uses 
in the Bethany Town Center that provide a community village atmosphere. The Town Center is 
almost completely built out with a mixture of housing types, commercial retail and a small amount 
of employment including a Providence Medical facility. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas 
shows it has average people per acre and a slightly higher than average number of dwelling units 
per acre when compared with other town centers in the region. Bethany also scores very high in 
parks access and high in sidewalk and bike route density. The Tanasbourne/Amber Glen Regional 
Center is a mixture of higher density residential, employment, commercial retail and institutional 
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uses including a Kaiser Permanente Hospital and an Oregon Health Sciences University research 
facility. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows a high level of employees and total 
population, slightly higher dwelling units per acre and average people per acre when compared to 
other regional centers in the region. 

Urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the vision and purpose of the 
Tanasbourne/Amber Glen Regional Center due to the relative small size of the area. In addition, the 
significant amount of higher density development already within the regional center and the 
location of the regional center south of Highway 26 and adjacent to the Streets at Tanasbourne 
shopping area already make it a sub-regional draw. Likewise, urbanization of the reserve area will 
not contribute to the vision and purpose of the Bethany Town Center as the center is mostly built 
out with an appropriate mix of successful uses and the build out of the North Bethany area will have 
more of an impact on the Town Center than this urban reserve.  Urbanization of the reserve area 
also will not contribute to the purpose of the two corridors as they are already built out with 
residences and institutional uses.  
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BETHANY WEST URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 170 Parcel Acres 166 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

97 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

73 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Bethany West Urban Reserve Area is a very small square shaped area on the north side of the 
Portland Community College Rock Creek campus. The UGB forms the boundary on the southern and 
eastern edges and rural reserves are to the west and north. Access to the area is provided by NW 
185th Ave and NW Shackelford Road in North Bethany.  

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the eastern and southern boundaries of the urban reserve area. NW 185th Ave 
provides the edge between urban and rural land to the west. Even assuming that NW 185th Ave 
develops as an arterial roadway in the future, the road itself will not provide a clear transition area 
between future urban and rural uses. There are no natural or built features to mark the transition 
of urban and rural land to the north. Additional buffers will need to be incorporated into the design 
and planning of the urban reserve area along both of these edges. Overall there are no natural or 
built features that provide a transition between urban and rural lands for the urban-rural edges of 
the reserve area. 

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in public 
ownership covers 70 acres of land and is focused on Rock Creek and an unnamed tributary. The 
entire habitat area is located in the southeastern to northeastern portion of the reserve area with 
riparian habitat being the dominant type. Washington County, the current governing body for the 
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reserve area, has adopted riparian habitat protection measures in compliance with Metro’s Title 13 
program through the Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee’s protection 
program. The County will need to develop an upland habitat protection program that also complies 
with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to habitat areas. Additional significant habitat is on land 
owned by Portland Community College, which should result in extra protection for the resources. 
As the riparian and upland habitat is located in one section of the reserve area, urbanization can 
occur in the remaining portion of the area while avoiding the significant habitat areas, with the 
exception of an expected road connection from North Bethany along NW Shackelford Road that will 
need to cross Rock Creek.  

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Bethany Town Center and the Tanasbourne/Amber Glen Regional Center are both about two 
miles away. Bethany Town Center is accessed via NW 185th Ave, NW West Union Road and NW 
Laidlaw Road and the Tanasbourne/Amber Glen Regional Center is accessed via NW 185th Ave. 
Both centers are served by TriMet bus lines and the regional center is also served by the MAX Light 
Rail. There is a transit stop about a ½ mile from the reserve area that connects to the 
Tanasbourne/Amber Glen Regional Center. There are two 2040 designated corridors near the 
reserve area. The first corridor is along NW 185th Ave from NW Springville Road south to Highway 
26. The corridor is composed mainly of single-family residences and two schools, Westview High 
School and Rock Creek Elementary School. The second corridor is along NW Springville Road 
between NW 18th Ave and NW Kaiser Road. Similarly this corridor is composed mainly of single-
family homes with a few multi-family developments and Portland Community College – Rock Creek. 

The Bethany Community Plan calls for a mix of local retail and small community-based office uses 
in the Bethany Town Center that provide a community village atmosphere. The Bethany Town 
Center is almost completely built out with a mixture of housing types, commercial retail and a small 
amount of employment including a Providence Medical facility. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers 
Atlas shows it has average people per acre and a slightly higher than average number of dwelling 
units per acre when compared with other town centers in the region. Bethany also scores very high 
in parks access and high in sidewalk and bike route density. The Tanasbourne/Amber Glen 
Regional Center is a mixture of higher density residential, employment, commercial retail and 
institutional uses including a Kaiser Permanente Hospital and an Oregon Health Sciences University 
research facility. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows a high level of employees and total 
population, slightly higher dwelling units per acre and average people per acre when compared to 
other regional centers in the region. 

Urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the vision and purpose of the 
Tanasbourne/Amber Glen Regional Center or the Bethany town Center due to the very small size of 
the area. In addition, the significant amount of higher density development already within the 
regional center and the location of the regional center south of Highway 26 and adjacent to the 
Streets at Tanasbourne shopping area already make it a sub-regional draw. The Bethany Town 
Center is mostly built out with an appropriate mix of successful uses and the build out of the North 
Bethany area will have more of an impact on the Town Center than this very small urban reserve. 
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Urbanization of the reserve area also will not contribute to the purpose of the two corridors as they 
are already built out with residences and institutional uses. 
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BORLAND URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 1,354 Parcel Acres 1,170 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

482 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

366 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Borland Urban Reserve Area is a large irregular shaped area that straddles Interstate 205 along 
SW Borland Road and is 1,354 acres in size. The UGB forms the eastern boundary and a portion of 
the western boundary with the Tualatin River forming the northern edge. The land north of the 
Tualatin River and the land south and west of SW Stafford Road is urban reserve. Athey Creek and 
Fields Creek along with numerous other streams flow north through the reserve area to the 
Tualatin River. The area is generally flat with some slopes greater than 10% along the stream 
corridors and very minor areas of slopes greater than 25%. Access to the area is provided by SW 
Borland Road and SW Stafford Road.   

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the western and eastern boundaries of the urban reserve area. The Tualatin River 
provides a natural feature that marks the transition between urban and rural lands on the north 
side of the reserve area. A combination of steep forested slopes and homeowner association land 
provides a transition between urban and rural lands for almost the entire southern edge of the 
reserve area. Many of the adjacent rural residences in this location are 200-300 feet above the land 
in the urban reserve area. Additional buffers will need to be incorporated into the planning and 
design of the urban reserve area in a few locations along the southern edge to provide a clear 
transition from urban to rural uses. Overall there are natural features along the vast majority of the 
urban-rural edge to mark the transition between urban and rural lands.  

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 
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Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in 
public ownership covers 233 acres and is focused on the Tualatin River and the numerous stream 
corridors that flow north through the reserve area to the river. The locations of these streams tend 
to divide the reserve area into smaller unconstrained areas of land. The City of Tualatin, one of the 
likely governing bodies for the reserve area, has adopted riparian habitat protection measures in 
compliance with Metro’s Title 13 program through the Tualatin Basin Natural Resource 
Coordinating Committee’s protection program. The City will need to develop an upland habitat 
protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to habitat areas. 
Likewise, the City of West Linn, the other likely governing body for the reserve area, has adopted 
riparian habitat protection measures in compliance with Metro’s Title 13 program. The City will 
also need to develop an upland habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13. Some of 
the stream corridors have adjacent steep slopes which will provide an additional level of protection 
for the riparian habitat areas. However the stream corridors are susceptible to impacts related to 
transportation connections needed to link the different sections of unconstrained land together. 
Overall urbanization could occur with low to moderate avoidance riparian and upland habitat 
depending on the number of transportation connections needed to stitch the developable areas 
together. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

Given the long linear shape of the reserve area, the east and west ends of the area are near two 
different 2040 designated centers. The eastern portion of the reserve area is just over a mile from 
the West Linn Willamette Town Center via Willamette Falls Drive. The Town Center is mostly built 
out with only a few parcels of undeveloped land available, mostly on the north side of I-205 away 
from the main commercial retail corridor along Willamette Falls Drive. The Willamette Historic 
District is within the Town Center. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows a low total 
population, employees, people per acre and dwelling units per acre when compared with other 
town centers in the region. This is consistent with how the Town Center has developed with a main 
commercial street and single family residences.  

The Tualatin Town Center is approximately 2.25 miles from the western portion of the reserve area 
via SW Borland Road, SW Sager Street and SW Boones Ferry Road. The Town Center’s central 
feature is the Lake at the Tualatin Commons development that includes residences, office and 
commercial uses surrounding a public plaza and walkway around the lake. The remainder of the 
Town Center is developed with numerous apartment complexes and a significant amount of auto 
oriented large scale commercial retail. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows a higher 
population and a much higher number of employees when compared to other town centers in the 
region. The dwelling units per acre is average and the people per acre is low when compared to 
other town centers. The closest 2040 designated corridor to the reserve area is SW Boones Ferry 
Road in the Tualatin Town Center.  

Urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the purpose of the Willamette Town Center 
as little is expected to change given the current success of the commercial street, the historic 
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district designation on a portion of the land and West Linn’s desire to maintain the current 
development pattern. Likewise urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the purpose 
of the Tualatin Town Center or the SW Boones Ferry Road corridor given the distance between the 
two locations and the auto dominated environment of the Town Center along a major freight route 
to I-5.  
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BROOKWOOD PARKWAY URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 53 Parcel Acres 39 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

32 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

24 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Brookwood Parkway Urban Reserve Area is a very small area on the north side of Hillsboro 
located at the Brookwood Parkway/Highway 26 Interchange. The UGB forms the boundary on the 
eastern, southern and western sides and Highway 26 forms the edge to the north. Access to the area 
is provided by NW Meek Road, NW Oak Drive and NW Birch Ave.  

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the western, southern and eastern boundaries of the urban reserve area. The 330 
foot right-of-way of Highway 26 provides a built feature that marks a clear transition between 
urban and rural lands to the north of the reserve area.  

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region  

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in public ownership 
covers approximately 4.5 acres along Waible Gulch which flows through the northwest corner of 
the reserve area. The stream isolates a small corner of the reserve area that can be accessed from 
the adjacent land already inside the UGB. The City of Hillsboro has adopted riparian habitat 
protection measures in compliance with Metro’s Title 13 program through the Tualatin Basin 
Natural Resource Coordinating Committee’s protection program. Due to the isolated location of the 
habitat and the expected protection measures that will be in place prior to development, 
urbanization can occur while avoiding the regionally significant riparian habitat. 
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Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Orenco Town Center is the closest 2040 designated center to the reserve area at just under two 
miles away via NE Brookwood Parkway, NE Shute Road and NE Butler Street. The 
Tanasbourne/Amber Glen Regional Center is just shy of three miles away via NE Brookwood 
Parkway and NE Evergreen Parkway. Both centers are well served by transit including numerous 
TriMet bus lines and MAX Light Rail. There are no transit connections between the centers and the 
urban reserve area. The closest 2040 designated corridor is along NE Evergreen Parkway, which is 
about 1.5 miles away via NE Brookwood Parkway and NE Evergreen Parkway.  A second corridor 
runs south along NE Century Boulevard from NE Evergreen Parkway. Both of these corridors 
contain employment uses including Intel’s Ronler Acres Campus along NE Century Boulevard. 

 The Orenco Town Center is essentially built out with a mixture of housing types and commercial 
retail uses. The center was built as a transit-oriented development surrounding the Orenco Light 
Rail Station. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows it has a higher than average total 
population, people per acre and a much higher than average number of dwelling units per acre 
when compared with other town centers in the region. Orenco also scores very high in parks access 
and sidewalk and bike route density. The Tanasbourne/Amber Glen Regional Center is a mixture of 
higher density residential, employment, commercial retail and institutional uses including a Kaiser 
Permanente Hospital and an Oregon Health Sciences University research facility. Metro’s 2017 State 
of the Centers Atlas shows a high level of employees and total population, slightly higher dwelling 
units per acre and average people per acre when compared to other regional centers in the region. 

Given the urban reserve area is adjacent to the North Hillsboro Industrial Sanctuary and Highway 
26 development of the area with employment uses would be expected. Urbanization of the reserve 
area will not contribute to the vision and purpose of the Orenco Town Center or the 
Tanasbourne/Amber Glen Regional Center due to the very small size of the area, the significant 
amount of employment land near the two centers and the distance between the reserve area and 
the centers. Likewise urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the purpose of the 
corridor as it is already built out with employment uses that attract employees from across the 
region. 
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COOPER MOUNTAIN URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 1,241 Parcel Acres 1,210 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

393 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

299 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Cooper Mountain Urban Reserve Area is a large area on the west edge of Beaverton that is east 
of SW Grabhorn Road and south of SW Kemmer Road. The UGB forms the boundary on the eastern, 
southern and northern sides and rural reserve land is to the west of SW Grabhorn Road. The 
reserve area includes a portion of the Cooper Mountain Nature Park. The land slopes down from 
the northern portion near the nature park towards SW Tile Flat Road with an elevation change of 
over 700 feet. The area is a mixture of large parcels to the west and smaller parcels in the east with 
homes. Access to the area is provided by SW Grabhorn Road, SW Kemmer Road, and SW 175th 
Avenue. No streets connect east-west through the reserve area.  

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the northern, eastern and southern boundaries of the urban reserve area. SW Tile 
Flat Road and SW Grabhorn Road form the western edge of the reserve area. Even assuming SW 
Tile Flat Road and SW Grabhorn Road develop as arterial roadways in the future the roads 
themselves will not provide a clear transition area between future urban and rural uses. Additional 
buffers will need to be incorporated into the planning of the urban reserve area to provide a clear 
transition from urban to rural uses. Overall there are no natural or built features to mark the 
transition between urban and rural lands for the reserve area. 

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 
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Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in 
public ownership covers 380 acres. The habitat areas are focused on the stream corridors that flow 
from the Cooper Mountain Nature Park, the forested areas between the streams as well as some 
significant pockets of upland habitat identified in the eastern portion of the reserve area. The 
habitat areas encompass a significant amount of land within the reserve area and divide the 
developable portions into smaller sub-areas. The City of Beaverton has adopted riparian habitat 
protection measures in compliance with Metro’s Title 13 program through the Tualatin Basin 
Natural Resource Coordinating Committee’s protection program. The City adopted an upland 
habitat protection program for South Cooper Mountain that complied with Title 13 and will need to 
develop a similar upland habitat protection program for this area. Title 13 does allow for impacts to 
habitat areas. Metro owns 145 acres that is part of the Cooper Mountain Nature Park, all of which 
contains additional significant habitat and will be protected from development. In addition there 
are some large areas of steep slopes along a couple of the stream corridors that will provide 
additional protection for the resources. The location of most of the habitat area in the center of the 
reserve area makes it more susceptible to impacts related to transportation connections. Overall 
urbanization can occur with moderate to low avoidance of the significant riparian and upland 
habitat depending on needed transportation connections between the smaller developable areas of 
land and an east-west connection through the reserve area. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The closest Metro 2040 designated center is the Murray/Scholls Town Center that is about 1.5 
miles away via SW 175th Ave, SW Scholls Ferry Road and SW Barrows Road. The Murray/Scholls 
Town Center has very little undeveloped land and contains numerous higher density housing 
options and significant commercial retail opportunities. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas 
shows that the total population, people per acre and dwelling units per acre is much higher than 
compared to other town centers in the region. No transit lines connect the reserve area to the Town 
Center. There is a 2040 designated corridor along SW Roy Rogers Road from SW Scholls Ferry Road 
to just south of SW Bull Mountain Road in the River Terrace area of Tigard. The northern portion of 
the corridor is currently being built out with residential uses while the southern portion is still 
rural. The River Terrace concept plan calls for a small area of commercial development to serve the 
adjacent residential areas. 

As noted above the Murray/Scholls Town Center already has a high number of dwelling units per 
acre and a significant commercial center. Adding additional residents in the reserve area is not 
going to substantially add to the already successful town center, especially given the large amount 
of residential development that is presently occurring in River Terrace and South Cooper Mountain. 
Likewise urbanization of the reserve area will not support the future small commercial area on SW 
Roy Rogers Road as this commercial development is sized to serve the nearby adjacent River 
Terrace area that will be built out before the urban reserve area. 
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DAVID HILL URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 328 Parcel Acres 321 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

175 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

133 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The David Hill Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area on the northwest edge of Forest 
Grove located in the vicinity of NW David Hill Road. The UGB forms the boundary on the eastern 
side and rural reserve land is to the west, north and south. The high point of the area is near David 
Hill Road and the land slopes down to the south towards NW Gales Creek Road and east towards 
NW Thatcher Road losing 440 and 360 feet respectively. Access to the area is provided by NW 
David Hill Road, NW Gales Creek Road and NW Thatcher Road.  

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the eastern boundary of the urban reserve area. There are steep slopes along the 
western and southern edges of the reserve area that provides a natural feature transition zone 
between the urban uses and the rural lands in these two locations. Similarly there are steep slopes 
along most of the northern edge of the reserve area that provides a natural feature transition zone 
for a large portion of the rural lands to the north. Overall, there are existing natural features that 
provide a clear transition between urban and rural uses for almost the entire urban-rural edge of 
the reserve area. 

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in 
public ownership covers 46 acres with most of the habitat areas focused on two unnamed streams. 
A significant portion of the riparian habitat is located adjacent to steep slopes mainly along the edge 
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of the reserve area although one stream does extend up through the top center portion of the area. 
The location of the streams near the edge of the reserve area combined with the nearby steep 
slopes should provide some additional level of protection for that portion of the habitat area. There 
are two fairly large pockets of upland wildlife habitat that total about 29 acres located in the 
southern portion of the reserve area, although some of it appears to be a tree farm. The City of 
Forest Grove has adopted riparian habitat protection measures that are in compliance with Metro’s 
Title 13 requirements as part of the Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee’s 
protection program. The City will need to develop an upland habitat protection program that also 
complies with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to habitat areas. Overall urbanization can 
occur with a medium level of avoidance of regionally significant riparian and upland habitat 
depending on the design of the development, the need for transportation connections to NW Gales 
Creek Road and the determination of significance for some of the upland habitat areas.  

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Forest Grove Town Center is the closest 2040 designated center to the reserve area. The Town 
Center is approximately 2.5 miles away via NW Gales Creek Road, E Street, B Street and 19th Ave. 
The Town Center includes the historic downtown area that includes cultural and commercial retail 
amenities, civic buildings and the main campus of Pacific University, which encompasses a large 
portion of the Town Center. Recently a new 78-unit transit oriented/mixed use development 
opened in the Town Center. TriMet bus line 57 connects the Town Center to Cornelius and 
Hillsboro and the MAX Light Rail Line. GroveLink Loop provides transit services in and around the 
Town Center. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows a low number of dwelling units but a 
high people per acre compared to other town centers in the region, which can be attributed to the 
Pacific University students. The closest 2040 designated corridor extends from the Town Center 
along Pacific Ave to Cornelius. The corridor mostly contains a mix of small and large commercial 
retail uses with a small amount of residential uses and some undeveloped land near the Highway 
47 intersection. 

Urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the vision or purpose of the Forest Grove 
Town Center due to the distance between the two areas and the substantial amount of 
underdeveloped land inside the UGB that is in closer proximity to the Town Center. Redevelopment 
of these closer in areas would have more of an impact on the Town Center. Similarly urbanization of 
the reserve area will not contribute to the purpose of the corridor due to the great distance 
between the reserve area and the corridor and the potential of the underdeveloped land that is 
closer to the corridor.  
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ELLIGSEN ROAD NORTH URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 633 Parcel Acres 588 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

427 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

324 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Elligsen Road North Urban Reserve Area is a somewhat rectangular shaped area on the north 
side of Wilsonville that lies north of SW Elligsen Road, west of SW 65th Ave and south of SW Frobase 
Road and totals 633 acres. The UGB forms the western and southern boundaries with urban reserve 
land to the east and north. Interstate 5 borders a portion of the western edge of the reserve area. A 
tributary to Boeckman Creek flows south from the middle of the reserve area and then along SW 
Elligsen Road before crossing underneath to the farmland to the south. The reserve area contains a 
series of moderately steep hills with some slopes greater than 10% through the middle of the area. 
Access is provided by SW Elligsen Road, SW 65th Ave and SW Frobase Road.   

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the western boundary as well as a portion of the southern boundary of the urban 
reserve area. There are no natural or built features that mark a clear transition between the reserve 
area and the rural lands north of SW Frobase Road or east of SW 65th Ave. Similarly, there are no 
natural or built features that mark a clear transition between the reserve area and the rural lands 
south of SW Elligsen Road. Even assuming SW Frobase Road develops as a collector and SW Elligsen 
Road and SW 65th Ave develop as arterials in the future, the roads themselves will not provide a 
clear transition area between urban and rural uses. Additional buffers will need to be incorporated 
into the planning and design of the urban reserve area along all of these roadways. However, the 
rural lands along all three of these edges are designated as urban reserve and may be included in 
the UGB in the future. Thus, any buffers that are incorporated into the planning and design for the 
reserve area should consider the potential for making urban form connections in the future. 
Overall, there are no existing natural or built features that provide a clear transition between urban 
and rural lands. 
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Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in 
public ownership covers 118 acres with the vast majority (107 acres) being upland wildlife habitat 
that is composed of forested slopes in the central-western portion of the reserve area. Almost all of 
the riparian habitat is on relatively flat land and is impacted by active agricultural activities and 
could easily be impacted by future development as well. However this also situation also provides 
the opportunity for restoration of some of the impacted riparian habitat areas. The City of 
Wilsonville has adopted a riparian habitat protection program that is in substantial compliance 
with Metro’s Title 13 Nature in Neighborhoods regulations. The City will need to develop an upland 
habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to habitat 
areas. As most of the habitat area is on relatively flat land and the upland habitat portion occupies a 
significant block of land, some impact to the regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat would be 
expected to occur. This is especially true given the potential transportation network needed to 
provide connectivity within the reserve area and to adjacent urban reserve lands in the future. 
Overall, future urbanization could occur with low to moderate avoidance of regionally significant 
fish and wildlife habitat depending on the design of the development and transportation 
connectivity needs. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Wilsonville Town Center is the nearest 2040 center, located to the south of the reserve area. 
The Town Center is located east of I-5, is about 100 acres in size, and primarily serves the city. The 
Town Center is located a short distance from the terminus of the WES Commuter Rail line and is 
linked to the reserve area by SW Stafford Road/SW Wilsonville Road or by I-5 through the SW 
Elligsen Road interchange, both about a 2.75 mile trip. SMART, the City of Wilsonville’s bus service 
provides service on the Route 2X Barbour line between the Town Center and the Argyle Square 
Shopping Center which is adjacent to a small portion of the reserve area. There is one 2040 
designated corridor in Wilsonville that runs along SW Elligsen Road west of I-5 and then south 
along SW Parkway Ave, which parallels I-5 on the east, to the Town Center. The corridor is mostly 
built out with commercial retail or employment uses with some single-family and multi-family 
residential near the Town Center. The corridor is less than 600 feet away from the reserve area 
along SW Elligsen Road. 

The City of Wilsonville is currently developing a Town Center Plan that envisions a vibrant 
walkable destination that inspires people to come together and socialize, shop, live and work. 
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Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows a higher than average jobs to housing ratio, fewer 
people and dwellings per acre than the regional town center average, and high access to parks. 

The Elligsen Road North Urban Reserve Area was identified by Wilsonville as a location for long-
term future urbanization. The City’s 20 Year Look process (2007) identified this area for a potential 
mixture of employment and residential use. Urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to 
the purpose and vision of the Town Center due to the distance between the two areas and the 
location of the Argyle Square Shopping Center adjacent to the reserve area. Likewise urbanization 
of the reserve area will not have an impact on the corridor as it is mostly developed with 
employment and retail commercial uses and the location of the Argyle Square Shopping Center 
adjacent to the reserve area. 
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ELLIGSEN ROAD SOUTH URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 256 Parcel Acres 252 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

212 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

161 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Elligsen Road South Urban Reserve Area is a rectangular shaped area on the east side of 
Wilsonville that lies west of SW Stafford Road and south of SW Elligsen Road and totals 256 acres. 
The UGB forms the western and southern boundary with undesignated land to the east and urban 
reserve land to the north. Boeckman Creek, which flows diagonally through the center of the urban 
reserve, splits the area into two evenly sized segments. The land is generally flat with some slopes 
greater than 10% along Boeckman Creek. Access to the area is provided by SW Stafford Road and 
SW Elligsen Road.   

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the western and southern boundary of the urban reserve area. There are no natural 
or built features that mark a clear transition between the reserve area and the rural lands to the 
north of SW Elligsen Road. Similarly, there are no natural or built features that mark a clear 
transition between the reserve area and the rural lands to the east of SW Stafford Road. Even 
assuming both SW Elligsen Road and SW Stafford Road develop as arterials in the future, the roads 
themselves will not provide a clear transition area between urban and rural uses. Additional buffers 
will need to be incorporated into the planning and design of the urban reserve area along both of 
these edges. The rural lands north of SW Elligsen Road are included in the Elligsen Road North 
Urban Reserve and may be included in the UGB in the future. Thus, any buffers that are 
incorporated into the planning and design of the reserve area should consider the potential for 
making urban form connections in this location in the future. Overall there are no natural or built 
features that provide a clear transition between the urban-rural edges of the reserve area.  

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
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Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in public ownership 
covers 16 acres of land all focused on Boeckman Creek and three tributaries. Steep slopes along the 
lower 1,700 feet of Boeckman Creek along with the power line easements provide additional 
protection or restrict development along this portion of the stream. The City of Wilsonville has 
adopted a riparian habitat protection program that is in substantial compliance with Metro’s Title 
13 Nature in Neighborhoods regulations, which does allow for impacts to habitat areas. The City’s 
natural resource protection program will provide protection for the majority of the habitat areas 
but some impact is expected given the location of the stream in the middle of the reserve area and 
the need for a transportation network to provide connectivity within the reserve area and to 
adjacent lands already inside the UGB. Overall urbanization could occur with moderate to low 
avoidance of regionally significant riparian habitat depending on the level of impact related to 
transportation connections. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Wilsonville Town Center is the nearest 2040 designated center, located to the south of the 
reserve area. The Town Center is located east of I-5, is about 100 acres in size, and primarily serves 
the city. The Town Center is located a short distance from the terminus of the WES Commuter Rail 
line and is linked to the reserve area by SW Stafford Road/SW Wilsonville Road (2 miles) and SW 
Canyon Creek Road/SW Elligsen Road (2.1miles). SMART, the City of Wilsonville’s bus service 
provides service through the Route 2X Barbour line between the Town Center and the Argyle 
Square Shopping Center which is approximately ½ mile from the reserve area. There is one 2040 
designated corridor in Wilsonville that runs along SW Elligsen Road west of I-5 and then south 
along SW Parkway Ave, which parallels I-5 on the east side, to the Town Center. The corridor is 
about ½ mile away along SW Elligsen Road and is mostly built out with commercial retail or 
employment uses with some single-family and multi-family residential near the Town Center. 

The City of Wilsonville is currently developing a Town Center Plan that envisions a vibrant 
walkable destination that inspires people to come together and socialize, shop, live and work. 
Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows a higher than average jobs to housing ratio, fewer 
people and dwellings per acre than the regional town center average, and high access to parks. 

The Elligsen Road South Urban Reserve area was identified by Wilsonville as a location for long-
term future urbanization. The City’s 20 Year Look process (2007) identified this area for potential 
residential use. Urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the purpose and vision of the 
Town Center due to the distance between the two areas and the location of the nearby Argyle 
Square Shopping Center. Urbanization of the reserve area will not have an impact on the corridor 
that is mostly developed with employment and retail commercial uses, especially given the other 
employment and retail uses that are closer to the reserve area. 
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GRAHAMS FERRY URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 203 Parcel Acres 200 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

85 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

65 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Grahams Ferry Urban Reserve Area is a block shaped area on the west side of Wilsonville, east 
of SW Grahams Ferry Road that totals 203 acres in size. The UGB forms the southern and eastern 
boundaries of this primarily flat area. The area is served by SW Grahams Ferry Road and SW Tooze 
Road. The Coffee Lake Wetlands natural area owned by Metro, which is inside the UGB, is east of the 
reserve area. 

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the southern and eastern boundaries of the urban reserve area. Coffee Lake Creek, 
its associated floodplain and nearby forested areas provide a natural transition between the 
reserve area and the rural lands to the north and northwest. SW Grahams Ferry Road forms the 
western edge of the reserve area. Even assuming SW Grahams Ferry Road is built to an urban 
arterial level roadway, the road itself will not provide the needed transition area between urban 
and rural lands. Additional buffers will need to be incorporated into the planning and design of the 
reserve area to provide a clear transition from urban to rural uses along this western edge. Overall, 
there is a natural feature transition area between urban and rural lands for approximately half of 
the reserve area’s urban-rural edge. 

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in 
public ownership covers 67 acres with most of the habitat associated with the Coffee Lake Creek 
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stream corridor along the eastern edge of the reserve area. Within the reserve area is 100-year 
floodplain associated with this stream. There is both riparian and upland habitat identified in the 
south central portion of the reserve area, although it appears that the stream has been tiled or 
piped and the habitat area is being actively farmed. Adjacent to the east of the reserve area is a 
large 200 acre block of Metro owned natural area that is part of the Coffee Lake Wetlands complex.  

The City of Wilsonville has adopted a riparian habitat protection program that is in substantial 
compliance with Metro’s Title 13 Nature in Neighborhoods regulations. The City will need to 
develop an upland habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow 
for impacts to habitat areas. The City’s protection program combined with the limited development 
potential within the 100-year flood plain that is along the stream corridor creates a buffer that can 
minimize the impacts future urbanization will have on regionally significant fish and wildlife 
habitat along the eastern edge of the area. The majority of the habitat area identified in the south 
central portion of the area has been removed through agricultural activity and manipulation of the 
stream corridor. Urbanization in this portion of the area will provide the opportunity to restore 
some of the habitat and stream corridor function. Overall, future urbanization can occur while 
avoiding the regionally significant habitat associated with Coffee Lake Creek and provides the 
opportunity for restoring some lost habitat. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Wilsonville Town Center is the nearest 2040 center, located to the east of the reserve area. The 
Town Center is east of I-5, about 100 acres in size, and primarily serves the city. The Town Center is 
located a short distance from the terminus of the WES Commuter Rail line and is indirectly linked to 
the reserve area by a series of arterial roads (1.5 miles).  SMART, the City of Wilsonville’s bus 
service provides service between the Town Center and Villebois which is south of the reserve area 
through the Route 7 Villebois line. There is one 2040 designated corridor in Wilsonville that runs 
along SW Elligsen Road west of I-5 and then south along SW Parkway Ave, which parallels I-5 on 
the east, to the Town Center. The corridor is mostly built out with employment uses with some 
commercial retail on the north end and single-family and multi-family residential near the Town 
Center. 

The City of Wilsonville is currently developing a Town Center Plan that envisions a vibrant 
walkable destination that inspires people to come together and socialize, shop, live and work. 
Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows a higher than average jobs to housing ratio, fewer 
people and dwellings per acre than the regional town center average, and high access to parks. 

The Grahams Ferry Urban Reserve Area was identified by Wilsonville as a location for long-term 
future urbanization. The City’s 20 Year Look process (2007) identified the area primarily for 
industrial use to build on development within the Coffee Creek industrial area and to take 
advantage of planned infrastructure additions. The area could provide some residential use if 
demand warrants. Urbanization of the reserve area is unlikely to contribute to the purpose and 
vision of the Wilsonville Town Center due to its distance from the Town Center and its potential 
industrial use. Urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the 2040 corridor as the 
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closest portion of the corridor is mostly developed with employment and multi-family residential  
uses and the commercial areas are located a greater distance away than the Town Center. 
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GRESHAM EAST URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 857 Parcel Acres 802 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

564 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

428 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Gresham East Urban Reserve is a boot-shaped area east of Gresham totaling 857 acres. The 
area is bounded by SE Lusted Road to the north, SE 302nd Avenue to the east and Johnson Creek to 
the south. The UGB forms the western edge. The urban reserve area is served by SE Lusted Road, SE 
282nd Avenue, SE 302nd Avenue and by SE Orient Drive.  It is primarily flat, with all slopes over 25% 
located along three of the four drainages that flow west through the area. 

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the western boundary of the urban reserve area. The South Fork of Beaver Creek is 
located just north of the reserve area and provides a clear transition area between the urban 
reserve and the rural lands further to the north. There are rural residences along the north side of 
SE Lusted Road; however there are some slight changes in topography in this area that helps 
provide a small buffer to the residences. Johnson Creek is located just south of the reserve area. 
While Johnson Creek itself is not within a ravine, the stream corridor combined with a hill south of 
SE Stone Road do provide a clear transition area between the area and adjacent rural lands to the 
south. There are no natural or built features to mark a transition between urban and rural lands 
east of SE 302nd Avenue beyond the road itself. Even assuming that 302nd Avenue develops to an 
urban collector level road in the future, the road itself will not provide a clear transition area 
between future urban and rural uses. Additional buffers will need to be incorporated into the 
planning of the urban reserve area to provide a clear transition from urban to rural uses along this 
east edge. Overall, just over half of the urban-rural edge has a natural feature that provides a clear 
transition between urban and rural lands. 

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
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Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in 
public ownership covers 60 acres with the vast majority (40 acres) being riparian wildlife habitat 
along the four main stream corridors that flow through the reserve area. A portion of the 
southernmost stream corridor runs through a nursery operation and a segment of the stream 
appears to be channelized. Most of the regionally significant upland habitat occurs around the 
northernmost stream corridor and partially within the Barlow High School property, which should 
provide additional protection of the habitat area. The City of Gresham has adopted a riparian 
habitat conservation area overlay district plan that is compliant with Metro’s Title 13 program. The 
City will need to develop an upland habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, 
which does allow for impacts to habitat areas. The proximity of the habitat areas to flat, easily 
developable land throughout the reserve area could create a conflict between future urbanization 
and the protection of fish and wildlife habitat, depending mostly on needed north-south 
transportation connections through the middle of the reserve area. Overall, urbanization could 
occur with moderate to low avoidance of regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat depending 
on transportation connection needs. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Gresham Regional Center is the closest 2040 designated center to the Gresham East Urban 
Reserve Area. It is 387 acres in size, serves the city and a portion of eastern Multnomah County and 
is the eastern terminus of the MAX Light Rail Blue Line. The Regional Center is linked to the reserve 
area by Highway 26/SE Orient Drive (3 miles) and SE Powell Valley Road/SE Lusted Road (2.6 
miles). Tri-Met line 84, which provides evening loop service, connects the Regional Center to the 
reserve area at SE 202nd Ave at SE Orient Drive.  Two 2040 designated corridors that meet at the 
intersection of SE Burnside Road and E Powell Boulevard are about 2 miles from the reserve area. 
Both corridors are developed with large and small auto oriented commercial uses and car 
dealerships and auto support businesses.  

Gresham’s Three Hubs One Gresham Initiative is the City’s economic, urban redevelopment and 
social strategy to strengthen and link the city’s three commercial centers. This includes the Civic 
Neighborhood and Historic Downtown, both of which are within the Regional Center. The vision for 
the Civic Neighborhood includes mixed-use housing, grocery store and entertainment options, a 
community plaza and large office tenants. The vision for Historic Downtown includes mixed-use 
housing, place-making opportunities and additional commercial, office and entertainment places. 
The third hub includes the Rockwood Town Center location that is five miles from the reserve area. 
The vision for Rockwood includes healthcare facilities, a marketplace for local vendors and 
additional education, creative space on job training opportunities. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers 
Atlas shows a slightly lower than average jobs to housing ratio, with average people and dwelling 
units per acre when compared to other regional centers. Metro’s 2016 Transit Oriented 
Development (TOD) Strategic Plan identified the Gresham Regional Center as an infill and enhance 
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transit community, meaning it is one of the most “TOD ready” areas in the region outside of 
downtown Portland.  

Urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the vision or purpose of the Gresham 
Regional Center due to the distance between the two areas and the substantial amount of 
underdeveloped land inside the UGB that is in closer proximity to the regional center. Likewise 
urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the purpose of the corridors as they are 
currently developed with uses that serve a much larger geographic area. 
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HENRICI URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 421 Parcel Acres 395 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

299 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

227 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Henrici Urban Reserve Area is a rectangular shaped area on the south side of Oregon City, 
north and south of S Henrici Road that totals 421 acres in size. The UGB forms the northern 
boundary of the area. The area is primarily flat with the exception of the very western edge of the 
area and the northeast corner that contains forested steep slopes above Beaver Creek and Thimble 
Creek respectively. The area is served by S Henrici Road, S Beavercreek Road and Highway 213. 
There is one parcel that is separate from the rest of the area located west of Highway 213 in the 
vicinity of Edgemont Drive. 

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS 

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB provides the northern boundary of the urban reserve area. Beaver Creek provides a 
natural feature to mark the transition between urban and rural lands along the west boundary of 
the reserve area. Headwaters of Thimble Creek and nearby steep slopes provide a natural feature to 
mark the transition between urban and rural lands for the northeast corner of the reserve area. A 
small tributary to Beaver Creek and the nearby steep forested slopes provide a natural feature to 
mark the transition between urban and rural lands for a small portion of the southern edge of the 
reserve area just west of S Beavercreek Road. East of S Beavercreek Road there is no natural or 
built feature to provide a transition along the southern and eastern edge of the reserve area. In 
addition, there is no natural or built feature between Highway 213 and the small tributary to 
Beaver Creek to provide a buffer for a small pocket of rural land. Therefore buffers will need to be 
included in the design and planning of the urban reserve in these locations. Overall there is a 
natural feature transition area between urban and rural lands for just over half of the urban-rural 
edges of the reserve area.  

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 914 of 1024

METRO-0936



Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in public 
ownership covers 32 acres with most of the riparian habitat occurring along two unnamed 
tributaries to Beaver Creek and a small segment of Canfield Creek. Additional riparian habitat is 
located along Thimble Creek that flows through the steeply sloped northeast corner of the reserve 
area. There is upland wildlife habitat associated with Thimble Creek as well as the tributary to 
Beaver Creek near Highway 213. Oregon City has adopted a riparian habitat protection program 
that is compliant with Metro’s Title 13 Nature in Neighborhoods. The City will need to develop an 
upland habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to 
habitat areas. The riparian and upland habitat associated with Thimble Creek is not susceptible to 
impacts from urbanization due to the large area of adjacent steep slopes. The riparian habitat 
associated with Canfield Creek and the small tributary to Beaver Creek that is near S Beavercreek 
Road are susceptible to impacts from urbanization, although the location of the habitat near the 
edges of the reserve area may lessen the potential for impacts. The tributary to Beaver Creek near S 
Henrici Road and Highway 213 is more susceptible to impacts related to urbanization given its 
location near the road intersection, although a portion of this habitat area is a stormwater 
detention facility. Overall urbanization can occur with a moderate to high level of avoidance of 
significant fish and wildlife habitat, depending on necessary improvements to Henrici Road. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Oregon City Regional Center is the closest 2040 designated center to the Henrici urban reserve 
area. The Regional Center serves Oregon City, Clackamas County and some neighboring cities to the 
south. The Regional Center is linked to the reserve area by 7th Street, Molalla Ave and either S 
Beavercreek Road (4.3 miles) or Highway 213 (3.5 miles). There is no transit service between the 
Regional Center and the reserve area although there is transit service to Clackamas Community 
College which is just shy of a mile away. There is one 2040 designated corridor that is outside the 
Regional Center and runs along 7th Street and Molalla Ave between the Regional Center and 
Clackamas Community College. The corridor is mostly built out with a mixture of single family 
homes, small commercial businesses and larger commercial retail uses and is a little less than a 
mile away from the reserve area along Highway 213. 

The City's plans for the Regional Center include mixed-use development on the vacant parcels in 
the northern section of the center, enhancements to the main street, and the creation of new open 
spaces that will provide direct connections to the river. The Regional Center is also home to 
Willamette Falls and the Willamette Falls Legacy Project, a public/private partnership working to 
connect the Falls to downtown through the development of housing, public spaces, habitat 
restoration, education and employment opportunities. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas 
shows a very low population, people per acre, total employees and dwelling units per acre when 
compared with other regional centers indicating that the Regional Center needs to attract more 
housing and people to meet the City’s vision. 
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Urbanization of the Henrici Urban Reserve Area will not contribute to the vision or the purpose of 
the Oregon City Regional Center as the urban reserve area is relatively small and too isolated from 
the Regional Center to support the need for more people to meet a higher level of activity. Likewise 
urbanization of the reserve area will not have an impact on the corridor as it is mostly built out 
with commercial retail uses along the portion of the corridor closest to the reserve area. 
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HOLCOMB URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 318 Parcel Acres 309 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

204 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

155 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Holcomb Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area on the east side of Oregon City, north 
and south of S Holcomb Boulevard and is 318 acres in size. It is served by S Holcomb Boulevard 
with S Kraeft Road, S Stoltz Road and S Hilltop Road providing access to small pockets of rural 
residences. The area is a mix of forested parcels and very minor agricultural activities intermixed 
with rural residences. The area north of S Holcomb Boulevard is generally flat and represents the 
high point, losing 350 feet in elevation from S Holcomb Boulevard to the southern edge of the 
reserve area. A tributary of Holcomb Creek flows south through the lower portion of the reserve 
area, joining Holcomb Creek south of S Redland Road. 

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB provides the western boundary of the urban reserve area. There are no natural or built 
features to mark a clear transition between urban and rural lands to the north and along the 
northern portion of the eastern edge of the reserve area. Additional buffers will need to be 
incorporated into the planning and design of the urban reserve area to provide a clear transition 
from urban to rural uses. Steep slopes along with Holcomb Creek provide a natural feature that 
marks the transition between urban and rural lands for the remainder of the eastern edge and 
along the southern edge of the reserve area. Overall just under half of the urban-rural edge of the 
reserve area has a natural feature that provides a clear transition between urban and rural lands. 

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 
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Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in public 
ownership covers 71 acres with the vast majority of the riparian habitat associated with a tributary 
to Holcomb Creek that flows south through the lower portion of the reserve area. There is a 
significant amount of upland habitat associated with this stream corridor that stretches across the 
reserve area. There are a few pockets of upland habitat north of S Holcomb Blvd, although most of 
them appear to be in agricultural use. Oregon City has adopted a riparian habitat protection 
program that is compliant with Metro’s Title 13 Nature in Neighborhoods. The City will need to 
develop an upland habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow 
for impacts to habitat areas. A large portion of the significant riparian and upland habitat occurs on 
steep slopes which will provide additional protection for the habitat areas. However there is 
riparian and upland habitat that is susceptible to impacts, especially the habitat areas south of S 
Edenwild Lane and along the eastern edge of the reserve area. The amount of potential impact 
depends on needed east-west and north-south road connections and the level of development that 
occurs along the eastern edge of the reserve area.  Overall urbanization could occur with moderate 
avoidance of significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat depending on necessary road 
connections and intensity of development along the eastern edge.  

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Oregon City Regional Center is the closest 2040 designated center to the Holcomb Urban 
Reserve Area. The Regional Center serves Oregon City, Clackamas County and some neighboring 
cities to the south. The Regional Center is linked to the reserve area by S Holcomb Blvd (1.75 miles). 
There is no transit service between the Regional Center and the reserve area although TriMet route 
154 is ¾ mile away along S Holcomb Blvd. There is one 2040 designated corridor that is outside the 
Regional Center in Oregon City and runs along 7th Street and Molalla Ave between the Regional 
Center and Clackamas Community College. The corridor is mostly built out with a mixture of single 
family homes, small commercial businesses and larger commercial retail uses and is over three 
miles away from the reserve area through a series of local streets. 

The City's plans for the Regional Center include mixed-use development on the vacant parcels in 
the northern section of the center, enhancements to the main street, and the creation of new open 
spaces that will provide direct connections to the river. The Regional Center is also home to 
Willamette Falls and the Willamette Falls Legacy Project, a public/private partnership working to 
connect the Falls to downtown through the development of housing, public spaces, habitat 
restoration, education and employment opportunities. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas 
shows a very low population, people per acre, total employees and dwelling units per acre when 
compared with other regional centers indicating that the Regional Center needs to attract more 
housing and people to meet the City’s vision. 

Urbanization of the Holcomb urban reserve area will not contribute to the vision or the purpose of 
the Oregon City Regional Center. The reserve area is too great a distance from the Regional Center 
to support the need for more people to meet a higher level of activity. Likewise urbanization of the 
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reserve area will not have an impact on the corridor as the reserve area is too great a distance from 
the corridor. 
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HOLLY LANE/NEWELL CREEK CANYON URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 696 Parcel Acres 591 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

173 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

131 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Holly Lane/Newell Creek Canyon Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area on the east 
side of Oregon City that straddles Highway 213 between S Redland Road and S Maplelane Road. The 
area is steeply sloped on both sides of the highway and is 696 acres in size. The east side of the area 
is served by S Holly Lane and the west side is served by Division Street and local roads such as 
Davis Road, 18th Street and Morton Road. This urban reserve area is unique in that it is almost 
surrounded by land inside the UGB and shares a 370 yard border with a rural reserve in the 
northeast corner. The area is a mix of forested parcels on both sides of Highway 213 that are mostly 
in public ownership and rural residences along S Holly Lane. Newell Creek flows north through 
both sides of the reserve area, joining Abernethy Creek at the northern edge of the area. 

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The urban reserve area is essentially surrounded by the UGB except for a small segment of rural 
land south of S Redland Road where steep slopes and Abernethy Creek provide a natural feature to 
mark a transition between the urban and rural lands. 

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in public 
ownership covers 75 acres with most of the habitat being upland habitat associated with a tributary 
to Abernethy Creek that flows along the eastern edge of the reserve area. Additional riparian and 
upland habitat is located along tributaries to Newell Creek in the area south of Division Street. Most 
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of this habitat is within a steeply sloped forested area. Metro owns over 200 acres of open space 
that includes Newell Creek. Oregon City has adopted a riparian habitat protection program that is 
compliant with Metro’s Title 13 Nature in Neighborhoods. The City will need to develop an upland 
habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to habitat 
areas. Almost all of the buildable land in the reserve area is along S Holly Lane away from the 
habitat areas. Thus urbanization can occur with a high level of avoidance of regionally significant 
riparian and upland habitat.  

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Oregon City Regional Center is the closest 2040 designated center to the reserve area. The 
Regional Center serves Oregon City, Clackamas County and some neighboring cities to the south. 
The Regional Center is linked to the reserve area by S Redland Road and S Holly Lane (1.4 miles). 
There is no transit service between the Regional Center and the reserve area although there is 
transit service to Highway 213 and S Beavercreek Road which is just over a half-mile away from the 
southern edge of the reserve area. In addition there is transit service at Abernethy Road and 
Redland Road which is about 1.5 miles from the northern edge of the reserve area. There is one 
2040 designated corridor that is outside the Regional Center and runs along 7th Street and Molalla 
Ave between the Regional Center and Clackamas Community College. The corridor is mostly built 
out with a mixture of single family homes, small commercial businesses and larger commercial 
retail uses and is 1.4miles away from the reserve area along Maplelane and Beavercreek Roads. 

The City's plans for the Regional Center include mixed-use development on the vacant parcels in 
the northern section of the center, enhancements to the main street, and the creation of new open 
spaces that will provide direct connections to the river. The Regional Center is also home to 
Willamette Falls and the Willamette Falls Legacy Project, a public/private partnership working to 
connect the Falls to downtown through the development of housing, public spaces, habitat 
restoration, education and employment opportunities. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas 
shows a very low population, people per acre, total employees and dwelling units per acre when 
compared with other regional centers indicating that the Regional Center needs to attract more 
housing and people to meet the City’s vision. 

Urbanization of the Holly Lane Newell Creek Canyon Urban Reserve Area will not contribute to the 
vision or the purpose of the Oregon City Regional Center. The developable portion of the reserve 
area is too small and isolated from the Regional Center to support the need for more people to meet 
a higher level of activity. Likewise urbanization of the reserve area will not have an impact on the 
corridor as it is mostly built out with commercial retail uses at the end closest to the reserve area. 
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I-5 EAST URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 848  Parcel Acres 746 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

486 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

369 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The I-5 East Urban Reserve Area is a large somewhat rectangular shaped area on the east side of I-
5, north of SW Frobase Road and west of SW 65th Ave and totals 848 acres in size. The UGB forms 
the western and northern boundaries as defined by I-5 and I-205 with urban reserve land to the 
east and south. Saum Creek flows north through the center of the reserve area with numerous 
tributaries joining prior to the creek crossing under I-205. The reserve area slopes from south to 
north with a change in elevation of 270 feet and there are some significant areas of slopes greater 
than 10% throughout the middle of the reserve. Access to the area is provided by SW 65th Ave and 
SW Frobase Road.   

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB provides the western and northern boundaries of the urban reserve area. SW Frobase 
Road and SW 65th Avenue provide the edges between urban and rural land to the south and east. 
Even assuming these two roads develop as a collector and arterial roadway respectively in the 
future, the roads themselves will not provide a clear transition area between future urban and rural 
uses. Additional buffers will need to be incorporated into the design and planning of the urban 
reserve area. The rural lands east of SW 65th Avenue and to the south of SW Frobase Road are 
included in the Norwood and Elligsen Road North Urban Reserve areas and may be included in the 
UGB in the future. Thus, any buffers that are incorporated into the design and planning for the 
reserve area should consider the potential for making urban form connections in these locations in 
the future. Overall there are no natural or built features along the urban-rural edge that mark a 
clear transition between urban and rural lands. 

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
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Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in public 
ownership covers 175 acres of land focused on Saum Creek and numerous tributaries. Saum Creek 
flows north through the middle of the reserve area and there are large blocks of upland wildlife 
habitat associated along and between the stream corridors. There are some large steep sloped 
areas adjacent to some of the stream corridor segments that will provide additional protection to 
the habitat areas. The City of Tualatin, the expected governing body for this reserve area, has 
adopted riparian habitat protection measures in compliance with Metro’s Title 13 program through 
the Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee’s protection program. The City will 
need to develop an upland habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does 
allow for impacts to habitat areas. A portion of the riparian habitat in the southern portion of the 
reserve area is currently impacted by active agricultural activities and urbanization provides the 
opportunity to restore the riparian corridor in these locations. The riparian habitat is susceptible to 
impacts related to stream crossings necessary to provide transportation connectivity, mainly in the 
northern portion of the reserve area. Urbanization poses a higher risk to the upland habitat, which 
occurs generally on gentler slopes between the stream corridors.  Overall, urbanization of the 
reserve area in a well connected manner would have a low avoidance level for the regionally 
significant fish and wildlife habitat that is found throughout the area. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Tualatin Town Center is the nearest 2040 designated center to the I-5 East Urban Reserve Area. 
It is approximately 325 acres in size, and primarily serves the surrounding residential and 
commercial areas in the City of Tualatin. The reserve area is connected to the Tualatin Town Center 
via SW 65th Avenue/SW Sagert Street and SW Nyberg Street (1.5 miles), although I-5 and I-205 
present significant visual and connectivity barriers between the two locations. There is no TriMet 
service connecting the Town Center and the reserve area directly, although line 76 stops at SW 65th 
Avenue and SW Sagert Street, just north of I-205 from the area. The closest 2040 designated 
corridor that is outside of a 2040 center is the corridor along SW Boones Ferry Road just north of 
Wilsonville that crosses I-5 and extends south along SW Parkway Ave in Wilsonville to the 
Wilsonville Town Center. The nearest portion of the corridor, which is just over 1.5 miles from the 
reserve area is developed with auto oriented commercial uses including large scale retail and 
lodging, as you would expect near a highway interchange.  

Tualatin’s Town Center Plan, envisions a mixed use live, work and play center that integrates 
natural resources like the Tualatin River with civic, social, economic and cultural functions in a 
walkable community.  Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows a low dwelling unit per acre 
and a much higher total number of employees when compared to other town centers in the region. 
The Town Center has a very high access to parks score as evidenced by the numerous open 
space/natural areas and the Tualatin Community Park along the Tualatin River.  
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Urbanization of the I-5 East urban reserve area will not support the vision or purpose of the 
Tualatin Town Center due to its somewhat isolated nature across I-5 and I-205. In addition the 
reserve area could draw residential development away from the center by creating a large market 
for a range of housing units. Urbanization of the reserve area will not support the purpose of the 
corridor in Wilsonville due to the distance between the two areas and the existing uses that serve a 
larger geographic area and the travelling public.  
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MAPLELANE URBAN RESERVE AREA 

   

   

Total Acres 573 Parcel Acres 555 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

260 Net Vacant  
Buildable Acres 

197 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Maplelane Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area on the east side of Oregon City, 
north and south of S Maplelane Road that totals 573 acres in size. The UGB forms the western and 
southern boundary of the area. A tributary to Abernathy Creek flows east through the central 
portion of the reserve and three tributaries to Thimble Creek flow east through the southern 
portion. The area is primarily flat, with the exception of some small areas of steep slopes along the 
stream corridors and within the forested northeastern corner of the reserve area. The area is 
served by S Maplelane Road, S Waldow Road and S Thayer Road. Abernethy Creek flows north, just 
outside of the reserve area to the east. The Oregon City School District owns a 57 acre parcel in the 
northern portion of the reserve area. 

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB provides the western and southern boundaries of the urban reserve area. Abernethy 
Creek and a small portion of Thimble Creek along with extensive steep forested slopes, some of 
which are within the urban reserve area, provide natural features that mark a clear transition 
between urban and rural lands to the east. Steep forested slopes provide a clear transition between 
urban and rural lands to the north. Overall there are natural features that provide a clear transition 
between urban and rural lands for the entire urban-rural edge of the reserve area. 

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 
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Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in public 
ownership covers 88 acres. The riparian habitat occurs along an unnamed tributary to Abernethy 
Creek that flows through the central portion of the reserve area and three tributaries to Thimble 
Creek that flow through the southern portion of the reserve area. One of the tributaries to Thimble 
Creek flows along S Thayer Road. The upland habitat extends out of the riparian areas and along the 
steep slopes of the eastern edge of the reserve area. There is a significant amount of upland habitat 
on the Oregon City School District property. Oregon City has adopted a habitat protection program 
that is compliant with Metro’s Title 13 Nature in Neighborhoods. The City will need to adopt an 
upland habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to 
habitat areas. The significant riparian habitat that is along S Thayer Road is susceptible to impacts 
related to the improvement of S Thayer Road to urban standards. The significant habitat adjacent to 
the steep slopes and the publicly owned land is less susceptible to impacts from urbanization. 
Urbanization can occur with low to moderate avoidance of the regionally significant fish and 
wildlife habitat depending on the level of impacts related to road improvements on S Thayer Road 
and other necessary road connections. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Oregon City Regional Center is the closest 2040 designated center to the reserve area. The 
Regional Center serves Oregon City, Clackamas County and some neighboring cities to the south. 
The Regional Center is linked to the reserve area by Highway 213/S Maplelane Road (3.2 miles). 
TriMet bus lines 32 & 33 run from the regional center to Clackamas Community College, 
approximately one mile from the reserve area. There is one 2040 designated corridor that is 
outside the Regional Center and runs along 7th Street and Molalla Ave between the Regional Center 
and Clackamas Community College. The corridor is mostly built out with a mixture of single family 
homes, small commercial businesses and larger commercial retail uses and is 1.5 miles away from 
the reserve area along Maplelane and Beavercreek Roads. 

The City's plans for the Regional Center include mixed-use development on the vacant parcels in 
the northern section of the center, enhancements to the main street, and the creation of new open 
spaces that will provide direct connections to the river. The Regional Center is also home to 
Willamette Falls and the Willamette Falls Legacy Project, a public/private partnership working to 
connect the Falls to downtown through the development of housing, public spaces, habitat 
restoration, education and employment opportunities. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas 
shows a very low population, people per acre, total employees and dwelling units per acre when 
compared with other regional centers indicating that the Regional Center needs to attract more 
housing and people to meet the city’s vision. 

Urbanization of the Maplelane Urban Reserve area will not contribute to the vision or the purpose 
of the Oregon City Regional Center. The reserve area is too isolated from to the Regional Center to 
help support the need for more people to meet a higher level of activity. Likewise urbanization of 
the reserve area will not have an impact on the corridor as it is mostly built out with commercial 
retail uses at the end closest to the reserve area. 
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ROY ROGERS EAST URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 205 Parcel Acres 190 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

154 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

117 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Roy Rogers East Urban Reserve Area is a small sized area on the south side of Tigard that is 
north of SW Beef Bend Road between SW Roy Rogers Road and SW 150th Avenue. SW Beef Bend 
Road and SW Roy Rogers Road form the southern and western edges and the UGB forms the 
northern and eastern edges of the reserve area. The land gently slopes upward as you go north 
from SW Beef Bend Road. One stream flows west through the very upper northwest corner of the 
reserve area and two streams flow south through the reserve area, one in the center and one in the 
eastern portion of the area. Access is provided by SW Beef Bend Road, SW Taylor Lane, SW April 
Lane, SW 150th Avenue and SW Roy Rogers Road.   

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB provides the northern and eastern edge of the urban reserve area. SW Roy Rogers Road 
and SW Beef Bend Road provide the western and southern edges of the reserve area. Even 
assuming SW Roy Rogers Road and SW Beef Bend Road develop as arterial roadways in the future 
the roads themselves will not provide a clear transition area between future urban and rural uses, 
especially given the level of traffic that may occur. Additional buffers will need to be incorporated 
into the planning of the urban reserve area to provide a clear transition from urban to rural uses. 
The rural lands south of SW Beef Bend Road are within the Beef Bend South Urban Reserve Area 
and may be included in the UGB in the future. Thus, any buffers that are incorporated into the 
planning and design for this reserve area should consider the potential for making urban form 
connections in the future. Overall there are no natural or built features to mark a transition 
between urban and rural lands. 

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
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Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in 
public ownership covers 30 acres along three small stream segments. Seventeen of the 30 acres are 
upland habitat that are located within two forested areas, one centrally located and the other in the 
northern segment of the reserve area. A portion of the upland habitat in the center of the area 
appears to be in agricultural use. The City of Tigard has adopted riparian habitat protection 
measures in compliance with Metro’s Title 13 program through the Tualatin Basin Natural 
Resource Coordinating Committee’s protection program. The City will need to develop an upland 
habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to habitat 
areas. The habitat associated with the central and eastern stream corridors could be susceptible to 
impacts related to east-west transportation connections. The significant riparian habitat in the 
northwest corner of the reserve area is less susceptible to impacts due to its isolated location. 
Overall urbanization could occur with high to moderate avoidance of regionally significant riparian 
and upland habitat areas depending on the need for east–west transportation connections. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

There are two Metro 2040 designated centers that are both approximately two miles from the 
reserve area; the Murray/Scholls Town Center and King City Town Center. Of the two, the King City 
Town Center is more directly connected to the reserve area via SW Beef Bend Road to Highway 
99W. The town center is predominantly commercial retail that focuses on Highway 99W. Local 
plans envision the Town Center becoming a more walkable commercial district. Metro’s 2017 State 
of the Centers Atlas shows that the total population is very low and the total businesses per acre 
high when compared to other town centers in the region. It has the highest median age, 73, as a 
result of a retirement community being the larger of the two residential uses within the Town 
Center. The Murray/Scholls Town Center is linked to the reserve area by SW Roy Rogers Road and 
SW Scholls Ferry Road as well as SW Barrows Road off of SW Scholls Ferry Road. It has very little 
undeveloped land and contains numerous higher density housing developments and significant 
commercial retail options. The State of the Centers Atlas shows that total population, people per 
acre and dwelling units per acre is much higher than compared to other town centers in the region. 
No transit lines connect the reserve area to either town center. The Sherwood Town Center is only 
slightly farther than the other two centers and is accessible via SW Roy Rogers Road. The 2040 
designated corridor along SW Roy Rogers Road from SW Scholls Ferry Road to just south of SW Bull 
Mountain Road is ⅓ of a mile from the reserve area. The northern portion of the corridor is 
currently being built out with residential uses while the southern portion is still rural. The River 
Terrace concept plan calls for a small area of commercial development to serve the adjacent 
residential areas. 

As noted above the Murray/Scholls Town Center already has a high number of dwelling units per 
acre and a significant commercial center. Adding additional residents that are two miles away is not 
going to add to the success of the town center, especially with the significant amount of residential 
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development that is occurring in River Terrace and South Cooper Mountain that is closer to the 
town center. Urbanization of the reserve area will not support redevelopment of the King City 
Town Center to a more pedestrian friendly center due to the distance between the two locations. In 
addition it will be difficult to transform the retail businesses away from Highway 99W to make it a 
more pedestrian friendly environment without first making better pedestrian connections to 
portions of the existing King City community. Urbanization of the reserve area will not support the 
future small commercial area on SW Roy Rogers Road as the commercial development is sized to 
serve the nearby adjacent River Terrace area that will be built out before the reserve area. 
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ROY ROGERS WEST URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 303   Parcel Acres 301 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

180 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

137 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Roy Rogers West Urban Reserve Area is a small area west of Tigard, west of SW Roy Rogers 
Road and south of SW Scholls Ferry Road. The UGB forms the eastern and northern boundaries; 
rural reserve land is to the west and undesignated rural land to the south. The land is generally flat 
and gently slopes to the south/southwest. Access to the area is provided by SW Roy Rogers Road, 
SW Scholls Ferry Road and SW Vandermost Road.   

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the northern and eastern edge of the urban reserve area. An unnamed stream 
located 40-60 feet below the central and southern portion of the western edge of the reserve area 
provides a natural feature transition zone between urban and rural lands. Similarly an unnamed 
stream along the southern edge of the reserve area provides a transition between urban and rural 
lands. There are no natural or built features to mark the transition between urban and rural lands 
for the northern portion of the western edge of the reserve area. Additional buffers will need to be 
incorporated into the planning of the urban reserve area to provide a clear transition from urban to 
rural uses. Overall, there is a natural feature transition area for the majority of the urban-rural edge 
of the reserve area.   

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in 
public ownership covers 92 acres focused on the three main stream corridors that flow through the 
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northern and central portions of the reserve area and the forested areas between the streams. A 13 
acre portion of the upland habitat appears to be in agricultural use. The stream corridors divide the 
reserve area into smaller developable areas. The City of Tigard has adopted riparian habitat 
protection measures in compliance with Metro’s Title 13 program through the Tualatin Basin 
Natural Resource Coordinating Committee’s protection program. The City will need to develop an 
upland habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to 
habitat areas. Portions of the habitat areas along all three main stream corridors are located in 
areas of steep slopes which would provide an additional level of protection from development. 
However the stream corridors are susceptible to impacts related to transportation connections 
needed to unite the different developable sections together. The adjacent River Terrace 
development has preserved the same stream corridors in open space tracts, and one would expect 
those open space tracts to be extended into the reserve area. Overall urbanization could occur with 
moderate avoidance of riparian and upland habitat depending on the number of transportation 
connections needed to stitch the developable areas together and the expected extension of the 
River Terrace open space tracts along the stream corridors. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The closest Metro 2040 designated center is the Murray/Scholls Town Center that is one mile away 
via SW Scholls Ferry Road and SW Barrows Road. The Murray/Scholls Town Center has very little 
undeveloped land and contains numerous higher density housing developments and significant 
commercial retail options. Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows that the total population, 
people per acre and dwelling units per acre is much higher than compared to other town centers in 
the region. No transit lines connect the reserve area to the town center. The 2040 designated 
corridor along SW Roy Rogers Road from SW Scholls Ferry Road to just south of SW Bull Mountain 
Road is adjacent to the reserve area. The northern portion of the corridor is currently being built 
out with residential uses while the southern portion is still rural. The River Terrace concept plan 
calls for a small area of commercial development to serve the adjacent residential areas. 

As noted above the Murray/Scholls Town Center already has a high number of dwelling units per 
acre and a significant commercial center. Urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the 
already successful town center, especially given the large amount of residential development that is 
presently occurring in River Terrace and South Cooper Mountain. Urbanization of the reserve area 
may support the future small commercial area on SW Roy Rogers Road as it is so close to the 
corridor, however the potential commercial development is sized to serve the nearby adjacent 
River Terrace area that will be built out before the reserve area is, so the impact most likely would 
be small. 
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SHERWOOD NORTH URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 123  Parcel Acres 111 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

58 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

44 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Sherwood North Urban Reserve Area is a set of three very small sub-areas on the north side of 
Sherwood in the general vicinity of Highway 99W. The 100-year floodplain forms the northern 
boundary of all three sub-areas. The eastern sub-area is located north of SW Galbreath Drive and is 
approximately 35 acres in size. The middle sub-area straddles SW Pacific Highway and is 
approximately 57 acres in size. The western sub-area is north of SW Seely Lane and is 
approximately 31 acres in size. Access to the western sub-area is not straightforward whereas the 
middle sub-area has potential access to SW Pacific Highway and the eastern sub-area can be 
accessed by SW Gerda Lane and SW Cipole Road.   

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the southern edge of all three urban reserve sub-areas as well as the eastern edge of 
the eastern sub-area. The Chicken Creek riparian corridor provides a natural feature transition 
zone along the western edge of the western sub-area, which is a very small portion of the urban-
rural edge. Otherwise there are no natural or built features that mark a clear transition for the 
remainder of the urban-rural edges in the sub-areas.  

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this analysis area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in 
public ownership covers 24 acres with the majority of it located in the western and eastern sub-
areas. The habitat areas are an extension of the floodplain and streams located in the adjacent 
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Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge. The City of Sherwood has adopted riparian habitat 
protection measures that are in compliance with Metro’s Title 13 requirements as part of the 
Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee’s protection program. The City will need 
to develop an upland habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow 
for impacts to habitat areas. Urbanization of the western and eastern sub-areas is unlikely to occur 
without some impact to riparian and upland wildlife habitat. A large portion of the central sub area 
can be urbanized while avoiding significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat.  

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Sherwood Town Center is the closest 2040 designated center near the reserve area. It is a small 
town center of 88 acres, located to the southwest of the reserve area at the intersection of the 
Highway 99W and SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road. The center serves the community of Sherwood and 
the surrounding rural areas at the southwest edge of the region. The land just outside the center 
contains a significant amount of housing. The three reserve sub-areas are ½ mile to one mile from 
the Town Center via Highway 99W, SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road or SW Roy Rogers Road. The 
central and eastern sub-areas have transit connections to the Town Center through TriMet routes 
93/94 and 97 respectively. There is a 2040 designated corridor along Highway 99W that extends 
north of the Town Center to the middle sub-area. This portion of the corridor contains a few 
professional services, commercial uses and has power lines cutting across the roadway from a 
Portland General Electric substation.  

The City completed a Town Center plan in 2013 that encompassed a larger area than Metro’s 2040 
designated location. The Langer Drive Commercial District portion of the City’s plan most closely 
resembles the Metro designated area. The Langer portion is envisioned as a walkable and active 
shopping district complete with more pedestrian oriented buildings. Metro’s 2017 State of the 
Centers Atlas shows a very high job to housing ratio and a very low dwelling units per acre 
compared to other town centers in the region.  

Urbanization of the urban reserve sub-areas would not have a significant impact on the 
development of the Town Center area as a walkable and active shopping district due to the very 
small amount of development expected to occur within the sub-areas. In addition since the Town 
Center serves all of Sherwood and the nearby rural area it most likely will evolve over time to a 
more pedestrian friendly shopping district as redevelopment of the existing commercial buildings 
occurs to meet expectations of existing and future residents. Urbanization of the reserve area also 
would not impact the corridor as there is very little developable land within the reserve area and 
the corridor is mostly developed with only a couple of parcels that could be redeveloped.  
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SHERWOOD SOUTH URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 447  Parcel Acres 421 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

210 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

159 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Sherwood South Urban Reserve Area is a rectangular shaped area on the south side of 
Sherwood, south of SW Brookman Road and east of Highway 99W that totals 447 acres in size. The 
UGB forms the northern boundary and the Clackamas-Washington County line forms the eastern 
boundary. The area is served by SW Brookman Road, SW Middleton Road and SW Oberst Road. The 
area contains five streams including the confluence of Goose and Cedar Creeks. The land north of 
SW Brookman Road was added to the UGB in 2002; only recently has a portion of the area been 
annexed to the City of Sherwood and currently it is still rural. 

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the northern border of the reserve area. Along the short eastern edge of the reserve 
area there is a change in elevation of around 100-feet up to SW Ladd Hill Road, resulting in a small 
natural feature that provides some transition area between the urban and rural lands. This strip of 
land includes rural residences on mostly forested lots and the headwaters of a small tributary to 
Cedar Creek that flows within the reserve area. Along the majority of the southern edge of the 
reserve area is a significant change in elevation of approximately 800-feet up to SW Parrett Mt. 
Road. There are a number of rural residences located in this area as well as a significant amount of 
private open space associated with Parrett Mountain View Estates. The combination of the change 
in elevation and private open space provides a transition between urban and rural lands using a 
natural feature. The remaining portion of the southern edge includes the Cedar Creek riparian area 
and a tributary stream that form a transition area for the remaining rural lands to the south. The 
150-240 foot right-of-way of Highway 99W provides a built feature transition area between urban 
and rural uses along the western edge of the urban reserve area.  Therefore, there is a clear 
transition between urban and rural lands using both natural and built features for the entire urban-
rural edge of the reserve area.  

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 950 of 1024

METRO-0972



Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in public 
ownership covers 111 acres mainly along Cedar and Goose Creeks as well as the three smaller 
tributaries to Cedar Creek. The numerous stream corridors divide the reserve area into small 
dispersed locations of developable land. The City of Sherwood has adopted riparian habitat 
protection measures that are in compliance with Metro’s Title 13 requirements as part of the 
Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee’s protection program. The City will need 
to develop an upland habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow 
for impacts to habitat areas. Steep slopes along portions of the stream corridors will provide some 
additional protection for some of the habitat; however the need for transportation connections 
between the dispersed developable areas will result in impacts to a moderate to high amount of 
significant habitat areas. Overall urbanization can occur with a low to moderate level of avoidance 
of regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat depending on the number of transportation 
connections that are made. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Sherwood Town Center is the closest 2040 designated center near the reserve area. It is a small 
Town Center of 88 acres, located to the northeast of the reserve area at the intersection of the 
Highway 99W and SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road. The center serves the community of Sherwood and 
the surrounding rural areas at the southwest edge of the region. The land just outside the center 
contains a significant amount of housing. The reserve area is connected to the center via Highway 
99W (approximately 2 miles) and there are currently no transit connections between the two 
locations. The closest 2040 designated corridor is in the old town portion of Sherwood along SW 
Railroad Street/SW Oregon Street which is about one mile from the area via SW Ladd Hill Road/SW 
Main Street. The corridor is developed with small commercial retail and restaurant uses, the 
Sherwood City Hall, Library, and Center for the Arts in the downtown area and varied employment 
uses and single-family homes as the corridor extends north along SW Oregon Street.  

The City completed a Town Center plan in 2013 that encompassed a larger area than Metro’s 2040 
designated location. The Langer Drive Commercial District portion of the City’s plan most closely 
resembles the Metro designated area. The Langer portion is envisioned as a walkable and active 
shopping district complete with more pedestrian oriented buildings. Metro’s 2017 State of the 
Centers Atlas shows a very high job to housing ratio and a very low dwelling units per acre 
compared to other town centers in the region.  
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Urbanization of the reserve area would not have a significant impact on the development of the 
Town Center area as a walkable and active shopping district due to the distance between the two 
areas. In addition since the Town Center serves all of Sherwood and the nearby rural area it most 
likely will evolve over time to a more pedestrian friendly shopping district as redevelopment of the 
existing commercial buildings occurs to meet expectations of existing and future residents. 
Urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the purpose of the corridor as the historic 
downtown area is thriving as a walkable area with numerous retail and restaurant options and civic 
uses. In addition the reserve area is too far away over a fairly large hill for easy pedestrian access 
on a regular basis. 
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SHERWOOD WEST URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 1,205    Parcel Acres 1,159 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

788 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

598 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Sherwood West Urban Reserve Area is a large area on the west side of Sherwood that stretches 
from SW Scholls Sherwood Road in the north to SW Chapman Road in the south and totals 1,205 
acres in size. The UGB forms the eastern boundary with the exception of the very northern portion 
and rural reserve land borders the remaining three sides. The land generally slopes up from east to 
west and Chicken Creek flows north diagonally through the middle portion of the area. Access to 
the area north of Chicken Creek is provided by SW Roy Rogers Road, SW Scholls Sherwood Road 
and SW Elwert Road. Access to the area south of Chicken Creek is provided by SW Elwert Road, SW 
Edy Road, SW Kruger Road and SW Chapman Road.   

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the majority of the eastern boundary of the urban reserve area, with the exception 
of the northern portion of the boundary that runs along SW Roy Rogers Road between the city 
limits and SW Scholls Sherwood Road. There is no natural or built feature along this section of SW 
Roy Rogers Road or along the northern edge that provides a transition zone. Even assuming SW 
Scholls Sherwood Road, SW Lebeau Road and SW Roy Rogers Road are developed to urban arterial 
standards the roads themselves will not provide a clear transition area between urban and rural 
uses. Additional buffers will need to be incorporated into the planning and design of the urban 
reserve area along all of these roadways. Chicken Creek and a tributary’s riparian corridors provide 
a natural feature transition area for the majority of the western edge of the reserve area. There is a 
pocket of rural residences south of SW Edy Road that abuts the reserve area with no transition 
zone. There is no natural or built feature to the south of the reserve area that provides a transition 
zone however the equestrian center that is about ¼ mile south of the reserve area functions 
somewhat as a transition area for the rural uses further south as this large facility is more 
developed than a typical rural home or farm, while at the same time focusing on a rural use. 
Additional buffers will need to be incorporated into the planning and design of the urban reserve 
area along the pocket of rural residences south of SW Edy Road and to a lesser extent along the 
southern edge. Overall there is a natural features transition area between urban and rural lands for 
just over half of the urban-rural edge of the reserve area. 
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Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 

Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in 
public ownership covers 229 acres with the vast majority associated with Chicken Creek, which 
slices diagonally through the center of the reserve area. It appears some of the upland habitat has 
been removed since the habitat inventory was completed in 2002. A power line parallels the stream 
corridor through the reserve area. Similarly there is a significant amount of riparian and upland 
wildlife habitat associated with the West Fork Chicken Creek that flows through two smaller 
sections of the reserve area. Portions of both stream corridors have adjacent steep slopes, with the 
larger amount of steep slopes associated with West Fork Chicken Creek. There is a very large block 
of upland habitat identified in the northern portion of the reserve area associated with forested 
land that connects to Chicken Creek. There is a smaller amount of riparian and upland wildlife 
habitat associated with Goose Creek in the southern portion of the reserve area, although it appears 
that some of the forested upland has been removed since the habitat inventory was completed.  

The City of Sherwood has adopted riparian habitat protection measures that are in compliance with 
Metro’s Title 13 requirements as part of the Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating 
Committee’s protection program. The City will need to develop an upland habitat protection 
program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to habitat areas. The habitat 
areas associated with West Fork Chicken Creek are less susceptible to impacts from development as 
they are more isolated and contain more adjacent steep sloped areas. The large block of upland 
habitat in the northern portion of the area is very susceptible to impacts as its size and central 
location would inhibit a cohesive development pattern and transportation connections.  The power 
line along Chicken Creek provides some additional level of protection for the habitat resources as 
development opportunities are limited within the power line easement. In addition the habitat 
corridor along Chicken Creek ranges in width from 500 feet to well over a 1,000 feet which may 
limit or nullify transportation connections across the stream due to the long distance. The smaller 
habitat area associated with Goose Creek is also susceptible to impacts depending on design of the 
development and transportation connections. Overall most of the regionally significant fish and 
wildlife habitat area could be avoided however impacts would be expected to the large upland 
habitat area and possibly the habitat associated with Goose Creek. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Sherwood Town Center is the closest 2040 designated center near the Sherwood West Urban 
Reserve area. It is a small Town Center of 88 acres, located to the northeast of the reserve area at 
the intersection of the Highway 99W and SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road. The center serves the 
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community of Sherwood and the surrounding rural areas at the southwest edge of the region. The 
land just outside the center contains a significant amount of housing. The reserve area is connected 
to the center via Highway 99W (approximately 1 mile) and there are currently no transit 
connections between the two locations. There is a 2040 designated corridor adjacent to the reserve 
area along SW Edy Road between SW Elwert Road and SW Nursery Way. This very small corridor is 
less than 2,000 feet in length and contains single-family homes and one parcel that is 
underdeveloped.  

The City completed a Town Center plan in 2013 that encompassed a larger area than Metro’s 2040 
designated location. The Langer Drive Commercial District portion of the City’s plan most closely 
resembles the Metro designated area. The Langer portion is envisioned as a walkable and active 
shopping district complete with more pedestrian oriented buildings. Metro’s 2017 State of the 
Centers Atlas shows a very high job to housing ratio and a very low dwelling units per acre 
compared to other town centers in the region.  

Urbanization of the reserve area may contribute to the development of the Town Center area as a 
walkable and active shopping district due to the large size of the reserve area and the fairly close 
distance between the two areas. Since the Town Center serves all of Sherwood and the nearby rural 
area it most likely will evolve over time to a more pedestrian friendly shopping experience as 
redevelopment of the existing commercial buildings occurs to meet expectations of existing and 
future residents. Urbanization of the reserve area will not impact the corridor as it is mostly 
developed with single-family homes. The expectation is the one underdeveloped parcel will also be 
developed with single-family homes in the future. 
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SOUTH URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 940   Parcel Acres 914 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

288 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

218 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The South Urban Reserve Area is a large area on the south edge of Hillsboro, located north of SW 
Rosedale Road between SW River Road and SE Century Boulevard. The UGB forms the boundary on 
the eastern and northern sides and rural reserve land is to the west and south. The land is relatively 
flat with some minor slopes near the stream corridors that cut across the reserve area. Access to 
the area is provided by SW Rosedale Road, SW River Road, SE Brookwood Ave and SE Century 
Boulevard. SW Rosa Road bisects the reserve area in an east west direction. The Reserve Vineyards 
& Golf Club is located within the urban reserve area. 

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the eastern, northern and a small portion of the western boundaries of the reserve 
area. The Tualatin River and the Meriwether National Golf Club provides a natural and built feature 
transition zone between urban land and rural lands for the remainder of the western edge. There 
are no natural or built features that mark a clear transition between the reserve area and the rural 
lands to the south of SW Rosedale Road. Even assuming SW Rosedale Road develops as a collector 
in the future, the road itself will not provide a clear transition area between urban and rural uses. 
Additional buffers will need to be incorporated into the planning and design of the urban reserve 
area along the southern edge. Overall there is a built and/or natural feature that provides a clear 
transition area between urban and rural lands for over half of the reserve area’s urban-rural edge. 

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 
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Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat not constrained by steep slopes or in 
public ownership covers 210 acres of land mainly focused on Gordon and Butternut Creeks and a 
couple of tributaries. The acreage total does not include any riparian and upland habitat along 
Gordon and Butternut Creeks on the Reserve Vineyards & Golf Club property, as the golf course 
itself is considered exempt land in Metro’s buildable land analysis. A significant amount of upland 
habitat is identified north of Butternut Creek on either side of SW Rosa Road, although a portion of 
it is a filbert orchard. It appears that some of the upland wildlife habitat identified south of Gordon 
Creek has been removed. The riparian habitat along Butternut Creek is well established along the 
entire route of the stream through the southern portion of the reserve area. 

The City of Hillsboro has adopted riparian habitat protection measures that are in compliance with 
Metro’s Title 13 requirements as part of the Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating 
Committee’s protection program. The City will need to develop an upland habitat protection 
program that also complies with Title 13, which does allow for impacts to habitat areas. As most of 
the habitat areas are on relatively flat land that is easily developed and located in the central 
portion of the reserve area, some impacts to the habitat area would be expected. This is especially 
true if transportation connections are made through the center of the reserve area where a large 
segment of upland habitat is located. Overall future urbanization could occur with a moderate to 
low level of avoidance of regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat areas, depending on overall 
design of the area and necessary transportation connections.  

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Hillsboro Regional Center is the closest 2040 designated center to the reserve area and can be 
accessed by SE Tualatin Valley Highway (2.65 miles) or SE River Road (2.33 miles).  The Aloha 
Town Center is also located about 3.5 miles to the east along SE/SW Tualatin Valley Highway. Tri-
Met line 57 runs along SE/SW Tualatin Valley Highway. South Hillsboro, adjacent to the east, is 
expected to develop with a town center area and a smaller scale village center. While these two 
centers are not 2040 designated centers they are expected to function in a similar fashion. SE/SW 
Tualatin Valley Highway is the closest 2040 designated corridor and is just over a half-mile north of 
the reserve area via SE Brookwood Ave. SE Tualatin Valley Highway in this location is a mixture of 
small scale industrial uses on the south side and small commercial retail uses and some single-
family homes on the north side of the road.  

The Hillsboro Regional Center includes historic downtown Hillsboro and a large surrounding area 
that includes a wide variety of residential, employment and commercial uses. Metro’s 2017 State of 
the Centers Atlas shows that this very large regional center has an average number of people per 
acre and dwelling units per acre and a slightly lower business per acre when compared with the 
other regional centers in the region. The Aloha Town Center is located along SW Tualatin Valley 
Highway in unincorporated Washington County. In 2017 Washington County completed the Aloha 
Tomorrow Plan for the Town Center area to integrate land use changes, transportation 
improvements, and policies that support affordable housing and economic development. Metro’s 
State of the Centers Atlas shows that the Town Center has a high total population and dwelling 
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units per acre but a very low number of total businesses and employees when compared with other 
town centers in the region. 

Urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to balancing the jobs to housing ratio, or 
promoting a walkable, vibrant and compact Town Center for Aloha due to the distance between the 
two areas. Likewise the Hillsboro Regional Center is located quite some distance from the reserve 
area and would not be affected by development of the reserve area. Urbanization of the reserve 
area would most likely support the development of the close town and village centers planned for 
South Hillsboro. Urbanization of the reserve area will not contribute to the purpose of the corridor 
as the current zoning for industrial and commercial use is focused on a larger geographical area and 
the traffic flow along SE Tualatin Valley Highway.  
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WILSONVILLE SOUTHWEST URBAN RESERVE AREA  

   

   

Total Acres 67 Parcel Acres 64 

Gross Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

24 Net Vacant 
Buildable Acres 

18 

 
 

  

General Description (see attached map) 

The Wilsonville Southwest Urban Reserve Area is an irregular shaped area on the southwest side of 
Wilsonville that totals 67 acres in size. The reserve area is on the south side of SW Wilsonville Road 
and almost extends to the Willamette River. The Graham Oaks Nature Park is directly north of the 
reserve area, across SW Wilsonville Road.  The UGB forms the eastern boundary and the area is 
served by SW Wilsonville Road.  

METRO CODE REQUIREMENTS  

Clear transition between urban and rural lands, using natural and built features to mark the 
transition (see attached aerial photo) 

The UGB forms the eastern boundary of the urban reserve area. SW Wilsonville Road forms the 
edge of the reserve area to the north and west. The Corral Creek and Mill Creek riparian areas on 
the west side of SW Wilsonville Road provide a natural buffer for the land to the west. Even 
assuming SW Wilsonville Road is built to an arterial level roadway, the road itself will not provide 
the needed transition area between urban and rural lands to the north. Additional buffers will need 
to be incorporated into the planning and design of the reserve area along the northern edge to 
provide a clear transition from urban to rural uses. The Corral Creek riparian corridor provides a 
natural transition between urban and rural lands along the southern edge of the reserve area. 
Overall, more than half of the urban-rural edge has a natural feature that provides a transition 
between urban and rural lands.  

Protection of farmland that is most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture 
in the region 

The urban and rural reserves process designated the most important land for commercial 
agriculture as rural reserves and the most suitable land for urbanization as urban reserves.  
Designation of this area as an urban reserve means farmland within this reserve area is not the 
most important for the continuation of commercial agriculture in the region. 
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Avoidance of conflict with regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat 

Regionally significant riparian and upland wildlife habitat covers 32 acres not constrained by steep 
slopes or in public ownership. However, it appears that almost the entire identified upland habitat 
that totals 28 acres is in agricultural use as filbert orchards. The remaining 4 acres of riparian 
habitat is associated with Corral Creek along the southern edge of the reserve area. The City of 
Wilsonville has adopted a riparian habitat protection program that is in substantial compliance 
with Metro’s Title 13 Nature in Neighborhoods regulations. The City will need to develop an upland 
habitat protection program that also complies with Title 13, depending on the determination of 
significant upland habitat in the reserve area. Title 13 does allow for impacts to habitat areas. The 
City’s protection program and the location of the habitat on the southern edge of the reserve area 
combined with some areas of steep slopes above the stream corridor will protect the significant 
riparian habitat. Overall, future urbanization of the reserve area can occur while avoiding the 
riparian habitat areas. 

Contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors 

The Wilsonville Town Center is the nearest 2040 center, located to the east of the reserve area. The 
Town Center is located east of I-5, is about 100 acres in size, and primarily serves the city. The 
Town Center is located a short distance from the terminus of the WES Commuter Rail line and is 
linked to the reserve area by SW Wilsonville Road (1.5 miles). SMART, the City of Wilsonville’s bus 
service provides service between the Town Center and the Graham Oak Nature Park which is across 
SW Wilsonville Road from the reserve area through the Route 4 Wilsonville Road line. There is one 
2040 designated corridor in Wilsonville that runs along SW Elligsen Road west of I-5 and then 
south along SW Parkway Ave, which parallels I-5 on the east, to the Town Center. The corridor is 
mostly built out with commercial retail or employment uses with some single-family and multi-
family residential near the Town Center and is a little over two miles away along SW Wilsonville 
Road and SW Town Center Loop E. 

The City of Wilsonville is currently developing a Town Center Plan that envisions a vibrant 
walkable destination that inspires people to come together and socialize, shop, live and work. 
Metro’s 2017 State of the Centers Atlas shows a higher than average jobs to housing ratio, fewer 
people and dwellings per acre than the regional town center average, and high access to parks. 

The Wilsonville Southwest urban reserve area was identified by Wilsonville as a location for long-
term future urbanization. The City’s 20 Year Look process (2007) identified this area for potential 
residential use. Urbanization of the analysis area will not contribute to the purpose and vision of 
the Wilsonville Town Center or the corridor due to the distance between the two areas and the 
minimal amount of new households that would be developed in this very small urban reserve area. 
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Metro Code Factors 
Urban Reserve Transition between 

urban and rural lands 
using natural and 

built features 

Protection of 
farmland for 
commercial 
agriculture 

Avoidance of 
regionally significant 

fish and wildlife 
habitat 

Contribution to the 
purposes of Centers 

and Corridors 

Advance  Medium High High Low 
Beaver Creek Bluffs  High High Medium Low 
Beef Bend South  Medium High Low Low 
Bendemeer  High High Medium Low 
Bethany West Low High Medium-Low Low 
Borland High High Low-Medium Low 
Brookwood Parkway  High High High Low 
Cooper Mt.  Low High Medium-Low Low 
David Hill  High High Medium Low 
Elligsen Road North Low High Low-Medium Low 
Elligsen Road South Low High Medium-Low Low 
Grahams Ferry  Medium High High Low 
Gresham East Medium High Medium-Low Low 
Henrici  Medium High Medium-High Low 
Holcomb Medium High Medium Low 
Holly Ln/ Newell Creek High High High Low 
I-5 East Low High Low Low 
Maplelane High High Low-Medium Low 
Roy Rogers East Low High High-Medium Low 
Roy Rogers West High High Medium Low 
Sherwood North Low High Low Low 
Sherwood South High High Low-Medium Low 
Sherwood West Medium High Medium Low-Medium 
South  Medium High Medium-High Low 
Wilsonville Southwest Medium High High Low 
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REGIONAL INDUSTRIAL SITE READINESS – 2017 Inventory Update and Investment Report  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Quality of life begins with good jobs, and a thriving economy nurtures a healthy community. Numerous factors that 
help a community thrive include an educated workforce, strong infrastructure, and available developable land in 
areas where businesses and jobs can locate. This analysis focuses on the availability of these critical employment 
lands. Manufacturing is the backbone of the Portland metropolitan area’s “traded-sector” employment. Traded-
sector employers export goods and services to sell, and import that revenue back into the local economy. Traded-
sector businesses include industries such as high technology, software, and design services, among others. A 
prosperous economy depends on having traded-sector businesses that provide middle-income jobs for its 
residents. On average, a traded-sector worker in the Portland metropolitan area earns 42% more than other 
workers1 and offers valuable employment opportunities for those without high school or college degrees. In an 
income-tax-dependent state such as Oregon, these higher wage traded-sector jobs generate more revenue for 
Oregonians and help fund schools, parks, and other valuable services.  

The Portland metro area competes on a global scale to attract these coveted jobs and businesses, so it is important 
to have an adequate inventory of development-ready land. With significant growth forecasted for the region2, this 
is more important than ever. In a globally competitive environment, businesses increasingly require compressed 
timelines for deciding where they will locate. Many of the region’s industrial sites are years away from being 
development-ready; but in a world where businesses are looking at being operational in 12 months or less, that 
timeline is too long and businesses will locate elsewhere. Similar to individuals viewing multiple options when 
considering the purchase of a home, businesses must also consider different locations. Having a site inventory of 
varying sizes and locations in the Portland metro area is key for facilitating a diverse, thriving economy and the 
quality businesses, jobs and wages that brings.  

This report examines the supply of large industrial sites available to accommodate existing and future employers. 
It is the third edition of the 2011 Regional Industrial Site Readiness Project, an inventory of large (25+ acre) 
industrial sites within the Portland metropolitan area Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and select urban reserves3. 
This 2017 project is a partnership of Metro, NAIOP - Commercial Real Estate Development Association Oregon 
Chapter, Greater Portland Inc., Portland General Electric, Port of Portland, and the Portland Business Alliance 
(Project Management Team), with cooperation from local governments and private property owners. This update 
is intended to inform local, regional, and state efforts to ensure that the region’s large industrial sites are ready for 
traded-sector job creation.  

This report intends to: 

1. Track the changes from the region’s inventory of large industrial sites (last updated June 2014);  

2. Analyze varying stages of development readiness for each site;  

3. Inform policymakers about policy changes or investments that have influenced the development-
readiness;  

4. Summarize investments, tax base, and jobs created from development of inventory sites; and 

5. Identify policy and investment actions that can ensure a consistent inventory of these vital sites into the 
future.  

1 2012 Portland-Metro’s Traded Sector, Value of Jobs report issued by Portland Business Alliance. 
2 The 2014 Metro Urban Growth Report forecasted 440,00 additional jobs and 300,000-485,000 additional people inside the Metro Urban Growth Boundary 

by 2035. 
3 Although this inventory does not include any sites within rural areas of these three counties that are outside the UGB and selected urban reserves, these 

sites are important to the region’s economic prosperity. 
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The development-readiness tiers used in this inventory are based on those established during the 2011 inventory 
project. Tier 1 sites are the only sites generally considered recruitment-ready for businesses expanding or locating 
in the Portland region. While not considered marketable for most recruitments, Tier 2 could be feasible for 
expansions of existing businesses and for speculative development for investors. Tier 3 sites are not desirable 
because they require complex fixes to become development-ready.  

Tier 1: Development-ready within 180 days. It is anticipated that a site can receive all necessary permits; sites 
can be served with infrastructure and zoned and annexed into the city within this timeframe. No or 
minimal infrastructure or brownfield remediation is necessary and that due diligence and entitlements 
could be provided and/or obtained within this time period. 

Tier 2: Likely to require 7-30 months to become development-ready.  

Tier 3: Likely to require over 30 months to become development-ready.  
 
Inventory Changes 

As a result of the strong economic cycle that continues, the number of large industrial sites in the regional inventory 
decreased from 54 to 47 sites between 2014 and 2017 – 20% market absorption and reduction of 550 gross acres. 
Of the 47 sites in the 2017 inventory: 

▪ There are 10 Tier 1 sites; 11 Tier 2 sites; and 26 Tier 3 sites. 

▪ 6 new sites were added4 to the inventory since 2014 due to changes in the market: 1 Tier 1 site, and 5 Tier 
3 sites.  

▪ 13 sites were removed from the inventory since 2014 primarily due to site readiness investments and 
development. 

The removal of 13 sites in the 2017 inventory is a result of the 
loss of 9 sites which were absorbed by the market with 
development. In addition, two sites were removed due to 
environmental restrictions, and two sites were sold and are 
being held for future development (user designated).  

This decrease in sites was offset by the addition of six new sites 
to the inventory, one of which is a Tier 1 site. Four of the new 
sites are active gravel pits, and one is a former gravel pit, all of 
which are designated as Tier 3 sites and will take significant investment in mitigation and infrastructure to move to 
development-ready status. Finally, one site was moved from the User-Designated List onto the inventory as a Tier 1 
site, due to the owner’s willingness to transact. 
  

4  Market changes: Site 119: Intel (West Union Road) site (Tier 1) was a user-designated site in June 2014 inventory and has recently been listed for sale. Site 
117: New site found in the 2015 Washington County Regional Industrial Site Readiness Project. Sites 118 – 122: Existing operating gravel sites added to 
keep consistent with 2011 methodology.  

5  User-designated sites are sites owned and held for future expansion of existing regional firms and not available to the general market. Site 48 (DeWayne 
Wafford) and Site 56 (East Evergreen) were added to user-designated as they have been purchased for future development. 

6  Two sites were removed from the inventory due to environmental site constraints that reduced the net site acreage to less than 25 acres: Site 47 (Cranford) 
and Site 34 (Vanleeuwen). 

ACTIVITY RESULTING IN SITE REMOVAL 
BETWEEN 2014 – 2017 INVENTORY 

User designated5 2 

Construction and development 6 

Developed below acreage threshold 3 

Environmental constraint changes6 2 

Total: 13 
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Figure 1: 2017 Inventory Results  
 

 
 
The following charts and tables compare the 2011, 2014, and 2017 inventory changes. 

 
 
   

2011 
Inventory 

2014 
Inventory 

2017 
Inventory 

Tier 1 9 14 10 

Tier 2 16 17 11 

Tier 3 31 23 26 

Total 56 sites 54 sites 47 sites 

 
2011 

Inventory 
2014 

Inventory 
2017 

Inventory  

25-49 acres 40 39 33 

50-99 acres 9 10 10 

100+ acres 7 5 4 

Total 56 sites 54 sites 47 sites 
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Findings  
 
1. Between 2014 and 2017, there has been significant development of large industrial sites in the region. 

There are relatively few unencumbered Tier 1 industrial sites remaining in the inventory and no 50+ or 
100+ acre Tier 1 sites. 

▪ Nine sites have been developed either fully or partially7. Due to national market trends, much of 
this development activity has been in the distribution and logistics sector and industrial parks. 

▪ Since this June 2017 inventory was completed, seven additional Tier 1 sites have seen market 
activity with current development agreements in place8. 

▪ Since this June 2017 inventory was completed, two additional Tier 2 sites have seen market activity 
with current development agreements in place9. This results in only one remaining 50+ acre site 
(Meek Subarea) in Tier 2 and Tier 1.  

▪ Should development proceed on the seven Tier 1 sites with development agreements, there will 
only be three remaining Tier 1 sites, and no 50-99.99-acre Tier 1 sites available in the region. 
 

Figures 2 and 3: Tier 1 Sites by Development Status and Site Acreage 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
2. There has been slower movement between tiers than in the previous inventory update (4 sites between 

2014 and 2017, versus 7 sites between 2011 and 2014). This is in part due to the market absorption of 
sites, but underscores the continued need to make these site readiness investments. 

  

7  Site 13: Specht Properties, Site 22 (GVBP – East), Site 46 (Development Services of America), Site 49 (Majestic Realty Co.), Site 111 (Weston), Site 113  
 (Henningsen), Site 114 (Colwood), Site 19 (TRIP Phase 2), and Site 63 (Woodburn). 
8  Site 1: Rivergate; Site 29: CCDA; Site 50: Shute North; Site 52: Shute South; Site 119: Intel; Site 16: Blue Lake Corporate Park (formerly Cereghino); Site 18: 

TRIP Lot 10. 
9  Site 9: 33rd Ave and Marine Drive and Site 37: Orr Family Site. 

4
3

0

3

25-49.99 50-99.99 100+ acres

Figure 3: Tier 1 Site Acreage
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Site readiness investments moved sites between tiers: 

▪ Two sites moved up from Tier 2 to Tier 
1 based on environmental mitigation 
and infrastructure investments10.  

▪ One site moved up from Tier 3 to Tier 
1 based on environmental mitigation 
investments11.  

▪ One site moved up from Tier 3 to 
Tier 2 based on transportation 
investments12.  

▪ One site moved down from Tier 2 to 
Tier 3 due to lack of infrastructure13. 

▪ One site moved to the inventory 
from the 2014 User-Designated list 
due to property owner’s willingness 
to sell14.  

▪ Equally as important, and not 
reflected in the chart to the right, site 
readiness investments since 2014 
enabled the nine sites that have been 
fully or partially developed to be 
developed. A prime example of these 
site readiness efforts are the 
environmental mitigation and 
infrastructure investments required 
to prepare the Site 19 TRIP Phase 2 
for development.  

 
3. Significant challenges remain to move sites to market. This is particularly true for sites that require 

aggregation and High-Need Tier 3 sites.  

▪ Large industrial sites can face multiple development constraints, including: state and local 
legislative actions15, inadequate infrastructure16 and transportation, land assembly needs, natural 
resources mitigation, brownfield remediation, and property owners not willing to transact. 

▪ Sites with multiple property owners require aggregation. This is a key issue to supplying larger sites 
to the market affecting over a third of the Tier 2 and Tier 3 sites in the inventory (13 sites). 

▪ Nearly 2/3 of the Tier 2 and Tier 3 sites require local actions such as annexation, zoning, or 
completion of concept planning (22 sites).  

  

10  Site 1: Rivergate and Site 18: TRIP Phase 2. 
11  Site 16: Blue Lake Corporate Park (formerly Cereghino). 
12  Site 37: Orr Family Site. 
13  Site 101: Vanrose Farms and Bert and Bernie LLC. 
14  Site 119: Intel (West Union Rd). 
15 Local and state legislative actions include UGB expansion, annexation, zoning, and concept planning. 
16  Infrastructure includes water, sewer, and stormwater utilities. 

ACTIONS THAT MADE SITES MORE DEVELOPMENT-READY 
BETWEEN 2014-2017 INVENTORIES 

Changes in property owner willingness to transact 1 
Environmental constraint mitigation 2 
Infrastructure investments 2 

   Figure 4: Movement within inventory 

 
                                                   Source: Mackenzie 
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▪ Of the 26 Tier 3 sites, the development community views 15 of these sites as High-Need sites, 
which will require significant resources to reach Tier 1 site readiness. These sites are expected to 
take five years or more of site readiness work. In some case, industrial development may not be 
feasible. 

□ Seven of the 26 Tier 3 sites are current or 
previous operating gravel pits. To be 
developable, these sites will need to be filled 
once extraction is complete. The timing of fill 
is unknown and may take years. Although 
these sites may be utilized for industrial 
development in the future, they are on the 
lengthier Tier 3 timeframe, perhaps even 
decades out from development. 

□ While brownfield redevelopment affects 
seven large industrial sites, three industrial 
sites are located in the Portland Harbor 
Superfund site which will add significant 
costs, time, and will require coordinated 
strategies. 

▪ Based on detailed site assessments completed on 19 Tier 2 and Tier 3 sites and a PGE infrastructure 
study, the estimated total costs for infrastructure only are $143.8 million for the 1,385 gross acres, 
or an average cost of $2.31 per square foot. In addition, for the 19 sites with detailed site 
assessments, there is another $53 million of estimated non-infrastructure site readiness costs 
needed to move sites to market (e.g., wetlands, brownfield clean up, slope mitigation, building pad 
surcharge), underscoring the importance of flexible site readiness funding sources.  

 
4. Site readiness investments and development since 2011 have resulted in significant investment and job 

creation. 

▪ As a supplemental analysis to the inventory, the 2017 project included an evaluation of the return 
on investment realized from sites that have been fully or partially developed. Since 2011, six sites 
have fully developed18

 and nine sites have partially developed19. Another seven sites are expected 
to move toward development in 2017.  

□ Of the fully developed sites, $230 million in investment in real property has occurred on 225 
industrial acres, creating between 2,500 and 2,750 direct jobs with an estimated annual wage 
of $50,000 and a $5.2 million annual state personal income tax return.  

  

17  Estimated costs for constraint mitigation not available. 
18  Site 46: Westmark site; Site 21: GVBP East; Site 13: Specht Properties; Site 11: PIC East; Site 40: Pacific Realty Associates; Site 49: Majestic Realty. 
19 Site 19: TRIP lots 1-6; Site 22: GVBP lot 9; Site 21: GVBP lots 1-3; Site 48: Baker/Bindewale; Site 56: East Evergreen; Site 16: Cereghino; Site 114: Colwood; 

Site 111: Weston; Site 113: Henningsen. 

Tier 2 and 3 Site Development Constraints17  

Infrastructure (sewer, water, storm utilities) 16 

Transportation  22 

Land Assembly 13 

Local and State Legislative Actions 22 

Brownfield Cleanup 7 

Natural Resources 17 

Willingness to Transact 21 
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Fully Developed Sites Since 2011 (6 sites) 

Acres 225 

Square Footage 4 million 

Estimated Direct Jobs  2,500-2,750 

Estimated Average Annual Wage  $50,000 

Estimated Indirect and Induced Jobs 2,500 

Investment in Real Property $230 million 

Annual Local Property Tax Revenues $500,000* 

Annual State Personal Income Tax Revenues $5.2 million 
 * Property tax revenues are adjusted to reflect the five-year property tax 

abatement for all but one of the nine sites. Property tax revenues will 
increase at the end of the tax abatement period.  

Recommendations and Next Steps  

While recent market absorption of industrial sites highlighted in this report ranged from 26 net developable acres 
to 80 net developable acres in the 2014-2017 inventory cycle, the Portland metropolitan region continues to see a 
demand for larger industrial sites of 50+ and 100+ acres. The 2017 inventory highlights the lack of 50+ and 100+ 
Tier 1 industrial sites and hurdles associated with moving the Tier 2 and Tier 3 sites of this size to market. If this 
regional issue is not addressed, the Portland region will experience lost opportunities for new game-changer 
business locations and expansions. 

Policymakers should consider policy actions and investments to address industrial site readiness challenges (e.g., 
land aggregation, infrastructure, transportation, natural resource mitigation, legislative actions, and industrial 
brownfield cleanup) and development hurdles. With reduced federal funds, the region will need to be more 
strategic about investments to support these goals. 

The Project Management Team recommends that policymakers, economic development practitioners, and other 
stakeholders focus their efforts on the following actions to address the findings from this report: 

Local and Regional Site Readiness Actions 

1. Engage the Oregon Economic Development Department, Oregon Economic Development Association, local 
jurisdictions, private property owners, and developers in efforts to make investments in industrial sites 
needed to move these sites to market.  

2. Actively work to find ways to aggregate 13 industrial sites with multiple property owners to realize the 
market potential of these sites. This is critical to realizing the potential of Coffee Creek, Meek Subarea and 
other industrial sites in the region.  

3. Support local jurisdictions in evaluating the sites that require state and local legislative actions (e.g., 
annexation, zoning, and concept planning) and identify the timeline for and feasibility of completing this 
work. Metro has invested Community Planning and Development funds in the past to support such efforts.  

Partially Developed Sites Since 2011 (9 sites) 

Acres 350 acres 

Square Footage 4.78 million 

Estimated Job Capacity 2,800–3,250  

Investment in Real Property $500 million 
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4. Evaluate Tier 3 High-Need sites to determine if there is a path for development. If not, consider removing 
them from the inventory or creating a Tier 4.   

5. Proactively work on solutions to the Lower Willamette cleanup to remove the cloud over the properties in 
the Portland Harbor.  

6. Apply brownfield tools approved by the legislature to brownfield redevelopment of industrial lands 
(Brownfield Tax Abatement Program and Landbanking Authority).  

7. Actively work on regional and local infrastructure financing solutions that impact 60% of the industrial sites 
in the inventory. Metro’s Economic Atlas may help identify strategic infrastructure investments benefitting 
the region’s industrial and employment lands. Local infrastructure needs could potentially be packaged 
with State infrastructure financing to fund local/regional projects through the West Coast Infrastructure 
Exchange.  

8. Support regular updates of the inventory and track investments from sites that have been developed. 
Consider expanding the inventory to sites of 15 acres or more to reflect shifting market demand.   

State Legislative Actions 

9. Advocate for new tools and funding to support brownfield cleanup and redevelopment. This includes but 
is not limited to re-capitalization of the Oregon Economic Development Department’s Brownfield 
Revolving Loan Fund and passage of Brownfield Tax Credit.  

10. Support state loan funding for the Industrial Site Readiness Program and Special Public Works Fund. The 
Industrial Site Readiness Program was enacted in 2013 without authorization for loan funding. The Special 
Public Work Program is oversubscribed and underfunded.  

11. Continue to support the Regional Solutions Teams that provide coordinated state attention to facilitate 
solutions for sites with complex issues involving multiple agencies. The Metro Regional Solutions Team 
played a key role in addressing sire readiness issues in Troutdale, Gresham, Clackamas, and Hillsboro in the 
2014-17 inventory cycle.   

Local Development Actions 

12. Evaluate the potential for new or expanded enterprise zones or other local or state incentives to help 
secure targeted development.  

13. Encourage local communities to explore an expedited permitting process to address market expectations 
of issuing construction permits. Several communities with development wins in the 2014-2017 inventory 
cycle have expedited permitting programs in place (e.g., Hillsboro, Gresham).  
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Map 1: Regional Map of Tier 1, 2, and 3 Sites 
 
 
Note: Additional maps are available in Appendix B of this report.  Source: Mackenzie 
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PROJECT SUMMARY  

Project Purpose 

The 2011-12 Regional Industrial Site Readiness Project assessed the Portland region’s supply of development-ready 
large industrial sites, a critical part of a strategy to retain and attract traded-sector jobs. Traded-sector employers 
export and sell goods and services and then import that revenue back into the local economy. Manufacturing is 
the backbone of the Portland metropolitan area’s “traded-sector” employment. Traded-sector businesses include 
industries such as high technology, software, and design services among others. A prosperous economy depends 
on having traded-sector businesses that provide middle-income jobs for its residents. Portland-Metro’s Traded 
Sector, a 2012 Value of Jobs Report issued by Portland Business Alliance, found that on average a traded-sector 
worker in the Portland metropolitan area earns 42% more than a local-sector worker in the Portland metropolitan 
region. In an income-tax-dependent state such as Oregon, these high wage traded-sector jobs generate more 
revenue for critical services like schools, health care, and social services than local-sector jobs. Traded-sector jobs 
have a multiplier effect throughout the economy, with an additional 2.5 local-sector jobs created for each traded-
sector job. Traded-sector jobs provide employment opportunities for those without a high school or college degree. 
Because the Portland region competes with other metropolitan areas for these traded-sector jobs, it must have an 
adequate inventory of development-ready large industrial sites for expanding and attracting businesses.  

This report is an update to the 2011 and 2014 inventories which described the supply and development-readiness 
of large (25 net acres and larger) industrial sites in the Portland metropolitan region20. Net developable acres are 
gross acres less wetlands, floodplain, 7%+ slopes, streams, and other development constraints that limit 
development. For purposes of this study, only vacant, industrially zoned, or planned lands within the Portland 
metropolitan Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) were analyzed. The 2017 inventory utilized the same methodology 
that was developed during the 2011-2012 Project and utilized in the 2014 inventory update project.  

The original project was conceived partly in response to Metro’s 2009 Urban Growth Report, which identified a 
shortage of large industrial sites in the region and the need to replenish large industrial sites as they are developed. 
The original project was produced by Mackenzie in partnership with Business Oregon, Metro, NAIOP – Commercial 
Real Estate Development Association Oregon Chapter, Port of Portland, and the Portland Business Alliance whose 
representatives served as the Project Management Team (PMT). Since this time, the PMT has been expanded to 
include Greater Portland Inc and Portland General Electric.  

The 2011 inventory provided an understanding of the supply of vacant large industrial lands, the time and 
investment needed to get these sites development-ready, and the sites’ development constraints. While the 2011 
report and this update are limited in scope to large industrial sites within the Metro UGB and urban reserves, 
several communities in the Portland-Vancouver region have replicated the work for other locations and site sizes, 
most notably Clackamas County’s county-wide work in 2013-1421 and Clark County’s county-wide inventory in fall 
201622.  

As with the 2011 and 2014 inventory update, this project focuses on the quality of land and how ready it is for 
development versus the quantity of gross acres. The inventory is intended to be maintained and updated on a 
regular basis to reflect market changes, development, investments, and actions to move sites to market. It will also 

20  The Regional Industrial Site Readiness Project examines vacant, industrially-zoned, or planned lands within the Portland metropolitan area’s UGB and 
selected urban reserves that are suitable for large industrial development by new firms moving to the region, development companies who develop 
business and employment centers, or support the growth of existing firms. The study identified and documented user-owned sites held for future use, but 
excluded these from the detailed analysis because these sites were not available to the general market. Rural areas of Clackamas and Washington counties 
outside the Metro UGB were not included in this analysis.  

21  http://cmap.clackamas.us/ccss/  
22 http://www.credc.org/land-for-jobs/  
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help to inform continued local and private sector efforts to increase site readiness, legislative actions to fund site 
readiness, due diligence programs, and provide context for Urban Growth Reports and the Economic Values Atlas 
produced by Metro. The Urban Growth Report assesses the region’s long-range employment and housing growth 
and, as such, has a broader perspective than this inventory, which focuses on site-readiness for short- and medium-
term job creation opportunities. The common theme of both the Urban Growth Report and this inventory is that 
the public and private sectors need to work cooperatively to make sites available for private sector job creation. 
The next Urban Growth Report will be released in draft form in the summer of 2018, followed by a regional urban 
growth management decision by the end of 2018.  
 
The 2017 inventory update reflects market conditions as of June 2017. This report summarizes the findings of the 
2017 inventory and highlights changes from the June 2014 inventory to show movement within the market and 
the impact of recent actions and investments. The inventory can be used as a reference for monitoring and 
tracking changes of absorption of industrial sites in the region, and can also be used by the public sector as the 
basis for making informed land use and investment decisions around the supply, regulation, and development 
readiness of industrial sites.  
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2017 INVENTORY  

Background on the Update 

Consistent with the 2014 inventory, the 2017 inventory update assessed industrial sites over 25 net developable 
acres to identify development-ready sites (Tier 1) and sites that need additional work and investment (Tier 2 and 
Tier 3). The 2017 inventory update did not analyze the size of investments needed to move Tier 2 and Tier 3 sites 
to development-ready status. With the assistance of Metro Community Planning and Development funding, 
Clackamas and Washington counties completed detailed site assessments using the methodology developed in 
Phase 2 of the 2011-12 Regional Industrial Site Readiness Project for site readiness investments and future 
development. In recent years, Clark County also completed detailed site assessments in 2016. This site assessment 
work helped identify and sequence site readiness investments required for future development.  

Mackenzie and the PMT evaluated sites using similar criteria and metrics as companies or developers would use, 
rather than limiting analysis to existing parcels or tax lots. A site in this inventory could be a single-owner parcel or 
multiple adjacent parcels that can be combined into a single site; combined parcels could include adjacent parcels 
in the same ownership and/or in multiple ownerships. This update is also important because trends and changes 
can be examined since the previous inventory, not solely the quantity of land. It assesses actions, investments and 
market changes to understand the transformation of sites. It is anticipated that in future updates of the inventory, 
additional data points will help identify trends that may further inform policymakers. 

Tiering Criteria and the Process to Score the Sites 

The tiering system utilized in this inventory update was based on development readiness criteria established during 
the 2011-2012 project, and employed for the 2014 update. The tiers are based on industry standards and mirror 
the recruitment/development timeframe used by the State’s Industrial Site Certification Process. The tiers are 
defined as follows.  

Tier 1 Sites have over 25 net developable acres and are development-ready, or can be development-ready, 
within 180 days (six months). It is anticipated that no, or minimal, infrastructure or brownfield 
remediation is necessary, and that due diligence and entitlements could be provided and/or obtained 
within this time period. A Tier 1 site does not have a use restriction and is currently on the market for 
sale or lease, or the owner is willing to transact within 180 days. Sites in this tier would generally qualify 
for Business Oregon’s Industrial Site Certification program.  

Tier 2 Sites have over 25 net developable acres and require additional actions that would take between 7 to 
30 months to be counted as development-ready. The 7- to 30-month timeframe is for sites that are 
less competitive for expansions and recruitment, but may still be of some interest to more patient 
users/developers. These sites may have deficiency issues with regard to infrastructure or may require 
brownfield remediation, annexation, and additional local and state legislative actions that are assumed 
to take more than six months. Additionally, these sites may have a marine or aviation use restriction 
that limits, but does not eliminate, their market opportunity. These sites are currently on the market 
for sale or lease, or the property owner is willing to transact. If the property owners’ willingness to 
transact is unknown, the site may still be considered a Tier 2 site. Should the site be in multiple 
ownerships, an agreement to aggregate within 30 months must be in place. 

Tier 3 Sites have over 25 net developable acres and require the most cost and time to deliver a development-
ready site. Tier 3 sites include those that require 30 months or more to be development-ready and 
represent the least competitive sites from an expansion, recruitment, or a speculative development 
perspective. In addition to the criterion for Tier 2, these sites may or may not be currently for sale or 
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lease, or the owner may or may not be willing to transact. In a small number of cases, sites are in Tier 
3 because required information was not available at the time this report was published. In this tier, the 
Project team identified High-Need sites expected to take five years or more for site readiness 
investments needed to move to Tier 1. Development of some of these sites may not be feasible. 

Table 1 below shows the tiering criteria developed and used by the PMT and consultant team to tier the sites. 

Table 1: Inventory Tiering Criteria 

  

25 Net 
Developable 

Acres 
Use 

Restriction 
Brownfield 

Remediation 
Annexation 

Required 

Sewer, 
Water, & 

Storm 
System 

Mobility 

Currently 
for Sale or 

Lease 
 

Willingness 
to Transact 

Tier 1 
Within 6 
months No 

No or Within  
6 months 

(Score of A) 
No A or B A or B Yes OR Yes 

Tier 2 
Within 7-30 

months Yes or No 
Within 7-30 

Months 
(Score of B) 

Yes or No A, B, or C A, B, or C Yes OR 
Yes  
or  

Unknown 

Tier 3 >30 months Yes or No >30 months 
(Score of C) Yes or No A, B, or C A, B, or C Yes or No OR 

Yes or No 
or 

Unknown 
Source: Mackenzie 
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2017 INVENTORY UPDATE FINDINGS 

Development Readiness 

Industrial sites in the region are in varying states 
of readiness, requiring regulatory approvals 
(development permitting, environmental 
resource mitigation), local discretionary actions 
(concept planning, annexation, zoning), 
infrastructure (sewer, water, transportation), 
site/property owner aggregation, and brownfield 
remediation.  

The study finds that the region has a decreasing 
supply of large industrial sites readily available to 
attract and grow employers needed for the region 
to prosper, particularly sites of 50 net developable 
acres or more. Figures 5 and 6 represent the 
findings of the regional inventory as of June 2017.  

The study found the following: 

10 Tier 1 sites  
Available for facility construction within 180 days  

There are 10 Tier 1 development-ready sites 
available in the near term, mostly in the 25- to 49- 
acre range. Tier 1 sites total approximately 430 
net developable acres, and seven of these sites are 
currently under contract/in due diligence with 
potential purchasers.  

11 Tier 2 sites  
Available for facility construction between seven 
and 30 months  

Tier 2 mid-term sites require additional 
investment or policy actions to be development-
ready. Of the 11 Tier 2 sites totaling approximately 
673 net developable acres, two of these sites 
require property owner assembly; however, all are 
willing to transact. Seven of these sites require city 
annexation.  

26 Tier 3 sites  
Available for facility construction beyond 30 months  

There are multiple challenges to address to bring these 26 Tier 3 sites to market. Investment and actions required 
to move these sites forward include site aggregation, brownfield remediation, wetland mitigation, 
transportation/infrastructure improvements, and annexation. Of the Tier 3 sites, 11 (42%) require property owner 
assembly. Tier 3 sites total approximately 1,680 net developable acres. Of these 26 Tier 3 sites, 15 sites are 
considered High-Need sites with an estimated development timeframe of over five years. 

Figure 5: Site Distribution Based on Tiers and Lot Size 
 

 
Source: Mackenzie 

Figure 6: Site Distribution Based on Tiers and County  
 

Source: Mackenzie 
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50-plus and 100-plus-acre size sites 
The 2017 inventory update found a decreasing supply of 50-plus and 100-plus-acre sites in the Portland region.  
 
With respect to 50- to 99-acre sites, the study found 10 sites, only five of which are unencumbered: 

▪ Three Tier 1 sites that are all under development agreements and may soon no longer be available. 

▪ Two Tier 2 sites that are both under development agreements and may soon no longer be available. 

▪ Five Tier 3 sites: Site 33: Coffee Creek site 1 (Wilsonville); Site 64: Woodfold-Marco Manufacturing Inc. 
(Forest Grove); and three currently operating gravel pit sites in Gresham (Sites 120, 121 and 122). 

 
With respect to 100-plus-acre sites, the study found four sites: 

▪ No Tier 1 sites. 

▪ One Tier 2 site: Site 104, Meek Subarea site (Hillsboro). 

▪ Three Tier 3 sites: Site 7: West Hayden Island; Site 10: SW Quad (both owned by the Port of Portland); 
and Site 101: Vanrose Farms/Bert & Bernie LLC (Hillsboro).  

 Tier 2 and 3 Development Constraints 

There are multiple development constraints impacting the 37 Tier 2 and Tier 3 sites, as outlined in the table below.  

 
Parcel aggregation is an issue impacting 35% of the sites. 
Nearly 60% of the Tier 2 and Tier 3 sites require local and 
state legislative action, and 65% of Tier 2 and Tier 3 sites 
have significant site infrastructure and environmental 
constraints.   

Tier 2 and Tier 3 Development Constraints 

Brownfield clean up: 7 

Natural Resources: 17 
Infrastructure 
(water, sewer, storm utilities): 16 

Transportation: 22 

Land Assembly: 13 
Local and State Legislative Actions 
(annexation, zoning, concept 
planning and UGB expansion): 

22 

Willingness to Transact 
No: 
Unknown: 

15 
6 

Note: Most sites may have multiple constraints 
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Tier 1, 2, and 3 Site Results 

The 2017 update is based on the best available public information available to the consultant as of June 2017. The 
inventory of industrial sites in the Portland region will change over time; as such, this inventory is a snapshot in 
time. Changes to this inventory are based on better information, such as wetland delineations; site surveys; 
property owner conversations; new properties coming on the market; properties in the inventory coming off the 
market due to transactions; a change in tier status based on investment or other actions; and other issues, such as 
an increase in property owner willingness to transact or other user designation.  

The inventory update identifies 47 large industrial sites in the Metro UGB and selected urban reserves (Figure 7). 
Of these 47 sites in the inventory, 10 sites (21%) are Tier 1; 11 sites (24%) are Tier 2; and 26 sites (55%) are Tier 3 
sites. Many of the Tier 3 sites have significant barriers to development readiness and may not be able to be 
aggregated as a site at all. The complete inventory of sites detailing all the data prepared for each site, their location 
in the region, and their tiers can be found in Appendix A, with regional maps found in Appendix B. 

    Table 2: Tier and Site Distribution by County 

Tier/Acres Clackamas Multnomah Washington Total 

Absorbed by the Market 

(removed from 2014 inventory) 
0 5 8 13 

Tier 1 2 4 4 10 

25-49  acres 2 3 2 7 
50-99  acres 0 1 2 3 
100+  acres 0 0 0 0 
Tier 2 1 2 8 11 

25-49 acres 1 1 6 8 
50-99 acres 0 1 1 2 
100+ acres 0 0 1 1 
Tier 3 1 13 12 26 

25-49 acres 1 8 9 18 
50-99 acres 0 3 2 5 
100+ acres 0 2 1 3 

TOTAL 4 19 24 47 
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Tier 1 Sites 

Of the 10 Tier 1 sites, four are in Washington County, four are in Multnomah County and two are in Clackamas 
County (Table 2). There is a limited supply of large sites ready for industrial development as 70% of the Tier 1 sites 
are in the 25-49-acre range. There are three 50-plus-acre sites, and no 100-acre sites that are Tier 1; the three 50-
plus acre sites have development agreements.  
 

 
In addition to development readiness, there are 
a handful of economic factors that drive the 
suitability of industrial sites for immediate 
development. A closer look at the 10 Tier 1 sites 
(Table 3) reveals that the number of sites 
attractive to a broad range of potential traded-
sector companies is even smaller. Of the 10 Tier 
1 sites, two sites have multiple owners and a 
potential user must aggregate these sites 
themselves. One site is currently for sale at an 
above-market price for industrial development. 
It is unclear if, or when, the current owner will 
align the asking price with current industrial 
market pricing. Seven Tier 1 sites are currently 
under development agreements with potential 
purchasers, and may be off the inventory by 
201823.  

 

80% of the Tier 1 sites are in Multnomah or Washington County24. Because the inventory only includes sites within 
the Portland metropolitan UGB or select urban reserves, industrial sites located in rural Washington County and 
Clackamas County, such as Banks, Canby, Sandy, Molalla, and Estacada are not included in this inventory25. 
However, these sites are an important component of the regional economy. Table 3 details the Tier 1 sites. 

 

 

23  Site 1: Rivergate; Site 29: CCDA; Site 50: Shute North; Site 52: Shute South; Site 16: Blue Lake Corporate Park (formerly Cereghino); Site 18: TRIP Lot 10; 
Site 119: Intel (West Union Road).  

24  Approximately 40% of Multnomah County is within the Metro UGB; 17% of Washington County; and 5% of Clackamas County.  
25  http://cmap.clackamas.us/ccss/ 

Figure 7: Site Distribution Based on Tier and Acreage  
 

 
Source: Mackenzie 
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Table 3: Tier 1 Site Summary 
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1 Port of Portland (Rivergate) Portland Multnomah 51.44 51.21 4  L  

16 Blue Lake Corporate Center 
(formerly Cereghino)  Gresham Multnomah 41.63 25.00 5  L  

18 
Port of Portland 
(TRIP - Phase 2) 

Troutdale Multnomah 42.67 30.18 3  S/L  

21 Port of Portland GVBP - East Gresham Multnomah 48.2 48.2 1  S/L  

29 Clackamas County 
Development Agency Clackamas Clackamas 61.93 40.00 11  S/L  

32 Ralph & Shirley Elligsen  Wilsonville Clackamas 33.42 30.20 2  S  

50 Shute North (Berger/Moore 
Trust/Boyles Trust) Hillsboro Washington 73.31 55.00 5 3 S  

52 Shute South (Berger 
Properties/Moore Trust)  Hillsboro Washington 42.91 42.91 2 2 S  

57 TTM Technologies (formerly 
Merix Corporation) Forest Grove Washington 34.25 29.71 1  S  

119 Intel (West Union Rd) Hillsboro Washington 72.4 72.4 2 1  Yes 

Total Acres: 502.16 424.81  

Note: It is assumed that if a property is currently listed for sale or lease, the property owner is willing to transact.  Source: Mackenzie 
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Tier 2 Sites 

The analysis found 11 Tier 2 sites within the Metro UGB. The bulk of these sites are in Washington or Multnomah 
County, with only one site in Clackamas County. There are few 50+ acre sites in Tier 2: two sites between 50-99 
acres and one 100-plus-acre site. 

Each of the sites in Tier 2 face significant challenges to become development-ready: most require infrastructure 
extension, and seven sites require local and state legislative actions, like annexation. Many Tier 2 sites have 
multiple development constraints that limit their marketability. The inventory update did not identify specific 
constraints at each site, but the list of potential constraints includes environmental clean-up, infrastructure 
upgrades, property owner aggregation, annexation, wetland/floodplain fill.  

Because they have fewer development challenges than Tier 3 sites, Tier 2 sites may present the best opportunity 
to focus resources to bring more sites to Tier 1. Table 4 details the Tier 2 sites. 

Table 4: Tier 2 Site Summary 
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9 Port of Portland 
(NE Marine Drive & 33rd Ave) Portland Multnomah 66.74 62.70 1  L No 

23 Mt Hood Community College Troutdale Multnomah 38.45 37.40 3   Yes 

37 Orr Family Farm LLC Sherwood Washington 96.26 77.00 1   No 

38 Biles Family LLC Sherwood Washington 39.60 30.89 1  S  

54 5305 NW 253RD Avenue LLC Hillsboro Washington 38.49 28.59 1   N/A 

55 Spokane Humane Society & 
Spokanimal Care Hillsboro Washington 45.49 34.00 1   Yes 

62 Rock Creek Site Happy Valley Clackamas 40.83 36.82 5 2 S Yes 

66 Kenneth Itel Tualatin Washington 46.25 30.25 2   Yes 

104 Meek Subarea Site Hillsboro Washington 268.02 257.42 8 7  Yes 

112 Hally Haworth Forest Grove Washington 38.19 36.15 2   Yes 

115 Port of Portland (former 
SolarWorld) Hillsboro Washington 46.23 46.23 1  L No 

Total Acres: 764.55 677.45  

Note: It is assumed that if a property is currently listed for sale or lease, the property owner is willing to transact.  Source: Mackenzie 
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Tier 3 Sites 

The analysis found 26 Tier 3 sites within the Metro UGB and selected urban reserves. While all but one26 of the Tier 
3 sites are inside the UGB, this category of sites has multiple and significant constraints to overcome to get to 
development readiness. Similar to the other tiers, the number of 50+-acre Tier 3 sites is limited, with five sites that 
are between 50-99 acres, and three 100+-acre sites. 

Eleven of the Tier 3 sites (42%) require aggregation of parcels in separate ownerships. Ownership ranges from two 
owners for the Woodfold site in Forest Grove (Site 64) to up to 16 owners for the Coffee Creek Site 1 in Wilsonville 
(Site 33). Six of these 11 sites have more than three ownerships. The more owners involved, the more complex and 
lengthy the aggregation process.  

More than two-thirds (15) of the sites in Tier 3 will require some kind of local or state legislative actions such as 
UGB expansion, annexation, zoning and concept planning to become development-ready. Examples include sites 
that are outside the current UGB and West Hayden Island, which is inside the UGB, but has been subject to two 
lengthy planning and annexation processes that ended without the desired outcome and, if pursued, will likely 
include significant infrastructure and mitigation requirements. If approved for development, the West Hayden 
Island site is at least seven years away from readiness due to permits, mitigation, and infrastructure requirements.  

Another issue affecting five Tier 3 sites is brownfield contamination. Three of these sites27 are located in the City 
of Portland adjacent to the Willamette River Superfund designation and have significant development issues, risk, 
and uncertainty.  

Six of the Tier 3 sites (12%) are currently operating as active quarries, with gross site acreage varying from 26 to 
300 acres. These sites have been mined for decades and, as a result, are significantly sloped due to excavation and 
may not be ready for industrial development for decades.  

Development readiness requires, first and foremost, a willingness to enter into a transaction by the property 
owner. However, simply a lack of willingness to transact, or a lack of information of a willingness to transact, was 
not a reason to exclude a site in the inventory. Of the 26 Tier 3 sites, 20 (76%) either lack a willingness to transact 
or the information was unable to be determined as part of this study. Three of the Tier 3 sites (12%) are currently, 
or could be, available to the general market, as the property owner is willing to enter into a transaction; three sites 
(12%) are currently listed for sale or lease on the market. Table 5 provides a complete list of the Tier 3 sites.  Table 
6 below provides a list of 15 Tier 3 High-Need sites – a subset of Tier 3 sites – that are likely to require more than 
five years for development. 

 

 

 

 
 

26 Site 109: Morse Bros Inc. 
27 Site 2: Time Oil Company; Site 4: ESCO Corp; Site 5: Altofina Chemicals Inc.  
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   Table 5: Tier 3 Site Summary 
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2 Time Oil Company Portland Multnomah 51.10 39.40 7   Yes 

4 ESCO Corp Portland Multnomah 37.62 29.92 6 3  N/A 

5 Atofina Chemicals INC Portland Multnomah 59.76 47.25 6   N/A 

7 Port of Portland 
(West Hayden Island) Portland Multnomah 472.00 300.00 3   Yes 

10 
Port of Portland 
(SW Quad) 

Portland Multnomah 209.69 206.47 5  L Yes 

17 
Port of Portland (TRIP –  
Phase 3) 

Fairview Multnomah 34.14 30.00  1 S/L Yes 

24 Jean Johnson  Gresham Multnomah 37.17 33.82 1   N/A 

25 Lester Jonak, Jr.  Gresham Multnomah 34.19 27.07 1   N/A 

26 Michael & Ardele Obrist Gresham Multnomah 33.51 33.51 2   N/A 

33 Coffee Creek Industrial Area - 
Site 1 Wilsonville Washington 89.59 84.70 21 16  No 

35 Tonquin Industrial Area Tualatin Washington 49.52 34.32 8 7  Yes 

36 Tigard Sand & Gravel Site Tualatin Washington 301.08 25.00 15 3  No 

59 Coffee Creek Industrial Area - 
Site 2 Wilsonville Washington 45.07 44.49 12 7  No 

60 Coffee Creek Industrial Area - 
Site 3 Wilsonville Washington 28.82 26.22 10 6  No 

61 Coffee Creek Industrial Area - 
Site 4 Wilsonville Washington 46.57 42.37 12 8  No 

64 Woodfold-Marco MFG Inc. 
(East Oak Street) Forest Grove Washington 27.67 25.06 2 2  No 

65 Woodfold-Marco MFG Inc. 
(West Oak Street) Forest Grove Washington 53.66 52.97 5   No 
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101 Vanrose Farms and Bert & 
Bernie LLC Hillsboro Washington 271.64 224.83 2 2 S Yes 

109 Morse Bros. Inc.  Tualatin Washington 83.68 25.00 7   No 

110 Davis Family Trust & Remi 
Taghon Cornelius Washington 49.01 40.21 10 2  Yes/

No 

116 Northwest Sand & Gravel Inc.  Unincorporated Clackamas 26.20 25.10 6 1  No 

117 Chamberlain Wilsonville Washington 43.00 39.40 9 11  No 

118 Yett Portland Multnomah 30.10 30 13 1  No 

120 Morse Brothers Site 2 Gresham Multnomah 93.02 93.02 11 1   

121 Multnomah County Gravel 1 Gresham Multnomah 67.2 67.2 4 1   

122 John D. Winters Gresham Multnomah 52.3 52.3 13 1   

Total Acres: 2,327 1,679  

Source: Mackenzie 
Notes: “YES/NO” is for a property with two owners – one willing to transact and one not willing to transact. Additionally, it is assumed that if a 

property is currently listed for sale or lease, the property owner is willing to transact; site 109 is currently outside of the UGB.  
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High-Need Sites 

Fifteen Tier 3 sites have been identified that, due to various factors, require significant resources to reach Tier 1 
development readiness. These sites are expected to require five years or more of site readiness work. This 
inventory includes these sites in both the Tier 3 designation, as well as this additional High-Need Site designation, 
as they face significant development challenges that may preclude any industrial development, including 
Superfund cleanup (3 sites); active/previous gravel pits requiring reclamation (7 sites); interchange access to 
planned industrial area (3 sites); annexation and rezoning (1 site); and multiple access/infrastructure/mitigation 
(1 site).  It is important to note that although these sites are designed and planned for industrial development, they 
may never develop for their designated uses due to these constraints and market factors. Table 6 provides a 
complete list of the High-Need sites.  
 

 Table 6: Tier 3 Subset – High-Need Sites 
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2 Time Oil Company Portland Multnomah 51.10 39.40 7   Yes 

4 ESCO Corp Portland Multnomah 37.62 29.92 6 3  N/A 

5 Atofina Chemicals Inc. Portland Multnomah 59.76 47.25 6   N/A 

7 Port of Portland 
(West Hayden Island) Portland Multnomah 472.00 300.00 3   Yes 

10 Port of Portland 
(SW Quad) Portland Multnomah 209.69 206.47 5  L Yes 

24 Jean Johnson  Gresham Multnomah 37.17 33.82 1   N/A 

25 Lester Jonak, Jr.  Gresham Multnomah 34.19 27.07 1   N/A 

26 Michael & Ardele Obrist Gresham Multnomah 33.51 33.51 2   N/A 

36 Tigard Sand & Gravel Site Tualatin Washington 301.08 25.00 15 3  No 

109 Morse Bros. Inc.  Tualatin Washington 83.68 25.00 7   No 

116 Northwest Sand & Gravel Inc.  Unincorporated Clackamas 26.20 25.10 6 1  No 

118 Yett Portland Multnomah 30.10 30 13 1  No 

120 Morse Brothers Site 2 Gresham Multnomah 93.02 93.02 11 1   

121 Multnomah County Gravel  Gresham Multnomah 67.2 67.2 4 1   

122 John D. Winters Gresham Multnomah 52.3 52.3 13 1   

Total Acres: 1,588 1,035  
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Additional Sites  

There are several dozen industrially designated sites in the region that are not included in this inventory update. 
These sites fall into four categories.  

1. The parcel/site is greater than 25 gross acres; but when constraints (environmental or restrictive 
zoning/overlay) are taken into consideration, the net developable acreage falls below 25 acres (see 
Table 7). 

2. The parcel/site is owned by a company that is part of an existing campus/development and the company 
has future expansion plans. This vacant land is not currently available to the market for another prospective 
user. The site is partially vacant, but reserved for expansion (see Table 8).  

3. The parcel/site is owned by a company that has future development plans; therefore, the site is not 
currently on the market for a prospective user. The site is fully vacant and land banked for new 
development (see Table 8). 

4. The parcel/site is currently developed for industrial use, but could redevelop in the future. These sites are 
not analyzed as a part of this project since doing so would significantly expand the scope of this analysis. 

Although these sites do not appear in the 2017 inventory in this report, they are still an important portion of the 
region’s industrial land supply. Appendix C provides regional maps of the environmentally constrained and user-
designated sites.  

Sites with Less Than 25 Net Developable Acres 

There are 25 parcels and/or sites in this study that have 25 gross acres, but do not have at least 25 net developable 
acres. However, these sites are still part of the region’s inventory of industrial land, as they may be developable 
for smaller users. These sites are identified in Table 7 below, but are not included in the 2017 inventory because 
they did not meet the criteria of this study. 

Table 7: Parcels or Sites with Less Than 25 Net Developable Acres 
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McCormick & Bassili 
Investments LLC 

Happy Valley  
(HWY 212 & 162nd) 33.98 7.5 

Environmental constraints result in <25 net 
developable acres – according to Clackamas 
County 

Weaver Russell Happy Valley  
(HWY 212 & 162nd) 34.19 3.5 

Environmental constraints result in <25 net 
developable acres – according to Clackamas 
County 
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Fazio Portland  
(East of NE MLK & Gertz) 34.96 22 

Existing drainage ditch bisects site into a 21.5-
acre site; net developable acres in largest 
development parcel is <25 acres. 

Graphic Packaging North Portland  
(Marine Drive & Portland) 26.26 2.75 Environmental constraints result in <25 net 

developable acres. 

Catellus Portland  
(N of Airport and 185th) 31.99 3.5 Environmental constraints result in <25 acres 

remaining (wetlands and floodplain). 

Langer Family Sherwood  
(T/S Road & Adams) 56.48 < 25 Public utility district overlay on site results in 

<25 net developable. 

Orwa Sherwood LLC Sherwood  
(T/S Road & Adams) 50.25 6 Bisecting road results in <25 net developable 

acres. 

Fred Fields  Tigard  
(Hall and Hunziker) 35.6 <25 Environmental constraints result in <25 net 

developable acres (market/site knowledge). 

David Young Wilsonville  
(S of Boeckman W of I-5) 33.9 0 

Significant Resource Overlay Zone 
environmental constraints – according to City 
of Wilsonville. 

Gary Walgraeve Tualatin  
(Herman Road & 118th) 54.95 14.5 

Environmental constraints result in <25 net 
developable acres – according to City of 
Tualatin. 

Edward Wager Tualatin (T/S Road & 124th) 32.14 13 
Environmental constraints result in <25 net 
developable acres – according to City of 
Tualatin. 

Joe Bernert Tow Inc. Wilsonville (Wilsonville 
Road & Boones Ferry) 31.18 13.5 Significant Resource Overlay Zone – according 

to Wilsonville. 

Rock Creek 
aggregate site 

Happy Valley (Rock Creek 
Blvd & SE 172nd Avenue) 25.03 21.04 Slope constraints. 

Powin Pacific 
Properties LLC Tualatin (T/S Road & 115th) 29.47 13.45 Wetlands and stream on site. 

Port of Portland Portland (south of NE 
33rd/Marine Drive site) 28 23 Drainage ditches result in <25 net developable 

acres. 

Xerox  
(2 parcels) 

Wilsonville  
(East of I-5) 

95.81 34.1 
Remaining 34.1 acres are reserved for future 
on-site environmental mitigation for the Xerox 
campus and not developable. 
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Port of Portland Troutdale (TRIP- Lot 3) NEW 38 23 

Under a Development Agreement to Purchase. 
Term of agreement commenced in March 2016 
and terminates March 2018. Site has a four-
acre high value wetland. 

Port of Portland Troutdale (Troutdale Airport 
Property)  

56 25.5 

For lease only. Development timeframe tied to 
Troutdale Airport Master Plan, lease 
terminations and tenant moves to the south 
side of the airport. 6 buildings envisioned. 
Phase I: four buildings planned for 2018-20 (26 
acres); Phase II: two buildings planned for 
2024-26 (15 acres); and Phase III: one building 
planned for 2028 (15 acres). Net developable 
acreage not contiguous due to presence of 
bisecting stream and wetland on site. 

Port of Portland  Portland (T6 Suttle Road) 
NEW 

41 19.98 

Two tax lots east of Terminal 6 and BPA 
ownership. Transportation challenges, although 
LID planned for Suttle Road. An underutilized 
dredge rehandle facility is present on the site. It 
has not been used for more than 10 years. 
Could potentially be repurposed if lease of 
property was warranted.  

Port of Portland Troutdale (TRIP Lot 12) 40.01 21 
More than 6 acres of wetlands. Filling these will 
increase the net developable acreage. Needs 
access road development, utility extensions.  

State of Oregon  Clackamas County (Camp 
Withycombe) 

139 23 

Annexed into the City of Happy Valley. Owned 
by the State of Oregon/Oregon Military 
Department and remains in use as a National 
Guard training facility and supply depot. This is 
a long-term institutional use.   

Kennedy/Fitzpatrick
/Vanleeuwen 
(former site #34)  

Wilsonville 52.88 17.6 Net developable acreage is challenged because 
of slopes. 

Tigard Sand and 
Gravel Tualatin 41.5 N/A 

Future right-of-way purchase for 124th Ave 
bisected the entire 300-acre property. This site 
is impacted with significant slopes. 
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Julian & Sharon 
Cranford (former 
site #47) 

Hillsboro 28.51 23.20 

Environmental site assessment resulting in less 
than 25 developable acres; as found in 2015 
Washington County Industrial Site Assessment 
Project. 

Port of Portland Gresham Vista Business 
Park (GVBP) Lot 10 

30.98 10 Environmental constraints and conservation 
easements result in <25 net developable acres. 

Source: Mackenzie  
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User Owned and User-Designated Sites  

This analysis also excluded land-banked parcels that are owned and held for future expansion by existing regional 
firms. These parcels are an important part of the regional industrial land inventory; but since they are being held 
by their current owners for future development, they are not considered to be available to the general market, 
which is the focus of this study. There are 20 user-owned sites with, at a minimum, 25 net developable acres that 
are being held for future development in this study (Table 8). Ten (10) of these sites are vacant (for future use) with 
25 or more net developable acres; and 10 are partially vacant (buildings on site/part of existing campus), but still 
have a minimum of 25 acres vacant for future expansion. 

Table 8: User-Owned and User-Designated Sites 
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N Pacific Union 
Conference 
Association SDA 
(Wilbur Adkins) 

Gresham  
(Foster & Tillstrom) 66.9 66.9 X  

Reserved for future use/development. 
Sanitary sewer not currently available. 
Property owner may be willing to 
transact. 

Providence Health Happy Valley  
(HWY 212 & 162nd) 49.7 49.7 X  

Reserved for future use/development. 
Future Phase 2 Sunrise Corridor in 
Happy Valley TSP may impact SE corner 
of site. Slope and natural resource 
constraints. 

Legacy Health 
Services 

Hillsboro (Cornell & 
Cornelius Pass) 28.95 27.3 X  Reserved for future use/development  

(easement on site). 

Port of Portland 
(PIC WEST) 

Portland  
(NE Alderwood Drive) 69.45 58.96 X  Future relocation site for PDX rental 

cars. Natural resource issues on-site. 

Port of Portland 
Hillsboro (NW 
Evergreen Road and 
264th) 

39.22 34.15 X  

Inside Hillsboro Airport fence, and 
included in FAA Airport Layout Plan; 
reserved for aviation-related 
development only. 

Mentor Graphics 
Wilsonville  
(S of Boeckman E of 
I-5) 

43.4 43.4 X  

Reserved for future use/development - 
split from main campus by public street; 
Significant Natural Resource Overlay 
Zone on site and wetlands. 

Phight LLC 
Tualatin  
(T/S Road & 118th) 

28.8 28.8 X  Reserved for future use/development. 
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BT Property LLC 
(UPS) 

Gresham (NE 185th 
and NE Portal Way) 51.45 51.45 X  

Reserved for future use/development. 
Next to Blue Lake/Cereghino property. 
Full utilities, access and flat but 
constrained by wetlands. 

Great American 
TVR 

Clackamas County 
(I205/82nd) 49.35 47.5  X Communication towers and 

infrastructure on site. 

Nacco Materials 
Company (Hyster-
Yule) 

Fairview (Marine & 
Blue Lake Road) 78.7 58.7  X 

Excess land; some environmental 
constraints on site. Currently in use for 
Lift Truck R&D. 

Microchip 
Technology  
(formerly Linde) 

Gresham  
(Glisan & 223rd) 137 54  X 

Not available – according to City of 
Gresham. 30 gross acres on NW portion 
may be excess property with wetlands. 

Mutual Materials 
Gresham  
(Hogan Road) 

86.08 56.8  X Excess land: currently in use.  

Novellus Systems 
Inc. 

Tualatin (SW Tualatin 
Road & SW 108th) 58.4 27.46  X Excess land: currently in use. 

PGE Portland 
(Linneman/ 
Gresham 
Substation) 

Gresham  
(Powell & E of 182nd) 72.13 62.8  X Reserved for future use and not 

available. 

Genentech 
(entire campus) 

Hillsboro (Evergreen & 
Brookwood) 75.3 60  X Reserved for future use and not 

available. 

Tokyo Ohka Kogyo 
Hillsboro (Evergreen & 
Brookwood) 38.89 28.5  X Reserved for future use and not 

available. 

PGE Portland 
(Harbor 
Substation) 

North Portland  
(St Helens) 

63.1 43.9  X Excess land currently in use. Superfund 
cloud.  

Cookin (Siltronic) Portland  
(St Helens Road) 79.27 38.6  X Reserved for future use and not 

available. 

Dewayne Wafford 
(former Site 48) 

Hillsboro 46.06 44.58 X  Sold and reserved for future 
use/development. 

East Evergreen 
(former Site 56) Hillsboro 70.74 49.74 X  

29 acres of 70-acre site sold and 
reserved for future use; 23 acres are not 
designated.  
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Source: Mackenzie  

Changes from 2014 Inventory to 2017 Inventory 

Movement In and Out of the Inventory  

The 2017 inventory includes 47 sites. This is a lower count than both the 2014 inventory of 54 sites and the 2011 
inventory of 56 sites.  

▪ Thirteen sites were removed from the 2014 inventory, including four sites that are being developed or 
used for construction staging.  

□ Tier 1 sites decreased by four sites;  

□ Tier 2 sites decreased by six sites; and  

□ Tier 3 sites increased by three sites.  

▪ Six sites were added to the inventory.  

The breakdown among tiers, compared with the previous update in 2014, is shown in Figures 8 and 9 below. 

 
Figure 8: 2014 Inventory 

 
Source: Mackenzie 

Figure 9: 2017 Inventory  

 
Source: Mackenzie 

Movement between Tiers 

From 2011 to 2014, there was significant movement between the tiers (11 sites), but less market activity with only 
three sites developed. Between 2014 and 2017, there was significant market activity with nine sites absorbed by 
the market and four moving up a tier. In addition, site readiness investments were made in a number of these sites 
(e.g., Site 19 TRIP Phase 2, Site 66: Itel) to improve development readiness.  

For the remaining sites on the 2017 inventory, there was little movement of sites between tiers that occurred 
between 2014 and 2017. The 2017 inventory update found four sites that moved up a tier: two Tier 2 sites became 
Tier 1 sites; one Tier 3 site became a Tier 1 site; and one Tier 3 site became a Tier 2 site. One site moved down a 
tier, from Tier 2 to Tier 3. The table below shows movement between the tiers since the 2014 inventory. The 
movement of sites upward on the inventory were due to environmental mitigation, transportation upgrades, and 
changes in an owner’s willingness to transact. The movement of one site from Tier 2 to Tier 3 is due to changes to 
the assumed timing of investment in infrastructure.  
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Table 9: Movement in the Inventory 
 2017 

Inventory 

Remaining 
from 2014 
Inventory 

Upgraded from 
2014 Inventory 

Downgraded from 
2014 Inventory Added Sites to 2017 

Inventory 

Tier 1 10 6 
3 (two previously 

Tier 2, one 
previously Tier 3) 

- 1 (previously User 
Designated) 

Tier 2 11 10 1 (previously Tier 3) 0 0 
Tier 3 26 20 - 1 (previously Tier 2) 5 

TOTAL 47 36 4 1 6 

Of the four sites that moved up a tier: 

▪ Two sites are in Multnomah County (Portland and Troutdale), owned by the Port of Portland, and moved 
from Tier 2 to Tier 1 on the inventory28. One of the sites was able to do so without significant investment 
in infrastructure, only by obtaining a permit that minimizes environmental constraints to development. 
One of the sites was subdivided, filled, and benefited from transportation upgrades in the area. 

▪ One site is in Gresham and is privately owned.29 The site moved from Tier 3 to Tier 1 due to environmental 
mitigation.  

▪ One site is in Sherwood and is privately owned30. The site moved from Tier 3 to Tier 2 due to transportation 
infrastructure upgrades, and a change in the owner’s willingness to transact. 

The site that went from a Tier 2 to Tier 3 moved down the inventory due to projected timing of transportation and 
infrastructure investments31. The site was analyzed in more detail as a part of the 2015 Washington County 
Regional Industrial Site Readiness project, and was found to be development-ready in 45 months.  

Sites Deleted from the Inventory 

Between the 2014 and 2017 inventories, there were 13 sites removed and six sites added. This amounts to 
approximately 538 estimated net developable acres that were removed from the inventory. In contrast, the six 
sites added to the 2017 inventory accounted for approximately 354 acres. The net decrease of large industrial site 
acreage in the metro region is an estimated 184 net developable acres. Table 10 provides a complete list of sites 
removed from the 2017 inventory, and the reason for doing so.  
  

28 Site 1: Port of Portland (Rivergate); Site 18: Port of Portland (TRIP Phase 2) 
29 Site 16: Blue Lake Corporate Park (formerly Cereghino) 
30 Site 37: Orr Family Farm Inc 
31 Site 101: Vanrose Farms and Bert & Bernie LLC 
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Table 10: 2014 Inventory Sites Removed from 2017 Inventory 
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Tier 1 Sites 

13 Specht Properties, 
Inc. Portland Multnomah 28.11 26.52 S 

Property purchased by 
Specht Development and 
built Interstate 
Crossroads. 

22 Port of Portland 
GVBP - West Gresham Multnomah 87.79 67.84 S/L 

Portion of property 
purchased; remaining land 
on lot 8 less than 25 
developable acres. 

46 
Development 
Services of America 
(Westmark Site) 

Hillsboro Washington 30.02 30.02 S Sold and developed by 
Reser’s Fine Foods. 

48 
Dewayne Wafford 
(Baker/Bindewald 
Site) 

Hillsboro Washington 46.06 44.58 S 
Sold with plans to develop 
by DuPont Fabros (moved 
to user-designated list). 

49 Majestic Realty Co. Hillsboro Washington 75.11 62.75 S/L 

Sold and developed (Top 
Golf, Amazon, Via West, 
Rosendin Electric) 
Remaining lot 2 is 5.5 
acres. 

111 
Weston 
Investments and 
CCF Oregon LLC 

Gresham Multnomah 34.99 26.00 S 

Eastern portion of 
property purchased by 
Panattoni; remaining land 
less than 25 developable 
acres. 

113 Henningsen Cold 
Storage 

Forest 
Grove Washington 28.57 26.44 S 

Portion of property 
purchased by Old Trapper; 
remaining land less than 
25 developable acres. 

114 Colwood LTD 
Partnership Portland Multnomah 47.55 39.42 S Sold; USPS building 

construction underway.  

Tier 2 Sites 

19 Port of Portland 
(Trip - Phase 2) 

Troutdale Multnomah 80.53 80.34 S Sold; Amazon building 
construction under way.  

Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427 Page 1006 of 1024

METRO-1028



Si
te

 ID
 

O
w

n
e

r/
Si

te
 

Lo
ca

ti
o

n
 

C
o

u
n

ty
 

G
ro

ss
 A

cr
e

s 

N
e

t 
D

e
ve

lo
p

ab
le

 

A
cr

e
s 

Sa
le

/L
e

as
e

/ 

Tr
an

sa
ct

 (
2

0
1

4
) 

D
e

ve
lo

p
m

e
n

t 

an
d

/o
r 

A
ct

io
n

 

47 Julian & Sharon 
Cranford 

Hillsboro Washington 28.51 23.2 S 

Environmental site 
assessment resulting in 
less than 25 developable 
acres; as found in 2015 
Washington County 
Industrial Site Assessment 
Project. 

56 East Evergreen Site Hillsboro Washington 70.74 61.00 S 

Portion of property 
purchased by T5 Data 
Centers (moved to user-
designated list); remaining 
land less than 25 
developable acres. 

63 Woodburn 
Industrial Capital 

Forest 
Grove Washington 26.17 25.01 S/L 

Portion of property 
purchased; remaining land 
less than 25 developable 
acres. 

Tier 3 Sites 

34 Kennedy/Fitzpatrick
/Vanleeuwen Wilsonville Washington 52.88 17.6 N/A 

Net developable acreage 
is challenged due to 
slopes and environmental 
constraints.  

User-Designated Sites 

 Clackamas CDA  Clackamas 32.2 32.1 N/A 

Proposed 6.57 acres of 
ROW to be conveyed to 
ODOT for Sunrise 
Expressway; remaining 
land less than 25 
developable acres. 

Source: Mackenzie 
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The 2017 inventory added six sites: one Tier 1 site, and five Tier 3 sites for a total of approximately 350 gross 
acres. 

Table 11: Sites Added to the 2017 Inventory 
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Tier 1 Sites  

119 Intel (West Union 
& Cornelius Pass) Hillsboro Washington 72.4 72.4 Yes 

Site was on User-Designated List in 
2011 and 2014 inventory. In 2017, 
user decided to transact.  

Tier 3 Sites  

117 Chamberlain Wilsonville Washington 43.00 39.40 No 
Site was found during 2015 
Washington County Industrial Site 
Assessment Project. 

118 Yett  Portland Multnomah 30.10 30 No 
Site is currently operating gravel pit. 
Found through additional outreach 
to City of Portland staff. 

120 Morse Bros. Site 2 Gresham Multnomah 93.02 93.02 No 
Site is currently operating gravel pit. 
Found through additional outreach 
to City of Gresham staff. 

121 Multnomah 
County Gravel 1 Gresham Multnomah 67.2 67.21 No 

Site is currently operating gravel pit. 
Found through additional outreach 
to City of Gresham staff. 

122 John D. Winters Gresham Multnomah 52.3 52.31 No 
Site is currently operating gravel pit. 
Found through additional outreach 
to City of Gresham staff. 

Source: Mackenzie 
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Site Assessment Analysis Summary 

Since the inception of this industrial site inventory project and related work efforts, a series of detailed site 
assessments have been developed. This includes 2012 Phase 2 (12 sites), 2014 Clackamas County Strategically 
Significant Employment Lands Project (21 sites), and 2015 Washington County Regional Industrial Site Assessment 
Project (15 sites), funded in part by Metro Community Planning and Development Grants. In addition, PGE 
commissioned a study of infrastructure costs for a number of sites in the 2014 inventory (15 sites – including some 
covered from previous assessments). While the analysis in some cases is older (2012), and others focused solely 
on infrastructure (PGE), this analysis provides important information on the order of magnitude investments that 
will need to be made to move 19 of the 37 Tier 2 and Tier 3 sites to Tier 1 site readiness. For the 19 Tier 2 and Tier 
3 sites representing 1,385 gross acres, the estimated total costs for infrastructure only are $143.8 million, or an 
average cost of $2.31 per gross square foot ($106,000 per acre). In addition, for the 19 sites with detailed site 
assessments, there is another $53 million32 of estimated non-infrastructure site readiness costs needed to move 
sites to market (e.g., wetland mitigation, brownfield clean up, slope mitigation, and building pad surcharge), 
underscoring the importance of flexible site readiness funding sources.   
 
The inventory work that was completed as a part of the 2011-12 Regional Industrial Site Readiness Project was 
organized into two phases: the inventory (Phase 1), and detailed site assessment analysis (Phase 2). This report is 
an update of the inventory (Phase 1); however, the detailed site assessment analysis that has been completed after 
the initial inventory contains information on the infrastructure investments, site readiness costs, and development 
timeframes for many of the sites included in the inventory. This information provides context for the regional 
challenges in moving non-Tier 1 industrial sites to market to meet the region’s growing population and job needs. 
As mentioned throughout this report, the following site assessment projects have been completed following the 
October 2011 inventory: 
 
▪ 2011-12 Regional Industrial Site Readiness Project – Volume 2 Phase 2 Site Results33 

▪ 2014 Clackamas County Strategically Significant Employment Lands Project34 

▪ 2015 Washington County Regional Industrial Site Assessment Project 35 

▪ 2016 Clark County Employment Land Study36 

▪ 2017 Portland General Electric Service District Site Evaluation (Appendix E) 

The site assessment analysis is based on unique site assumptions for conceptual target industry site development 
and has not been updated in 2017 dollars as a part of this report. Similarly, new site readiness costs have not 
been developed, as the intent of the table below is to consolidate already completed report information (where 
available) in one report.  
  

32 $29 million if the estimated $24 million estimate for Tigard Sand and Gravel quarry reclamation fill earthwork is excluded. 
33 www.valueofjobs.com/land_ study_2012/ls_Phase1-2-3-analysis-findings.html. 
34 Site assessment analysis results not publicly available at time of this report. 
35 http://www.co.washington.or.us/LUT/Divisions/LongRangePlanning/PlanningPrograms/CommunityPlanning/industrial-lands.cfm. 
36 Site assessment analysis results not publicly available at time of this report.  
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Table 12: Summary of Site Assessment Analysis Results: Infrastructure and Transportation Requirements  

Site 
ID 

Site Name Location 
Gross 
Acres 

Net 
Developable 

Acres37 
Total Costs38 

Cost per 
Gross SF 

Cost per 
Gross Acre Tier39 

62 Rock Creek Site 1  Happy Valley 40.83 36.82 $4,167,500  $2.34  $102,070  2 
112 Haworth  Forest Grove 38.19 36.15 $3,125,000 $1.88 $81,828  2 
66 Itel  Tualatin 46.25 30.25 $7,269,750  $3.61  $157,184  2 

115 
Port of Portland 
NW Evergreen Rd  Hillsboro 46.23 46.23 $2,574,000  $1.28  $55,678  2 

55 
Spokane Humane 
Society  Hillsboro 45.49 36 $6,520,000  $3.29  $143,328  2 

38 Biles  Sherwood 39.60 30.89  $3,082,000  $1.79  $77,828  2 
104 Meek Sub Area  Hillsboro 268.02 257.42 $30,000,000  $2.57  $111,932  2 
2 Time Oil Portland 51.7 39.4 $1,446,000 $0.65 $27,969  3 
24 Jean Johnson Gresham 37.17 33.82 $8,434,000 $5.21 $226,903  3 

36 
Tigard Sand & 
Gravel40 Tualatin 72.6 66.1 $10,944,000 $3.46 $150,744  3 

37 Orr Family  Sherwood 93.77 74.50 $9,114,000 $2.23 $97,195  3 
33 Coffee Creek 1 Wilsonville 89.59 84.70 $6,306,500  $1.62  $70,393  3 
59 Coffee Creek 2 Wilsonville 45.07 44.49 $5,333,500  $2.72  $118,338  3 
60 Coffee Creek 3  Wilsonville 28.82 26.22 $1,917,500  $1.53  $66,534  3 
61 Coffee Creek 4  Wilsonville 46.57 42.37 $7,722,000  $3.81  $165,815  3 

64 
Woodfold-Marco 
East  Forest Grove 27.7 25.06 $2,932,000 $2,43 $105,848  3 

65 
Woodfold-Marco 
West  Forest Grove 53.66 52.97 $3,843,000 $1.64 $71,618  3 

101 Vanrose Farms  Hillsboro 271.64 224.83 $24,980,000  $2.11  $91,960  3 
117 Chamberlain Wilsonville 43.00 39.4 $4,170,000  $2.23  $96,977  3 

 TOTALS:  1,385 1,227 $143.8 M $2.31 
(average) 

 
$106,200 
(average) 

 

 

 

  

37 Per 2017 inventory (Appendix A)  
38 Water, sewer, stormwater, and transportation infrastructure only 
39 Per 2017 inventory (Appendix A) 
40 Only 72.6 acres of the 245 acres were analyzed as a part of the Washington County site assessment analysis due to required public road construction 

projects shown in the Tualatin Transportation System Plan.  
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RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

The industrial development cycle kicked off in 2014 with nearly 1.2 million square feet delivered that year. Large 
scale development projects exemplified by PDX Logistics Center, Interstate Crossroads Distribution Center, and 
Majestic Brookwood Business Park have contributed to the completion of over 7.5 million square feet of industrial 
space since 2014, according to market research from Kidder Mathews. There is over 3.5 million square feet 
currently under construction at the time of this report. A defining characteristic of this cycle has been the 
predominance of warehousing and distribution, otherwise described as "logistics" space. The experience of the 
Portland Metropolitan area is not an anomaly in this respect. Aside from a few select markets with well-established 
legacy production or natural resource based sectors, growth in manufacturing has been decidedly flat.  

The lack of growth in manufacturing is reflective of a long-term national trend dating back to the 1980s. For 
example, since 1980, manufacturing employment in the United States is down 36%. Some of this decline can be 
attributed to increased productivity and a trend toward capital utilization and automation in production processes; 
however, the observed structural trend of manufacturing functions shifting to foreign markets, capitalizing 
operating cost advantages, cannot be ignored.  

There are those who believe that a reversal of this trend is on the horizon. The combination of a deteriorating 
foreign labor cost advantage, shrinking product life cycles (and an associated need to co-locate design and 
production functions), and concerns over intellectual property point to a potential domestic manufacturing 
resurgence. The current political climate is aligned with this outcome as well. While the potential is clear, 
manufacturing-based development has been slow to materialize in the United States. To the extent that 
production-based industries are locating in the United States, competition for sitings is exceptionally fierce. Aside 
from the rare instance where location in a particular market is a necessity (for example, a corporate or supply-
chain linkage), local and state economic development organizations must offer a comprehensive value-proposition 
in recruitment efforts that include several variables, such as land availability/costs, incentives, streamlined 
permitting, infrastructure, and workforce training, among many others.  

Now in its third iteration, the Regional Industrial Lands Inventory introduces a supplemental analysis to assess the 
development outcomes that have been realized since the initial 2011 inventory. The objective of this assessment 
is to illustrate the role of industrial sites in economic development and define the contribution that industrial land 
development has had on the local economy. 

The 2017 inventory comes in the midst of an economic cycle that has lasted seven years. Over this time, the three-
county region has added over 140,000 jobs41. While much of this employment growth can be attributed to refill of 
existing space left idle by the Great Recession, the region is now 77,000 private sector jobs42 above its pre-recession 
peak, with development of new structures providing much needed capacity. 

The tables in this section show how many of the large industrial sites included in 2011 and 2014 inventories have 
been absorbed in the current cycle and how economically productive they are. This assessment is comprised of 
two parts: 

1. Sites that have been purchased or absorbed by a user or developer and have development partially 
completed, under construction, or planned in the near future.  

2. Sites that were included in the 2011 inventory that have been absorbed and fully built-out.  

41 Oregon Employment Department, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), 2017 
42 Oregon Employment Department, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW), 2017 
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Methodology—Partially Completed Sites 

Information provided for partially completed sites was derived exclusively from existing publicly available data 
and/or input from the Project Management Team (PMT). Information on the physical characteristics of each site 
was extrapolated from the previous 2014 inventory project. Each site was classified by user and development type 
during a working session with the PMT. The data collection and analytical process for each metric is discussed 
below, with key metrics summarized in Table 13. 

Developer/User Classification: 

Determination whether the project was a developer- or user-driven development project was based on:  

▪ Developer Driven: A developer controls the site and develops all or a portion of the site for either a specific 
user or for multiple tenants.  

▪ User Driven: A specific user locates and/or controls a site for its own expansion or location. The user then 
contracts to have a facility constructed. 

Development Type Classification: 

Determination whether the project is a speculative development or a build-to-suit for a specific user was based on: 

▪ Speculative Development: Buildings are developed with no specific tenant in mind. Space is marketed and 
leased on the open market. 

▪ Build-to-Suit: Buildings are designed and constructed for a specific user that has agreed to lease or purchase 
space prior to construction.  

Other Metrics 

Other metrics included in the assessment of partially developed sites include: 

Planned Investment: 

The category for planned investment includes the estimated cost of developing known portions of the site. This 
metric includes hard costs only and excludes personal property or Furniture, Fixture, and Equipment (FFEs). This 
information was provided from public project press releases or from PMT outreach efforts to project developers. 

Building Square Footage: 

Expected development as measured by the square footage represents the amount of physical development that 
has occurred, is planned, or is under construction. This data was derived from PMT outreach efforts to developers 
and from site plans submitted to jurisdictional partners for land use approval.  

Building Type: 

The classification for building type is a qualitative description of the building use/function for each site. This 
classification was established in a working session with the PMT. 
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Job Potential/Capacity: 

This represents either the actual or theoretical capacity for jobs at each project. Actual/announced job estimates, 
where available, were obtained through public press release or PMT outreach efforts to users. In many cases, 
specifically for speculative development, information was unavailable because the physical space that has been 
developed (or is in the process of developing), does not have identified or obtained tenants. In these instances, 
Mackenzie relied on estimates of job density (average square feet per employee) from Metro’s 2014 Urban Growth 
Report (UGR). However, in the current development cycle, employment densities have tended to be lower than 
those assumed in the UGR. Therefore, Mackenzie calculated job estimates as a range with the UGR based value as 
an upper bound, discounting the Metro estimate by 30% to complete a lower bound range. 

Methodology—Fully Built-Out Sites 

This report also identified six sites from the 2011 or 2014 inventories that have been fully absorbed or “built-out.” 
For these sites, Mackenzie provided a full “return-on-investment” assessment that included a predetermined set 
of metrics. Information used to populate this assessment was derived from a range of public and proprietary 
sources. The PMT was instrumental in coordinating outreach to developers, users, brokers, and tenants to obtain 
proprietary information. The data collection and analytical process for each metric is discussed here, with key 
metrics summarized in Table 13. 

Developer/User and Development Type Classification: 

This is an identical classification process to that used for partially developed sites above. All sites were classified as 
either developer or user driven, and as either a speculative or build-to-suit type. This was determined based on 
industry knowledge during a working session with the PMT. 

Building Type: 

This is an identical classification process to that used for partially developed sites above. This metric is a qualitative 
classification to represent the use/function of the building. 

Land Sale Acquisition Price/Date: 

This metric represents the price that the user or developer paid for gross, raw land and the date (year) the 
transaction took place. This information is publicly available and was derived from each site’s respective county 
assessor’s office. This metric is included to demonstrate the price necessary for the property to transact from its 
previous owner to a party interested in developing the site.  

Total Developed Square Feet: 

Total developed square feet is the amount of building square footage developed on the site. This information was 
derived from site plans submitted to jurisdictional partners for land use approval. 

Investment in Real Property: 

This is an identical metric as “planned investment” in the partial development assessment with the exception that 
this metric is actual investment and not planned. This metric reflects hard costs only and does not include soft costs 
or FFEs. This data was obtained through public press releases or through PMT outreach efforts to developers. 
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Local Assessed Property Values: 

This metric is the combined assessed value of real property for land and improvements as determined by the 
assessor’s office in each respective county. Assessed value is not replacement cost or real market value. It is the 
rate at which property taxes are levied on a property and are influenced by regulatory factors such as incentives.  

Property Tax Revenues: 

This metric represents the total property tax collection for each site in the 2016-17 tax year. These figures were 
derived directly from the assessor’s office in each respective county. 

User/Tenants: 

This represents the actual company or companies that occupy developed space at each site. This information was 
derived from public press releases, quarterly market reports published by the brokerage community, and PMT 
outreach efforts with developer partners. The square footages associated with each tenant are approximate. 

Direct Job Estimates: 

This metric represents the estimated number of jobs tenants employ at each site. Where information was available 
through public press release or disclosed by a business, that number was used. However, as employment data is 
proprietary, firms are often unwilling to disclose information about their business operations. In this instance, 
Mackenzie again relied upon estimates of job density (square feet per employee) from Metro’s Urban Growth 
Report. Job density on a gross-acre basis is also reported by dividing total jobs by gross acres of the site. 

Industries Represented: 

Industry determination was based on how tenants self-classify under the North American Industrial Classification 
System (NAICS43). Where exact NAICS classification could not be identified, industry standards were applied (for 
examples, data centers typically classify as 518 Data Processing, Hosting, and Related Services). 

Average Wage: 

The average wage for each site was calculated using an average wage across industries for each site. Wage data by 
industry is derived from the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) for 2016 for each respective 
County44. For sites with multiple industries/tenants, the reported wage is a weighted average based on job 
estimates by industry. 

Indirect and Induced Economic Impacts: 

To estimate ancillary impacts in the economy, Mackenzie utilized IMPLAN (IMPact for PLANning45) input/output 
multiplier model methodology. Developed by the U.S. Forest Service to assist in land and resource management 
planning, IMPLAN is an economic impact model designed for analyzing the effects of industry activity upon all other 
industries in an economic area. IMPLAN multiplier models are built directly from region-specific flows of 
transactions between firms and consumer, reflecting the unique structure of the region’s trade economy. 

43 At the three-digit NAICS level. 
44 This information is available from the Oregon Employment Department’s website at www.qualityinfo.org 
45 Minnesota IMPLAN Group (MIG), Stillwater, Minnesota 
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Indirect and induced impacts, collectively termed “multiplier” impacts, are off-site economic impacts that stem 
from the direct economic functions that occur from ongoing operations of a specific project. Individually, these 
impacts are defined as: 

Indirect Impacts 

Indirect impacts are based on the response of businesses within a geographic area to direct impacts. For example, 
purchasing of production inputs from vendors, purchase of real estate, maintenance services, legal services, etc. 
are indirect economic activities that may be supported. 

Induced Impacts 

Induced impacts are based on the response of households within a geographic area effected by the direct impacts. 
These impacts stem from the labor income produced by both direct and indirect impacts. For example, households 
get paid wages/benefits and use a portion of this on purchases of goods and services in the economy. The share of 
this activity that is captured locally reflects the induced impact. 

For this project, jobs and income were reported economic outputs. 

State Income Tax Revenues (Payroll Taxes): 

In addition to accounting for inter-industry flows of commerce between firms, IMPLAN’s modeling system further 
captures payments and transfers between workers, firms, and the government, including taxes. In IMPLAN, this 
metric is reported as a dollar figure associated with the direct impact reported; in the case of this analysis, jobs.  

Incentives: 

Many jurisdictions, including state and local entities, offer incentives in the recruitment of large scale projects with 
the potential to produce investment, jobs, and higher than average wages. The most common program in the 
region is the Enterprise Zone (E-zone). The E-zone varies slightly by jurisdiction and project. Generally, the E-zone 
is a three- to five-year property tax abatement to businesses for new improvements and property. This greatly 
reduces property tax revenues in the first five years of any project with an E-zone.  
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Table 13: Full Development Return on Investment Metrics and Sources 

Metric Source Data/Process 
Developed Acres Because every site is considered to be developed to its most productive 

capacity, developed acres are equal to the site size from the 2011 or 2014 
inventory. 

Land Acquisition Price/Date Derived from public record from the respective County assessor’s office. 
Developed Space From development site plans provided by developers via the PMT. 
Use Type Mackenzie determination from building characteristics. 
Tenants/Users Derived from public press releases, published broker reports, and outreach 

conducted by the PMT. 
Jobs Initial estimates, where available, were derived from public releases. 

Estimates were verified and additional input was provided by the PMT via 
outreach to developers and economic development partners. Where no 
estimate was available, Mackenzie utilized space per employee estimates by 
use type from Metro’s 2014 Urban Growth Report (UGR). However, in the 
current development cycle, employment densities have tended to be lower 
than those assumed in the UGR. Therefore, Mackenzie calculated job 
estimates as a range with the UGR based value as an upper bound. 

Industries Represented Industry determination was based on how tenants self-classify under the 
North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS46). Where exact NAICS 
classification could not be identified, industry standards were applied (for 
examples, data centers typically classify as 518 Data Processing, Hosting, and 
Related Services). 

Average Wage and Income Average wages were determined by industry classification, derived from the 
Oregon Employment Department’s Quarterly Census of Employment and 
Wages. Total income impacts are the sum of jobs and average wage. 

Investment in Real Property Hard construction costs only. Derived from outreach to developer partners via 
the PMT. 

Incentives Each site was evaluated to determine if it was in an existing enterprise zone, 
as identified by local economic development departments. 

Assessed Value/Property Taxes Assessed value and property tax estimates are directly derived from the 
respective county assessor’s office. 

Indirect Economic Impacts Indirect job and labor income impacts were calculated by Mackenzie using 
IMPLAN47. Report impacts are those captured at the three-county level. 

Payroll Tax Revenue Estimates Direct state payroll tax estimates are derived from IMPLAN. 

 
  

46 At the three digit NAICS level. 
47 IMPLAN is an input-output (I-O) based economic impact model designed for analyzing the effects of industry activity upon all other industries in an economic 

area.  
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Findings – Development Partially Completed  

For this assessment, the baseline data on site size and location was extrapolated from previous inventories. 
Additional information on development size, user/developer, investment and, in some cases, jobs were derived 
from published press releases as well as input from the PMT. As a largely information gathering and reporting task, 
no significant modeling or data analysis was required for this report. 

This task found nine sites48 that were included in the 2011 or 2014 inventories, totaling approximately 550 gross 
acres, and that are now partially developed. The sites were located in Gresham (3 sites), Portland (2), Hillsboro (2), 
Troutdale (1), and Forest Grove (1). No sites were located in Clackamas County, and three of the nine sites were 
owned by the Port of Portland. In addition, existing or planned development on these nine sites has amounted to 
nearly $500 million in investment in real property49 with over 4 million square feet of developed space planned. 

Development forms are largely represented by large user warehousing and logistics spaces. Both sites in Hillsboro 
are being developed as data centers. Five of the nine sites have had tenant and/or job announcements, including 
Site 13 (Amazon - 1,500+ jobs), Site 56 (Data Center -  20 to 30 jobs), Site 111 (up to 400 jobs), Site 113 (Old Trapper - 
15 to 30 jobs), and Site 114 (United State Postal Service - jobs unknown). At two Gresham Vista Business Park sites, 
over 1.2 million square feet of speculative industrial space is being developed (440-667 jobs). 

48 This is difficult to directly compare to the 2014 inventory because three separate sites with over 25 net developable acres were created from the 2014 
inventoried Site 21: GVBP East. This 115 acre site was split into a 29 acre site for Glisan Corporate Park (lots 1-3) and 49 acre site for Subaru (lot 4). As a 
result, a portion of the 115 acre site still remains on the 2017 inventory; Site 21: GVBP East (lot 5) with 48 acres available. Given the size of other sites on 
the 2017 inventory (e.g. Site 104: Meek Sub Area), it is expected that a similar instance will occur again in future inventory updates as portions of large 
sites develop. 

49 Investment in this analysis is limited to hard costs for real property. Investment for tenant improvements and site development is largely proprietary and 
difficult to obtain.  
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Table 14: Partial Development Return on Investment Expected Results 
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Site 19  
TRIP lots 6-8 80.53 Troutdale 

Trammell 
Crow 

Company 
 

 
Build to suit: 

Amazon 
$178.4 
million 855,000 

E-commerce 
Distribution 

Center 
1,500 jobs announced 

Site 22 
GVBP lot 9 87.79 

(37.42) Gresham 
Specht 

Properties 
 

Speculative 
development: 
Vista Logistics 

$61.7 
million 732,824 Industrial 

Park 

Not available, no tenants 
reported. 

Capacity for  
260 – 395 jobs. 

Site 21 
GVBP lots 1-3 115.98 

(28.74) Gresham 

Trammell 
Crow 

Company 
 

Speculative 
development: 

Glisan 
Corporate 

Park 

$30.1 
million 504,525 Industrial 

Park 

Not available, no tenants 
reported. 

Capacity for  
180 – 272 jobs 

Site 48  
Baker/ 
Bindewalde 46.06 Hillsboro 

DuPont 
Fabros 

Technology 
(user) 

 

 
Build to suit: 

DuPont 
Fabros 

Technology 

Proprietary 
information 

not 
available 

985,678 Data Center 
Not available, no tenants 

reported. Capacity for  
98 – 148 jobs. 

Site 56  
East 
Evergreen 

70.74 
(30) Hillsboro 

T5 Data 
Centers 
(user) 

Build to suit: 
T5 Data 
Centers  

Proprietary 
information 

not 
available 

200,000 Data Center 20 to 30 jobs announced 

Site 16  
Cereghino 

41.63 Portland 

Trammell 
Crow 

Company 
 

Speculative 
development: 

Blue Lake 
Corporate 

Park 

$30.3 
million 463,500 Industrial 

Park 

Not available, no tenants 
reported. 

Capacity for  
310 – 465 jobs 

Site 114  
Colwood 47.55 Portland 

Trammell 
Crow 

Company 
 

Build to suit:  
United States 
Postal Service 

$100 
million 844,000 

Package/ 
Sortation 

Distribution 
Center 

Post office relocation, employee 
count unknown 

Site 111  
Weston 

34.99 
(12.06) Gresham 

Panattoni 
Development 

Company 
 

Speculative 
development: 

Portland 
Portal 

Industrial 
Center 

$14 million 131,000 Industrial 
Park 

Not available, no tenants 
reported. Capacity for up to 400 

jobs. 

Site 113 
Henningsen 28.57 Forest 

Grove 

Old Trapper 
(user) 

 

Build to suit: 
Old Trapper $12.5 

million 69,000 Food 
Processing 15- 30 jobs 

TOTALS: 552 (35)    $427M 
4.78M 

SF 
 2,783 – 3,240 
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Full Development Completed 

This report also identified six sites from the 2011 or 2014 inventories that have been fully absorbed or “built-out.” 
For these sites, Mackenzie provided a full “return-on-investment” assessment that included a predetermined set 
of metrics. Information used to populate this assessment was derived from a range of public and proprietary 
sources. The PMT was instrumental in coordinating outreach to developers, users, brokers, and tenants to obtain 
proprietary information. The data collection and analytical process for each metric included in the assessments is 
presented below and a summary table of impact findings for each individual site is included in Appendix D. 

Six sites50 totaling 224 acres of development have been fully absorbed in the metro area. Sites have absorbed in 
Hillsboro (2), Portland (2), Gresham (1), and Tualatin (1); and development is estimated over 4 million square feet 
with a mix of single user, multi-tenant speculative space, and multi-building corporate parks. Major tenants include 
Amazon, Lam Research, Reser’s, Subaru, Staples, and Cummins. Investment in real property is over $230 million.  

A defining characteristic of sites that have been absorbed is that the price of acquisition for gross land fell below 
$6.00 per square foot, and in two cases below $5.00 per square foot. Pricing for raw land is a function of many 
physical and market variables, including the ratio of net-to-gross acreage driven by Right-of-Way dedication or 
slope and wetland constraints. Presence of environmental contaminants, soil quality, and off-site costs/fees are 
other physical factors that influence the price a developer/user is willing to pay for land. Market conditions also 
play a role, including the competitiveness of alternative sites in the market and the suitability of a site for a specific 
use/user—with some industries more capable of paying for premium sites than others. When the combination of 
these factors is exceedingly high, a developer’s/user’s residual land value (the maximum price they are able to pay 
for land) often falls below an acceptable market price from a seller’s perspective. In fact, for some Tier 3 sites, 
residual land value may be negative altogether.  

Between 2,500 and 2,750 jobs are estimated on these six sites, with an average annual wage of nearly $50,000 
annually and with as much as $135 million in income going to local employees. Ancillary job impacts resulting from 
indirect and induced effects that are retained in the local economy are estimated at 2,500 jobs and $140 million in 
labor income.  

Annual property tax revenues to local jurisdictions will total to over $493,15251. This figure reflects the fact that 
most of the sites in this assessment have enterprise zone agreements leading to low property tax collections in the 
first five years of assessment. These collections will go up significantly when enterprise zone agreements expire. 
To illustrate this, Figure 10 shows a 15-year property tax revenue stream of a conceptual project with assessed 
values of $1 million for land and $6 million for improvements52. This example assumes a $20 per $1,000 millage 
rate and a 5-year E-zone with a 25% community service fee in years four and five. In the first five years, the project 
yields $157,000, or $31,400 in annual revenue. This compares to $775,000 or $155,000 per year when the incentive 
expires.  
  

50 This is difficult to directly compare to the 2014 inventory because three separate sites with over 25 net developable acres were created from the 2014 
inventoried Site 21: GVBP East. This 115 acre site was split into a 29 acre site for Glisan Corporate Park (lots 1-3) and 49 acre site for Subaru (lot 4). As a 
result, a portion of the 115 acre site still remains on the 2017 inventory; Site 21: GVBP East (lot 5) with 48 acres available. Given the size of other sites on 
the 2017 inventory (e.g. Site 104: Meek Subarea), it is expected that a similar instance will occur again in future inventory updates as portions of large sites 
develop. 

51 Property tax calculations are not yet available by the Washington County Assessor for the Koch Corporate Center and Majestic Brookwood Business Park. 
52 Six to one is the observed average ratio of improvement-to-land value among fully developed sites. 
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Figure 10: Illustrated Flow of Property Tax Revenues for a Project in an Enterprise Zone 

 

State personal income tax revenues are not impacted by local incentive packages and are significant, totaling at 
least $5.2 million in annual collections. While the estimates of property taxes are not complete (Site 49 data 
remains unavailable, personal property/equipment is not included), it is clear that annual state personal income 
tax revenues are many multiples larger than locally captured taxes from property tax revenues.   
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Table 15: Full Development Return on Investment Results 
 

 
Site 46: 

Westmark 
Site 

Site 21: 
GVBP East 

Site 13:  
Specht 

Properties 

Site 11: PIC 
East 

Site 40:  
Pacific 
Realty 

Associates 

Site 49: 
Majestic 

Realty CO 

Totals/ 
Averages 

 
Development 
Name 

Reser’s Fine 
Foods Subaru Interstate 

Crossroads PIC East 
Koch 

Corporate 
Center 

Majestic 
Brookwood 

Business 
Park 

 

Site Size 30.02 39.00 27.40 26.00 26.80 75.10 224 (total) 
37 (average) 

Developer/ 
User 

User: 
Reser’s Fine 

Foods 

Developer: 
Trammell 

Crow 
Company 

Developer: 
Specht 

Properties 

Developer: 
Capstone 

Development 
Partners 

Developer: 
PacTrust 

Developer: 
Majestic 
Realty Co 

- 

Development 
Type Build to suit Build to suit Speculative 

Development 
Speculative 

Development 
Speculative 

Development 
Speculative 

Development - 

Building Type Food 
Processing 

Distribution 
Center 

Industrial 
Park 

Industrial 
Park 

Industrial 
Park 

Industrial 
Park - 

Land Sale/ 
Acquisition 
Price 

$6,350,000 $9,463,912 $7,050,000 $16,160,060 N/A53 $15,028,200 $54M 

Land Sale/ 
Acquisition 
Year 

2014 2015 2014 2013-2016 N/A54 2014 - 

Price per 
gross sq. ft. $4.86 $5.57 $5.91 $14.27 N/A55 $4.59 $7.04 

(average) 
Total 
Developed 
Square Feet 

309,127 600,000 492,554 1,096,400 533,000 980,000 4M 

Investment 
in Real 
Property 

$18,000,000 $46,000,000 $26,500,000 $40,000,000 $45,000,000 $54,000,000 $229M 

Local 
Property 
Assessed 
Values 

$5,083,850 $4,686,980 $2,241,310 $270,187 N/A56 N/A57 $12.2M 

Tenants Reser’s Fine 
Foods Subaru Keystone 

Auto, Staples 

Gateway 
Express, 
Ernest 

Packaging, 
KeHE 

Distributors, 
UPS, 

Cummins 

Lam 
Research, 

Consentino, 
Superwinch 

Rosendin 
Electric, Top 

Golf, 
Amazon, 
ViaWest,  

DB Schenker 

- 

53 Information not available through Assessor’s Office. 
54 Information not available through Assessor’s Office. 
55 Information not available through Assessor’s Office. 
56 Property tax calculation not yet available by the Washington County Assessor. 
57 Property tax calculation not yet available by the Washington County Assessor. 
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Site 46: 

Westmark 
Site 

Site 21: 
GVBP East 

Site 13:  
Specht 

Properties 

Site 11: PIC 
East 

Site 40:  
Pacific 
Realty 

Associates 

Site 49: 
Majestic 

Realty CO 

Totals/ 
Averages 

Average 
Wage $43,982 $48,076 $55,676 $47,639 $72,878 $42,464 $51,785 

(average) 
State 
Personal 
Income Tax 
Revenues 

$607,080 $81,631 $505,906 $688,435 $1,373,434 $2,002,373 $876,500 
(average) 

Indirect/ 
Induced Jobs 395 31 217 303 818 788 425  

(average) 
Average 
Wage $43,982 $48,076 $55,676 $47,639 $72,878 $42,464 $51,785 

(average) 
Direct Job 
Estimates 350 50 225 375 328 1,400 2,728 

Direct Jobs 
Estimates 
per Gross 
Acre 

11.6 0.75 8.2 14.4 12.2 18.6 11 (average) 
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND NEXT STEPS  

While recent market absorption of industrial sites highlighted in this report ranged from 26 net developable acres 
to 80 net developable acres in the 2014-2017 inventory cycle, the Portland metropolitan region continues to see a 
demand for larger industrial sites of 50+ and 100+ acres. The 2017 inventory highlights the lack of 50+ and 100+ 
Tier 1 industrial sites and hurdles associated with moving the Tier 2 and Tier 3 sites of this size to market. If this 
regional issue is not addressed, the Portland region will experience lost opportunities for new game-changer 
business locations and expansions. 

Policymakers should consider policy actions and investments to address industrial site readiness challenges (e.g., 
land aggregation, infrastructure, transportation, natural resource mitigation, legislative actions, and industrial 
brownfield cleanup) and development hurdles.  With reduced federal funds, the region will need to be more 
strategic about investments to support these goals. 

The Project Management Team recommends that policymakers, economic development practitioners, and other 
stakeholders focus their efforts on the following actions to address the findings from this report: 

Local and Regional Site Readiness Actions 

1. Engage the Oregon Economic Development Department, Oregon Economic Development Association, local 
jurisdictions, private property owners, and developers in efforts to make investments in industrial sites 
needed to move these sites to market.  

2. Actively work to find ways to aggregate 13 industrial sites with multiple property owners to realize the 
market potential of these sites. This is critical to realizing the potential of Coffee Creek, Meek Subarea and 
other industrial sites in the region.  

3. Support local jurisdictions in evaluating the sites that require state and local legislative actions (e.g., 
annexation, zoning, and concept planning) and identify the timeline for and feasibility of completing this 
work. Metro has invested Community Planning and Development funds in the past to support such efforts.  

4. Evaluate Tier 3 High-Need sites to determine if there is a path for development. If not, consider removing 
them from the inventory or creating a Tier 4.   

5. Proactively work on solutions to the Lower Willamette cleanup to remove the cloud over the properties in 
the Portland Harbor.  

6. Apply brownfield tools approved by the legislature to brownfield redevelopment of industrial lands 
(Brownfield Tax Abatement Program and Landbanking Authority).  

7. Actively work on regional and local infrastructure financing solutions that impact 60% of the industrial sites 
in the inventory. Metro’s Economic Atlas may help identify strategic infrastructure investments benefitting 
the region’s industrial and employment lands. Local infrastructure needs could potentially be packaged 
with State infrastructure financing to fund local/regional projects through the West Coast Infrastructure 
Exchange.  

8. Support regular updates of the inventory and track investments from sites that have been developed. 
Consider expanding the inventory to sites of 15 acres or more to reflect shifting market demand.   
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State Legislative Actions 

9. Advocate for new tools and funding to support brownfield cleanup and redevelopment. This includes, but 
is not limited to, re-capitalization of the Oregon Economic Development Department’s Brownfield 
Revolving Loan Fund and passage of Brownfield Tax Credit.  

10. Support state loan funding for the Industrial Site Readiness Program and Special Public Works Fund. The 
Industrial Site Readiness Program was enacted in 2013 without authorization for loan funding. The Special 
Public Work Program is oversubscribed and underfunded.  

11. Continue to support the Regional Solutions Teams that provide coordinated state attention to facilitate 
solutions for sites with complex issues involving multiple agencies. The Metro Regional Solutions Team 
played a key role in addressing site readiness issues in Troutdale, Gresham, Clackamas, and Hillsboro in the 
2014-17 inventory cycle.   

Local Development Actions 

12. Evaluate the potential for new or expanded enterprise zones or other local or state incentives to help 
secure targeted development.  

13. Encourage local communities to explore an expedited permitting process to address market expectations 
of issuing construction permits. Several communities with development wins in the 2014-2017 inventory 
cycle have expedited permitting programs in place (e.g., Hillsboro, Gresham).  
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Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 18-1427 
 

1 
 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 
 
Ordinance No. 18-1427 accepts the recommendation of Metro’s Chief Operating Officer (COO)   
to expand the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to add approximately 2,181 acres of land in four 
locations in order to provide an adequate supply of land for housing in the Metro region over the 
next 20 years. These findings of fact and conclusions of law explain how the Metro Council 
decision complies with state and regional land use laws and policies. 
 
Section A of these findings describes some of the history leading to this decision, and 
summarizes the new approach applied by Metro in the preparation of the 2018 Urban Growth 
Report (UGR) and the Metro Council’s decision to expand the UGB. Section B of these findings 
describes compliance with requirements in Statewide Planning Goal 2 and regional policies 
regarding coordination with other local governments in the region. Section C describes 
compliance with requirements in Statewide Planning Goal 1 and regional policies regarding 
citizen involvement. Section D describes compliance with state and regional requirements 
regarding urban growth boundary decisions, including Statewide Planning Goals 14 and 10 and 
ORS 197.296. Section E provides findings in support of the administrative amendment to the 
UGB to add 4.8 acres of property on NW Cornelius Pass Road in order to alleviate a public 
health hazard from a failing septic system. Section F describes compliance with all other 
Statewide Planning Goals.  
 

A. Framework for Decision 
 
Metro’s 2018 growth management decision applies a new approach that has been a decade in the 
making. The journey began in 2007 when the Oregon Legislature adopted Senate Bill 1011, 
authorizing Metro and the three counties to designate urban and rural reserves. The designation 
of urban reserves establishes the maximum footprint for urban growth boundary expansions in 
the next 50 years, and removes hundreds of thousands of acres of valuable farm and forest land 
from potential urbanization.  
 
In 2010, the Metro Council adopted a policy of taking an outcomes-based approach to future 
growth management decisions. This policy is based in part on Metro’s experience with prior 
UGB expansions into areas where there was no existing plan for governance, future 
development, or financing needed infrastructure; unfortunately, those areas have often failed to 
develop. The history of Metro UGB expansions over the last 20 years clearly demonstrates that 
land readiness is more important than land supply for addressing housing needs and job growth. 
In order to increase the likelihood that development will actually occur in new UGB expansion 
areas, Metro now requires advance planning for areas that cities want to annex and urbanize. In 
2010, Metro adopted amendments to Title 11 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 
requiring cities to adopt concept plans for urban reserve areas prior to those areas being added to 
the UGB.  
 
In November 2015 the Metro Council adopted the 2014 UGR, concluding that there was 
sufficient capacity within the existing UGB to provide a 20-year supply of land for housing and 
employment growth. As part of that ordinance, the Council directed Metro planning staff to work 
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with regional partners to explore possible improvements to the growth management process and 
to produce a new UGR within three years, rather than six.  
 
Responding to that directive, in May 2016 Metro convened an Urban Growth Readiness Task 
Force comprised of 17 public and private sector representatives to develop recommendations for 
improving the growth management process. The Task Force met five times between May 2016 
and February 2017 and ultimately presented a set of recommendations to the Metro Council for 
improvements, which were accepted by the Metro Council via Resolution No. 17-4764. Those 
recommendations included three core concepts: (1) create expectations for cities to propose 
modest residential UGB expansions into concept planned urban reserves; (2) seek greater 
flexibility for addressing regional housing needs; and (3) seek greater flexibility when choosing 
among concept planned urban reserves for UGB expansions. 
 
The Task Force recommended that Metro adopt changes in its decision-making processes to 
implement the three core concepts by making future growth management decisions based on 
specific UGB expansion proposals submitted by cities. Metro staff worked with the Metro 
Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) to prepare and refine proposed amendments to the 
Metro Code to implement the directives from the Task Force and the Metro Council. Those code 
amendments were approved by the Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) and adopted by 
the Metro Council via Ordinance No. 17-1408 on December 14, 2017.  
 
This 2018 UGB decision is the first application of Metro’s new approach to UGB expansions. 
Consistent with the directives of the Task Force and the Metro Council, Metro staff created a 
process where interested cities submitted proposals for UGB expansions. Four cities submitted 
proposals by the May 31, 2018 deadline. Those proposals were reviewed by Metro staff and by a 
City Readiness Advisory Group (CRAG) convened by the Metro President, and the four cities 
made presentations to the Metro Council regarding their proposals during Council work sessions.   
 
Metro staff released the draft UGR on July 3, 2018, providing an analysis of the regional 
buildable land supply, a 20-year population and employment growth forecast, and an analysis of 
a number of potential scenarios testing different permutations of growth related assumptions, 
including the four proposed UGB expansions. The draft UGR concluded that the Metro Council 
has the latitude to determine whether there is a regional need to expand the UGB in any of the 
four urban reserve areas as proposed by the cities. There are two components to the UGR: a 40-
page narrative summary and the eight appendices attached to it. The actual technical analysis that 
comprises the UGR is included in the appendices, and the UGR narrative provides a descriptive 
summary of the information included in the appendices. The UGR and its appendices have been 
revised and updated since release of the draft in July 2018.  
 
After reviewing the four city proposals and the recommendations of the CRAG, the Metro COO 
issued her recommendation on September 4, 2018, recommending that all four proposed areas 
should be added to the UGB, with conditions designed to ensure an adequate supply and mix of 
housing, particularly “missing middle” housing. The COO recommendations were endorsed by 
MPAC on September 12, 2018. After taking public testimony regarding the four city proposals 
and the COO recommendation on September 20, 2017, the Metro Council adopted Resolution 
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No. 18-4914 on September 27, 2018, which endorsed the COO recommendation and directed 
Metro staff to proceed with planning and analysis regarding expanding the UGB in all four areas. 
 

B. Coordination with Local Governments and State Agencies 
  
This section addresses the coordination requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 2 and Regional 
Framework Plan (RFP) Policies 1.11.3, and 1.14. In preparing and adopting the UGR, Metro has 
coordinated extensively with the cities and counties in the region and relevant state agencies over 
the last two years. This includes significant coordination in the development of the technical 
elements of the UGR, discussed further in Section C below, and engagement at MPAC and 
MTAC as described in this section.  
 
Metro and the four cities proposing UGB expansions have also coordinated with affected school 
districts. Cities are required under Title 11 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan to 
coordinate with school districts as they complete concept plans for urban reserves. All four cities 
proposing UGB expansions included representatives of the school districts in their planning 
efforts. School districts also have representatives on both MTAC and MPAC, providing them 
with a means to stay informed and comment on the urban growth management decision. Lastly, 
lands owned by school districts, which are often zoned for residential use, are excluded from the 
buildable land inventory documented in UGR Appendix 2. 
 
Since 2017, topics related to this growth management decision have been extensively reviewed 
and discussed by MPAC, which is an advisory committee to the Metro Council consisting of 
elected officials from cities, counties and special districts throughout the region, as well as 
citizens and representatives of TriMet and the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD). At its meeting on September 12, 2018, MPAC voted unanimously to 
recommend that the Metro Council accept the COO recommendations and expand the UGB in 
the locations proposed by all four cities. As described in more detail below, the UGR has been an 
agenda item before MTAC in at least 19 of its meetings since 2016, and before MPAC in at least 
14 meetings since 2017.  
 
MTAC has discussed aspects of this growth management decision on the following occasions: 

MTAC 
meeting 

date 

 
Topic 

3-2-16 Work program update regarding 2018 growth management decision 
6-1-16 Urban Growth Readiness Task Force update 
7-6-16 Urban Growth Readiness Task Force update 
7-13-16 Initial suggestions for addressing recommendations from the Urban Growth 

Readiness Task Force 
8-3-16 Initial suggestions for addressing recommendations from Urban Growth 

Readiness Task Force 
9-7-16 Urban Growth Readiness Task Force update 

10-19-16 Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for cities proposing residential UGB 
expansions) 
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12-7-16 Urban Growth Readiness Task Force update 
2-1-17 Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for cities proposing residential UGB 

expansions) 
4-5-17 Work program overview for 2018 growth management decision 
4-5-17 Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for cities proposing residential UGB 

expansions) 
8-2-17 Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for cities proposing residential UGB 

expansions) 
9-6-17 Recommendation to MPAC: Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for 

cities proposing residential UGB expansions) 
10-4-17 Goal 14 analysis (locational factor analysis of urban reserves)  
2-7-18 Regional population and employment forecast 
3-7-18 Buildable land inventory 
5-16-18 Goal 14 analysis (locational factor analysis of urban reserves)  
6-20-18 UGB expansion proposal presentations by Beaverton, Hillsboro, King City, 

Wilsonville 
7-11-18 Draft UGR; urban reserve alternatives analysis 
7-18-18 Summary of CRAG discussions of city expansion proposals 

 
Since 2017, MPAC has devoted many meetings to discussing residential and employment trends 
and the region’s economic outlook, reviewing and commenting on proposed revisions to the 
Metro Code implementing the Task Force recommendations, reviewing the four city proposals 
for UGB expansions, reviewing the draft UGR, and generally preparing to make a growth 
management recommendation to the Metro Council. MPAC meetings related to the urban growth 
management decision include the following: 

MPAC 
meeting 

date 

 
Topic 

3-8-17 2018 Growth management work program summary 
9-27-17 Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for cities proposing residential UGB 

expansions) 
9-27-17 Housing trends in Portland and Hillsboro 
10-11-17 MPAC recommendation: Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for cities 

proposing residential UGB expansions) 
10-25-17 Housing trends in Wilsonville and Beaverton 
1-24-18 Housing trends in Tigard 
3-14-18 Update on growth management process 
4-11-18 Regional population and employment forecast panel discussion 
4-25-18 Employment trends panel discussion 
6-13-18 Expansion proposals: Hillsboro and King City 
6-27-18 Expansion proposals: Wilsonville and Beaverton 
7-11-18 Draft Urban Growth Report 
7-25-18 Report from CRAG on strengths and weaknesses of city expansion proposals 
9-12-18 Review of COO recommendation on expansion proposals; vote regarding MPAC 

recommendation  
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At its meeting on September 12, 2018, MPAC voted unanimously to recommend that the Metro 
Council accept the COO recommendations and expand the UGB in the locations proposed by all 
four cities.   
 

C. Citizen Involvement 
 
These findings address Statewide Planning Goal 1 and Regional Framework Plan (RFP) Policy 
1.13. Metro began the process of preparing the UGR in 2017 and has worked closely with key 
stakeholders and residents of the region from the beginning.  
 
The UGR is a reflection of the expert knowledge of many stakeholders from around the region. 
Throughout the development of the draft UGR, staff engaged outside expertise from the public 
and private sectors. This work also builds on previous technical engagement activities. From 
mid-2017 through mid-2018, staff sought review and collaboration on a number of topics: 
 

• The Land Use Technical Advisory Group (LUTAG), a working group of approximately 
20 public and private sector experts provided advice on the methods used for estimating 
the region’s buildable land inventory (UGR Appendix 2), with a particular emphasis on 
how to estimate redevelopment potential. LUTAG also conducted a review of the 
preliminary buildable land inventory results. 
 

• All cities and counties in the region were given the opportunity to review a preliminary 
buildable land inventory at the tax lot level. All comments received by Metro were 
incorporated into the inventory used in the UGR. In response to additional comments 
received after the release of the draft UGR, minor corrections have been made to the 
inventory. 
 

• A peer review group of seven public and private sector economists and demographers 
advised on the assumptions built into the seven-county population and employment 
range forecast (UGR Appendix 1), the forecast results, sources of uncertainty in the 
forecast, and possible future improvements to the forecast model. 
 

• A peer review group of eight public and private sector economists and modelers 
reviewed the MetroScope land use and transportation model’s parameters and validation 
results and made suggestions for possible future improvements. The use of the 
MetroScope model is described in UGR Appendix 3. 
 

• A partnership of six public and private sector organizations worked with the consulting 
firm Mackenzie on an update of the Regional Industrial Site Readiness project (UGR 
Appendix 8). The inventory of large industrial sites that was identified through that work 
is used to describe the region’s supply of such sites in the UGR. 
 

• In June 2018, Metro 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) 
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members were asked to identify the strengths and weaknesses of city proposals. Their 
findings were presented at a Metro Council work session, and at MTAC and MPAC. 
 

In addition to the above-described collaboration with public and private sector stakeholders, the 
public process involved in adopting the UGR has provided considerable opportunities for citizen 
involvement and engagement. In addition to the MTAC and MPAC meetings regarding the UGR 
detailed above, all of which were public meetings, the Metro Council has held eleven public 
meetings in 2018 alone on topics involving the UGR, including public hearings on September 
20, 2018, September 27, 2018, December 6, 2018 and December 13, 2018. A public comment 
period on city proposals for UGB expansions was held open from June 8 to July 9, 2018. Public 
comments were summarized in a report that was provided to MPAC and the Metro Council and 
posted on Metro’s website. 
 

D. Urban Growth Management Statutes and Rules 
 
These findings address Statewide Planning Goals 10 and 14, ORS 197.295 – 197.314, OAR 
chapter 660 divisions 7 and 24, and RFP Policy 1.9.2.  
 
Metro’s obligation to complete an inventory of buildable lands and analysis of housing need for 
purposes of ensuring a 20-year supply of land inside the UGB arises out of ORS 197.299. That 
statute directs Metro to undertake the inventory and analysis required under ORS 197.296(3) not 
later than six years after completion of the previous analysis. As part of the previous growth 
management decision in 2015, the Metro Council directed the Metro planning department to 
prepare a new UGR within three years, rather than six.  
 

1. Buildable Land Inventory  
 
The first step in the process required under ORS 197.296(3)(a) is to undertake an inventory of 
the supply of buildable residential land inside the UGB. The applicable Goal 14 rules provide 
that local governments “must inventory land inside the UGB to determine whether there is 
adequate development capacity to accommodate 20-year needs” for both residential and 
employment land. OAR 660-024-0050(1). This section of the findings focuses on Metro’s 
analysis of the residential component of the inventory.  
 
For purposes of the inventory required under ORS 197.296(3)(a), buildable land is defined to 
include vacant and partially vacant land planned or zoned for residential use, land that may be 
used for mixed residential and employment uses under existing planning or zoning, and land that 
may be used for residential infill or redevelopment. ORS 197.296(4)(a). The buildable land 
inventory informs the calculation of the capacity of the UGB to accommodate future growth.  
 
Metro’s methodology for calculating the region’s buildable land inventory is described in 
Appendix 2 of the UGR and summarized on pages 34-35 of the UGR narrative. The 
methodology began by analyzing detailed aerial photos of all land inside the UGB and applying 
current local plan and zoning designations. The methodology also applied the specific inventory 
requirements set forth in ORS 197.296(4)(a)-(b). See Appendix 2, page 23. One of the more 
complicated aspects of creating an inventory of buildable land is determining how to accurately 

METRO-1052



Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 18-1427 
 

7 
 

predict whether land that is already developed might be redeveloped in the next 20 years, as 
required under ORS 197.296(4)(a)(A). To assist in estimating the developable and redevelopable 
land in the region, Metro assembled two peer review groups – an expert peer review panel 
consisting of academics, real estate professionals and MPO modeling and forecasting 
practitioners, and an independent land use technical advisory group (LUTAG) consisting of 
representatives from cities, counties, the state, and the Portland Homebuilders Association. 
During the fall and winter of 2017 and 2018, the two groups reviewed and validated specific 
methodologies and data for assessing the development and redevelopment potential of land 
inside the UGB. Those methodologies are described in Appendix 2 of the UGR. 
 
As noted above, predicting whether and when property that is already developed will be 
redeveloped for multifamily and mixed use purposes is probably the most challenging aspect of 
the BLI analysis. In a change from the 2014 UGR, Metro staff and the LUTAG applied two 
different methods to this analysis, which produced a range of possible redevelopment outcomes. 
The low end of the BLI range for redevelopment purposes is based on a statistical analysis of 
recently observed development trends. This approach is referred to in the BLI as the “statistical 
method.” The high end of the range is estimated using the same methods as the 2014 UGR, 
which relied on a strike price approach (described on page 55 of Appendix 2). This is referred to 
the in BLI as the “threshold method.”  
 
The buildable land inventory results are shown on the tables at pages 4 and 5 of Appendix 2. 
After applying the methodologies agreed upon by the technical working group, and taking input 
from cities and counties on a preliminary draft of the inventory, the analysis concludes that the 
existing UGB has an inventory of buildable land that can provide 92,300 single family units. 
Applying the two different methodologies for multifamily redevelopment, the low end of the 
range (statistical method) identifies a supply of 136,000 multifamily units, while the high end of 
the range (threshold method) identifies a supply of 271,100 multifamily units.  
 

2. Assumptions Regarding Future Growth 
 
Appendix 3 of the UGR describes application of the MetroScope model to test different potential 
growth scenarios in the region, including different permutations involving the four proposed 
UGB expansion areas. MetroScope is an integrated land use and transportation computer model 
that provides forecasts regarding where future housing and employment are likely to locate in the 
Metro region. The model estimates housing supply based on simulated market behaviors and 
produces outputs including housing prices, household location choices by zone, type (single 
family or multifamily), and tenure (rent or own).  
 
The Metro Council directed staff to examine different growth scenarios to provide the Council 
with a range of permissible decision options for this 2018 growth management decision. Metro 
staff utilized MetroScope to analyze those ranges using three key forecast inputs: (1) the possible 
range of overall regional growth in people and jobs; (2) a range of possible contributions of 
existing capacity inside the UGB for housing and employment construction; and (3) expanding 
or not expanding the UGB based on proposals from the four cities.  
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Metro staff formulated and tested 14 different scenarios using MetroScope by combining 
different settings for those three key inputs, including:  
 

• Growth: high, medium and low versions of the population and employment forecast in 
Appendix 1 (with medium representing the most likely outcome and a 95% confidence 
level that growth will occur within that range). 

• Existing capacity: high, medium, and low estimates for potential redevelopment from the 
buildable land inventory results in Appendix 2. 

• All or none of the four city-proposed UGB expansions. 
 
The results of the MetroScope modeling indicate that if the Metro Council chooses to plan for 
“likely” future growth over the next 20 years (i.e., selecting the midpoint of the population 
forecast range) there will be a corresponding need for greater than historical housing production. 
Of the fourteen different combinations of growth scenarios tested by MetroScope, the outcomes 
of four scenarios provided tenable options for the Metro Council to make the necessary 
assumptions about future growth. The four scenarios are summarized in Appendix 3 at page 17, 
and described in more detail at pages 20-23.  
 
The MetroScope modeling also includes a “reference scenario,” identified as Scenario Zero, 
which represents a “no action” scenario that assumes no UGB expansion, medium growth, and 
redevelopment capacity based on a historical trend over the last nine years. That modeling 
indicates complete consumption of all existing single family capacity, with a resulting excess 
demand and sharp price appreciation for single family housing. The findings associated with this 
scenario conclude that there is a need for increased production in the region of both single family 
and multifamily housing, but especially for single family. Appendix 3, pages 19-20.  
 
After analyzing the MetroScope data and the viability of those four scenarios, the Metro COO 
recommended that the Metro Council base its 2018 growth management decision on Scenario 4, 
which assumes the “likely” (midpoint) population growth projection, a mid-range assumption 
regarding redevelopment capacity, and expansion of the UGB in all four proposed locations. 
Regarding housing type projections, the Scenario 4 outcomes show strong demand for single 
family products based on a low amount of remaining single family capacity, and corresponding 
increases in single family price.  
 
The Metro Council agreed with the COO recommendation, and used Scenario 4 as the basis for 
its analysis and conclusions, as summarized on pages 37-38 of the UGR narrative and explained 
in more detail in the Appendix 5A Housing Needs Analysis. 
 

3. Housing Needs Analysis 
 
The next step in the process required under ORS 197.296(3)(b) is to analyze projected housing 
need by type and density range in order to determine the number of units and amount of land 
needed inside the UGB for each needed housing type for the next 20 years. This analysis is 
guided in part by ORS 197.296(5)(a), which provides that the determination of future housing 
need must be based on data from the last five years, and that the data must include: 
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(A) The number, density and average mix of housing types of urban residential 
development that have actually occurred; 

(B)  Trends in density and average mix of housing types of urban residential 
development; 

(C)  Demographic and population trends; 

(D)  Economic trends and cycles; and 

(E)  The number, density and average mix of housing types that have occurred on 
the buildable lands described in subsection (4)(a) of this section. 

 
The data required by ORS 197.296(5)(a) is provided in Appendix 5 of the UGR, which describes 
all of the indicator data required by that statute, as well as ORS 197.301 performance measures 
and housing affordability statistics by race.  
 
In order to identify future housing needs over the next 20 years, Metro prepares a regional 
population and employment forecast, which is provided in Appendix 1 of the UGR and 
summarized on pages 28-33 of the UGR narrative. As with the buildable land inventory, Metro 
convened a peer review group consisting of economists and demographers to help create the 
2038 forecast.  
 
The UGR describes the 20-year population and employment forecasts for the region as a range, 
in terms of probability. The baseline forecast (midpoint on the forecast range) provides the best 
estimate of what future growth in the region may be. The range is bounded by a low end and a 
high end, with an estimated 95% probability that actual growth will occur within the range. In 
order to satisfy its statutory obligation to estimate the number of dwelling units and acres of land 
that may be necessary to accommodate growth in the next 20 years, the Metro Council has 
selected the midpoint of the range as the basis for its growth projections.  
 
The population forecast estimates that, assuming the mid-point of the forecast range as 
recommended by the COO and endorsed by the Metro Council, there will be about 524,000 
additional people (equating to about 279,000 new households) and 209,000 additional jobs in the 
seven-county Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) by 2038. UGR narrative at pages 28-30. 
Applying a five percent vacancy rate to account for an average number of vacancies at any given 
time equates to a need for 293,000 new dwelling units in the seven-county MSA. Appendix 5A, 
pages 10-11.  
 
The next step involves estimating what percentage of the total number of forecasted units in the 
seven-county MSA will locate within the Metro UGB by applying a capture rate. A review of the 
historic Metro UGB population growth compared to the MSA shows an average capture rate of 
61% based on data from 1979 to present. Historical capture rates have been between 54% and 
64%, typically correlated with real estate and regional economic business cycles. Appendix 3, 
page 12. As described in Appendix 3, the MetroScope modeling of future growth scenarios 
shows a projected increase in the capture rate above historic rates, ranging from 63 to 72 percent. 
Capturing more household growth inside the Metro UGB is helpful for reducing vehicle miles 
traveled and carbon emissions if that higher capture rate can be achieved while maintaining a 
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compact urban form. For purposes of estimating future housing needs in the Metro region, the 
housing needs analysis describes the capture rate as a range between 64 and 70 percent. 
Appendix 5A, page 10; UGR narrative, page 37.   
 
Regarding housing type, the housing needs analysis notes that all of the scenario results from the 
MetroScope modeling indicate demand for both multifamily and single family housing, but show 
a particular regional need for additional single family. Appendix 5A, page 1. Regarding 
multifamily need, the analysis also notes that based on the range of available multifamily 
capacity stated in the BLI forecasts (136,000 to 271,000 units), even at the low point of that 
range there is a surplus of multifamily capacity in the existing UGB. Appendix 5A, pages 9-10. 
The Metro Council accepts the COO recommendation to apply a single family rate of 50% for 
purposes of estimating the split of future housing types, which is consistent with historical trends 
and with results from the MetroScope scenarios.  
 
The potential unmet need for single family units is correlated to a range of assumptions 
regarding single family percentages and capture rates in Table 3 of Appendix 5A (page 10). The 
row headings on that table show a plausible range of future capture rates between 64 and 70 
percent, while the columns show a range of single family housing rates between 50 and 70 
percent. The selected growth assumptions are then applied to the population forecast and 
buildable land inventory results to determine the amount of single family units that cannot be 
provided for within the existing urban growth boundary. Those numbers are shown in Table 4 of 
Appendix 5A (page 10), which subtracts the 92,300 single family unit capacity inside the 
existing UGB from the range of needed new single family units (93,800 to 102,600), resulting in 
a range of unmet need for single family housing of between 1,500 and 10,300 units. 
 
The 2,181 gross acres of UGB expansions for housing are estimated to provide approximately 
6,100 single family housing units along with approximately 3,100 multifamily units. The 
proposed 6,100 single family units falls near the midpoint of the range of need for between 1,500 
and 10,300 single family homes in the Metro region. Most of the concept plans submitted by the 
cities include some amount of multifamily housing in order to ensure that the new areas will 
provide a variety of housing choices, decrease infrastructure costs per home, and comply with 
the state Metropolitan Housing Rule.  
 
In the final 2018 UGR, for purposes of a final reconciliation of housing need the Metro Council 
selects a point at almost exactly the midpoint of the capture rate range. Based on an assumption 
of a 67.2% future capture rate within the UGB, the unmet need for single family housing is 6,100 
units, which directly corresponds with the number of units proposed in the concept plans for the 
four city UGB expansions.  
 
Prior to expanding the UGB, Goal 14 requires Metro to determine that the identified housing 
need “cannot reasonably be accommodated on land already inside the UGB.” As described above 
and in Appendix 5A, Metro’s analysis indicates that there is sufficient capacity inside the UGB 
for the projected multifamily need over the next 20 years. However, the analysis also identifies a 
need for additional single family homes that cannot be met on land already inside the UGB. As 
described above and in Appendix 2, Metro’s buildable land inventory determines that the 
existing UGB has the capacity to provide 92,300 single family units. That single family capacity 

METRO-1056



Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 18-1427 
 

11 
 

relies heavily on efficient use of land inside the UGB. Approximately 61 percent of the single 
family capacity already inside the UGB comes from infill. When that capacity is compared to 
growth projections, and under the needs analysis described above, even assuming the low end of 
the capture rate range there is an insufficient supply of land inside the UGB to meet the 
identified single family need. Metro’s charter prohibits Metro from requiring any increased 
density in existing single family neighborhoods, which significantly limits its ability to achieve 
any further efficiency to address single family housing demand. Metro also notes that the 
methodology it employs for creating the buildable land inventory accounts for locally adopted 
measures that would increase local capacity. 
 
Further, while there is not an objective standard for what could “reasonably be accommodated on 
land already inside the UGB” under Goal 14, the state Metropolitan Housing Rule provides some 
guidance. All cities and counties in the region have comprehensive plans that have been 
acknowledged by the DLCD, indicating that they are in compliance with that rule. This 
compliance indicates that cities and counties in the region have taken reasonable actions to 
accommodate housing growth on land already inside the UGB.  
 

4. Locational Alternatives Analysis 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 14 directs local governments, including Metro, to consider four 
locational factors as part of any decision to expand the UGB: 
 

• Factor 1 – Efficient accommodation of identified land needs; 
• Factor 2 – Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services; 
• Factor 3 – Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences;  
• Factor 4 – Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and 

forest activities occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB. 
 
Metro’s analysis of the four locational factors is governed by OAR 660-024-0060, which 
provides that when considering a UGB amendment, “Metro must determine which land to add by 
evaluating alternative urban growth boundary locations,” consistent with the priority of lands 
specified in ORS 197.298. The highest priority of land available under ORS 197.298 is urban 
reserve. Because all expansion areas are designated urban reserve, OAR 660-024-0060(1)(b) 
directs Metro to apply the location factors of Goal 14 to the urban reserve areas to choose which 
land in that priority to include in the UGB.  
 
Metro’s application of the urban reserve factors to all 32 urban reserve areas in the Metro region 
is set forth in Appendix 7 to the UGR. As described in that analysis, Metro undertook a two-step 
process by first applying the Goal 14 factors and other locational requirements in OAR 660-024-
0060 to all urban reserve areas (Appendix 7). Next, based on the outcome of the initial analysis, 
Metro applied the separate Metro Code location factors to a smaller set of 25 urban reserve areas 
that were determined to be the most suitable under the Goal 14 factors. That analysis is included 
in Appendix 7A.  
 
Seven of the urban reserve areas were determined to be the least suitable for urbanization based 
on the Goal 14 analysis: Boring, Boring-Highway 26, Damascus, Stafford, Rosemont, Norwood 
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and Tonquin. The summary rankings for all 32 areas under each factor are shown in the table at 
the end of Appendix 7 (Attachment 4). These seven areas all share significant infrastructure 
hurdles that would need to be addressed prior to services such as sanitary sewer and water being 
available. For instance, the closest sanitary sewer services to the Damascus or the Boring urban 
reserves is well over a mile away and sanitary sewer service for Stafford and Rosemont needs to 
flow through the Borland urban reserve area, requiring the Borland urban reserve area to be 
urbanized first. 
 
A second group of urban reserves were determined to rate low for more than one public facilities 
and services type. While the obstacles may not be as significant as in the areas noted above, 
these areas do face infrastructure difficulties related to large swaths of adjacent undeveloped land 
inside the UGB, undetermined service providers, current need for improvements to meet existing 
demand, and high costs for future needed improvements. In addition, a few of these areas are 
likely to have high environmental consequences due to the number and location of potential 
stream crossings. This includes Beaver Creek Bluffs, Borland, David Hill, Gresham East, 
Holcomb, Holly Lane, Maplelane, Roy Rogers East, Roy Rogers West and Sherwood South.  
 
The remaining urban reserve areas rated reasonably well for public facilities and services as well 
as the other Goal 14 factors. This group includes Advance, Beef Bend South, Bendemeer, 
Bethany West, Brookwood Parkway, Cooper Mountain, Elligsen Road North, Elligsen Road 
South, Grahams Ferry, Henrici, I-5 East, Sherwood North, Sherwood West, South and 
Wilsonville Southwest. Most of these areas rated at medium or high for the four different 
locational factors. 
 
However, of the six areas that did not have at least one low rating, four of them are very small 
and would not provide sufficient buildable land to meet the identified housing need (Brookwood 
Parkway, Grahams Ferry, Sherwood North and Wilsonville Southwest). The fifth, Bethany West, 
is not adjacent to a city, the preferred provider of urban services in Washington County per the 
Urbanization Forum agreement between Washington County and the cities within the county, 
which reduces its likelihood of being urbanized in time to efficiently accommodate the identified 
land need. The sixth urban reserve area is Advance Road, which is one of the locations included 
in this expansion.  
 
In undertaking this review of alternative urban reserve areas, the Metro Council is cognizant of 
the region’s history of expanding the UGB into areas that have failed to develop, or have 
developed very slowly, due to a lack of governance and/or planning for development. Therefore, 
in its evaluation of the relative merits of the urban reserve areas under the factors in Goal 14 and 
the Metro Code, the Metro Council is exercising its discretion to place greater weight on the two 
factors that are impacted by the existence of adjacent cities with adopted concept plans 
demonstrating that they are willing and able to accommodate the identified need for land to 
provide single family housing. Those two factors are: (1) efficient accommodation of identified 
land needs, and (2) orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services.  
 
The 2018 UGR concludes in part that the region needs more housing production to keep up with 
population growth, particularly single family housing. In order to meet that identified need, the 
Metro Council is choosing to focus its consideration on urban reserve areas with concept plans, 
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because those areas are the most likely to produce housing sooner and thereby more efficiently 
accommodate the identified need for housing. The concept plans also describe city plans for 
future development and paying for infrastructure, thereby making it more likely these areas can 
provide public facilities and services in an orderly and economic manner.  
 
The four expansion areas being approved in this ordinance are located in the following urban 
reserve areas: Advance (Wilsonville), Beef Bend South (King City), Cooper Mountain 
(Beaverton) and the Witch Hazel Village South portion of the South urban reserve area 
(Hillsboro). As described in Appendix 7 and 7A, these areas all ranked comparatively high under 
the Goal 14 factors and the Metro Code factors, and have the benefit of completed concept 
planning by cities that are eager to annex, urbanize, and govern those areas. The concept plans 
describe the cities’ ability to provide and pay for urban services, expected housing types and 
number of units, natural resource protection needs and governance issues. Identifying and 
planning for these issues in advance dramatically increases the likelihood that these urban 
reserve areas will be able to efficiently accommodate the identified residential land need within a 
reasonable timeframe, and will provide public facilities and services in an orderly and economic 
manner. Therefore the Metro Council finds that those four areas will better accommodate the 
identified land need and more readily provide urban services under those locational factors in 
both the Metro Code and Goal 14.  
 
Application of the non-redundant locational factors in the Metro Code to the remaining 25 urban 
reserve areas is provided in Appendix 7A of the UGR. As noted in Table 3 of Appendix 7A, all 
urban reserve areas received a high ranking for factor 2 regarding protection of farmland for 
commercial agriculture, since all areas are urban reserves that by definition are appropriate for 
urbanization. All but one of the urban reserve areas received a low ranking under factor 4 
regarding contribution to the purposes of Centers and Corridors, primarily due to the distance 
between the urban reserve areas and the closest designated Center, lack of direct connections and 
transit service, and the character of the land uses in between.  
 
Turning to the remaining two factors, only two urban reserve areas (Brookwood Parkway and 
Holly Lane/Newell Creek) received high rankings for those factors regarding transition between 
urban and rural lands using natural and built features, and avoidance of regionally significant fish 
and wildlife habitat. However, those two urban reserve areas have unique features that make 
them less efficient for accommodating the identified land need. Brookwood Parkway is very 
small at 53 acres with all but four parcels containing residences or institutional uses, leaving only 
24 net buildable acres, which limits its ability to provide land to accommodate the identified 
residential need.  
 
Holly Lane/Newell Creek Canyon is mostly surrounded by the UGB with only a 1,100 foot rural 
edge and has a state highway (Hwy 213) running through the middle of it. However, a significant 
amount of the reserve area is steeply sloped and a considerable portion of the riparian and upland 
habitat areas are in public ownership, which accounts for one-third of the land in the reserve 
area. The main amount of buildable land is along one north-south road, South Holly Lane, which 
contains numerous rural residences and has limited potential connections to land inside the UGB 
to the east due to steep slopes and significant natural resources. The Metro Council finds that, 
although this area has high scores regarding two of the Metro Code factors, on balance those 
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advantages are outweighed by factors 1 and 2 under Goal 14 and the Metro Code – the 
topography, parcelization, protected areas, and difficulty of providing urban services to the area 
make it less able to efficiently accommodate the identified need for housing or to provide public 
facilities and services in an orderly and economic manner.  
 
On balance, considering and weighing the locational factors under both the Metro Code and Goal 
14, the Metro Council finds that the four selected urban reserve areas received among the highest 
rankings when all of the factors are considered together. As described above, the Council is 
exercising its discretion to provide greater weight to the first and second factors under both Goal 
14 and the Metro Code regarding efficient accommodation of identified land needs and orderly 
and efficient provision of public facilities and services. Under this analysis, and based on the 
evidence and findings provided in Appendix 7 and Appendix 7A regarding application of the 
factors to the 35 urban reserve areas, the Metro Council finds that the four selected areas provide 
the best locations for this UGB expansion.  
 

5. Additional Factors for UGB Expansion Proposals 
 
At the direction of the Urban Growth Readiness Task Force, in 2017 the Metro Council adopted 
amendments to Metro Code section 3.07.1425 identifying certain other factors to be considered 
in determining which urban reserve areas being proposed by cities for a UGB expansion will 
better meet an identified need for housing. Those factors are considered and applied in this 
section. The Metro Council finds that because the purpose of this new code section is to choose 
between urban reserve areas being proposed for addition to the UGB by cities, only the four 
areas being proposed for expansions may be considered. The Council also notes that in adopting 
these factors, the Council’s expressly stated intent was not to create criteria that must be 
satisfied, but factors to be considered and weighed, in the manner of the Goal 14 locational 
factors.  
 
The first factor is whether the urban reserve area is adjacent to a city with an acknowledged 
housing needs analysis that is coordinated with the Metro regional growth forecast. All four 
cities proposing expansions have acknowledged housing needs analyses that are coordinated 
with Metro.  
 
The second factor is whether the area has been concept planned consistent with Title 11 of the 
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. All four areas have been concept planned.  
 
The third factor is whether the city that prepared the concept plan has demonstrated progress 
toward the actions described in Metro Code section 3.07.620 in its existing urban areas. That 
section of Title 6 provides that in order to be eligible for a regional investment in a Center, 
Corridor, Station Community, or Main Street, a city must adopt a map showing boundaries for 
those areas and adopt a plan of actions and investments. The Metro Council finds that all four 
cities proposing expansions have demonstrated progress toward those Title 6 requirements. The 
cities of Beaverton and Hillsboro have adopted boundaries for their Centers. The City of 
Wilsonville is currently updating their existing Town Center plan. In 2015, King City prepared a 
Town Center Plan and Implementation Strategy through a Metro grant.  
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The fourth factor is whether the city that prepared the concept plan has implemented best 
practices for preserving and increasing the supply and diversity of affordable housing in its 
existing urban areas. This factor was considered by the City Readiness Advisory Group (CRAG) 
in its review of the city proposals, and comments from CRAG were forwarded to the Metro 
Council via a staff memorandum dated July 11, 2018, followed by a presentation to the Metro 
Council by CRAG on July 17, 2018. The Metro Council has reviewed those comments, as well 
as the information presented by the cities in their proposals regarding this factor, and the Council 
has considered whether each city has implemented best practices regarding affordable housing 
under this factor. The Metro Council finds that all four cities have taken at least some steps 
toward encouraging the development of affordable housing in their jurisdictions, as described in 
the CRAG comments and the cities’ proposals. The City of Beaverton in particular has 
demonstrated a very firm commitment to providing affordable housing. While it cannot be said 
that all four cities have implemented “best practices,” the cities have demonstrated progress 
toward providing more affordable housing. The Metro Council finds that one purpose of this 
factor is to encourage cities seeking UGB expansions to make preserving and increasing the 
supply of affordable housing more of a priority, and that purpose has been met. Also, the 
conditions of approval attached to the UGB expansions regarding housing mix, removing 
barriers to accessory dwelling units, and variable system development charges are all being 
imposed in order to increase the supply of affordable housing in the four cities.  
 
The fifth factor is whether the city that prepared the concept plan has taken actions to advance 
Metro’s six desired outcomes in the Regional Framework Plan. This factor was also considered 
by CRAG in its review of the city proposals, and comments from CRAG were forwarded to the 
Metro Council via a staff memorandum dated July 11, 2018, followed by a presentation to the 
Metro Council by CRAG on July 17, 2018. The Metro Council has reviewed those comments, as 
well as the information presented by the cities in their proposals regarding this factor, and the 
Council has considered whether each city has taken actions to advance the six desired outcomes 
under this factor. The Metro Council finds that all four cities have taken steps and adopted plans 
and policies that advance Metro’s six desired outcomes, as described in the CRAG comments 
and the city proposals. While it cannot be said that each city has taken steps that directly advance 
all six of the outcomes, the cities have demonstrated progress toward those outcomes.  
 

6. Employment Land Analysis 
 
In addition to the statutory and rule requirements addressed above regarding provision of a 
sufficient amount of residential land for needed housing, Goal 14 also requires Metro to ensure 
there is adequate development capacity inside the UGB to accommodate needs for employment 
land over the next 20 years. As with residential land, that analysis begins with a buildable land 
inventory, which “must include suitable vacant and developed land designated for industrial or 
other employment use.” OAR 660-024-0050(1). That rule requires that the inventory must be 
conducted in accordance with the Goal 9 rule at OAR 660-009-0015, which requires a 
description of all employment land sites, including site characteristics and development 
constraints, within each zoning district. 
 
The approach utilized by Metro to comply with the requirements of the Goal 9 rule was 
developed in consultation with DLCD and is set forth in Appendix 6 of the UGR. Relevant site 
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characteristics and data points are described in Table 1, and those characteristics are reviewed 
and applied to particular areas and employment land types as shown on the maps and tables in 
the rest of Appendix 6.  
 
The methodology utilized by Metro in making its capacity calculations for vacant and 
redevelopable employment land is described in Appendix 2 of the UGR along with the 
residential inventory. As with the residential inventory, the methodologies for developing the 
inventory of employment capacity were developed by a technical working group consisting of 
representatives from public and private sector organizations.  
 
The results of the employment land inventory are set forth in Appendix 2 of the UGR. The 
adjusted supply figures are provided in the two tables at pages 7 and 8 of Appendix 2, which 
show an inventory of between 2,150 and 2,530 acres of land available for commercial 
employment use and 8,683 acres for industrial use. As described in the UGR narrative at pages 9 
to 11, comparing the employment forecast to the buildable land inventory leads to a conclusion 
that there is no regional need to expand the UGB specifically for employment purposes.  
 
Metro and several public and private sector partners have also updated the region’s inventory of 
large industrial sites (greater than 25 buildable acres per site). That inventory is included as UGR 
Appendix 8.  
 

7. Responses to Issues Raised by Housing Land Advocates 
 
In a letter to the Metro Council dated December 4, 2018, Housing Land Advocates (HLA) raises 
various issues regarding housing under federal, state and local law. The first three pages discuss 
federal caselaw under the Fair Housing Act (FHA), the significance of which is unclear. Metro 
recognizes that courts have held that the FHA prohibits local zoning that has the effect of 
discriminating against individuals based on protected characteristics such as race, sex, and 
disability. However, Metro is not a local government with zoning authority, and Metro does not 
zone property. HLA does not identify any basis on which Metro would have the type of authority 
that could result in a violation of the FHA by Metro; nor does HLA identify any basis for its 
assertion that Metro has the authority to enforce FHA requirements against local governments in 
the region.  
 
Next, HLA correctly notes that the Metro Code requires cities and counties in the Metro region 
to include in their comprehensive plans measures designed to maintain and increase affordable 
housing. All cities and counties in the region are currently in compliance with Metro’s functional 
plan requirements, indicating that requirement is being met. HLA also correctly notes that local 
governments are required by state law to conduct a housing needs analysis (HNA). All four cities 
where the UGB is being expanded have HNAs that are acknowledged by DLCD as being in 
compliance with state law. HLA then asserts that, as part of a UGB expansion, “Metro must use 
its authority to require cities and counties to change their plans and regulations to comply with 
the FHA.” HLA cites no authority under which Metro is tasked with applying the FHA as part of 
a UGB expansion, and Metro is aware of no such authority.  
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It is worth noting that a primary focus of this UGB expansion decision has been on finding ways 
to provide more affordable housing. The conditions of approval attached to the ordinance 
approving the expansion areas are set forth in Exhibit C, and they include numerous conditions 
that are directly aimed at requiring the four cities to encourage the development of more 
affordable housing, both in the new expansion areas and within existing city limits. The relevant 
conditions are A.2, A.3, B.1, B.2, B.3, and B.6.  
 
Next, HLA correctly notes that ORS 197.296 requires Metro to analyze the region’s housing 
needs as part of a UGB expansion. That analysis is summarized in Sections D.1-3 above, and is 
set forth in approximately 170 pages in the 2018 Urban Growth Report Appendices 2, 3, 5, and 
5A (Exhibit E to this ordinance). HLA then devotes three pages to describing two LUBA cases 
that have no relevance to a UGB decision. HLA asserts that the first case (HLA v. Happy Valley) 
says that cities have a legal duty to demonstrate compliance with Metro Code 3.07.120(e). This 
is a correct statement with regard to a city plan or zoning code amendment, but that code section 
has no relevance to a UGB expansion. The second case (Deumling v. Salem) involves a reasons 
exception under Goal 2, which has nothing to do with the decision being made by Metro and has 
no applicability in this situation.  
 
Finally, HLA “questions whether Metro will be able to make adequate Goal 10 findings,” 
asserting that “nowhere in the record is there any evidence concerning a reasoned analysis of 
Goal 10, Metro’s regional buildable land inventories, housing need projections … or their 
application to this proposed UGB amendment.” To the contrary, Metro has provided an 
extremely thorough and detailed analysis as required under Goal 10 and state statutes. That 
analysis, consisting of approximately 170 pages, is set forth in Appendices 2, 3, 5, and 5A to the 
2018 Urban Growth Report (Exhibit E to this ordinance). Those Appendices have been available 
to the public on the Metro website since the Urban Growth Report was released on July 3, 2018. 
Metro’s first draft of these findings, including Sections D.1-3 above addressing Goal 10 and 
ORS 197.296, have been available to the public since this ordinance was first posted on the 
Metro website on November 21, 2018. It appears that HLA neglected to review Metro’s 
proposed decision before submitting its letter on December 4, 2018 asserting that there is no 
evidence in the record that Metro has undertaken any Goal 10 analysis.   
 
 E.  Findings Regarding 4.8-Acre Administrative Amendment   
 
In March 2018 Metro staff was approached by the owner of the property at 6491 NW Cornelius 
Pass Road to explore options for bringing a 4.8-acre parcel of land into the urban growth 
boundary (UGB) to address a public health hazard caused by a failing septic system. The parcel 
is located at the corner of NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW West Union Road in unincorporated 
Washington County and is within an urban reserve area 8F. The location is shown on the map 
attached as Exhibit B to this ordinance. The property is zoned Rural Commercial District (R-
Com) and is occupied by West Union Village Square, which includes a variety of commercial 
uses including a butcher shop/smokehouse, an insurance agency, an auction house and a hair 
salon.  
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1. Evaluation of the Problem 
 
In October 2017 an evaluation of the 41-year old on-site septic tank system was completed in 
response to recent failings, and submitted to the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality. 
See Attachment 7 to Metro staff report dated November 21, 2018. The evaluation found 
deficiencies and concerns regarding the systems continued functionality that support the 
presence of an imminent public health hazard being posed by continued use of the system, 
especially during the winter rainy season. Deficiencies and concerns regarding the continued use 
of the system include: 
 

• The assumed design peak flow is apparently being exceeded by a factor of two or nearly 
three on a daily basis. 

• Waste strength is very high and continued loading of the drainfield with high strength 
wastes is likely unsustainable. 

• Ponding was observed near the bottom of the drainfield during the winter of 2016-17.  
• There does not appear to be any suitable area on the property for drainfield replacement. 

The only area unencumbered by buildings or parking areas is in the north portion of the 
site that contains several feet of fill. In addition, the original site evaluation records 
indicate that test pits prepared in that general area were denied.  

 
In June 2018 Environmental Health Program staff from the Washington County Department of 
Health & Human Services (DHHS) visited the site and noted that the septic system was not 
functioning properly. Their inspection determined that the system is currently failing, and that 
untreated or partially treated wastewater is surfacing over a portion of the drainfield, creating a 
public health hazard as defined in OAR 340-071-0100(117). These concerns are described in a 
letter from Washington County Senior Environmental Health Specialist Larry Fenster dated July 
5, 2018 (Attachment 6 to Metro staff report dated November 21, 2018). As described in that 
letter, surfacing wastewater also constitutes a violation of the state Onsite Wastewater Treatment 
System Rules contained in OAR chapter 340 and must be addressed in a timely manner. County 
staff also confirmed that the only location available for the installation of a replacement 
drainfield was previously evaluated by the department in 1975 and was found to be unsuitable 
for the installation of an on-site septic system. The fill that has been placed through the years 
also makes the area unusable for the placement of a new drainfield.  
 

2. Addressing the Septic System Failure 
 
As noted in the letter from DHHS, OAR 340-071-0160 requires connection to sanitary sewer if 
the property lies within 300 feet of a sanitary sewer line if it is determined to be legally and 
physically available and there is no location on site for a replacement drainfield. Metro Code 
Section 3.09.090 prohibits a city or a district from extending water or sewer service from inside a 
UGB to territory that lies outside the UGB. There are two City of Hillsboro sanitary sewer 
mains, approximately 270 feet and 500 feet from the subject property and the city is willing to 
provide sanitary sewer services to the property. It is the City of Hillsboro’s policy that any 
property that receives services from the city, such as sanitary sewer, must be within the city, 
which is consistent with Metro code noted above. Thus the property would need to be annexed to 
the city in order to provide sanitary sewer services, which requires the land be within the UGB.  
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Title 14 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan provides the procedures and 
requirements for adding land to the UGB. This situation does not fit the normal procedures for 
adding land to the UGB as there is no specific land use need that is being addressed. Metro staff 
determined the most efficient and timely way to address the public health hazard was to include 
this 4.8-acre parcel as an administrative amendment to the UGB as part of the Metro Council’s 
2018 Growth Management Decision. 
 
Metro and the City of Hillsboro agree that the land may be added to the UGB and sewer service 
provided that no change of use or intensification of individual uses will occur on the property 
until after the entire urban reserve area is planned for urbanization and brought into the UGB. 
Metro proposes adding a condition to the administrative amendment providing that “there shall 
be no change of use or intensification of individual uses on any portion of the 4.88-acre property 
until Urban Reserve Area 8F has been brought into the UGB and the City of Hillsboro has 
adopted comprehensive plan amendments for the surrounding urban reserve land.” The City of 
Hillsboro will include the same language in an annexation agreement that the property owner 
will sign prior to sanitary sewer services being provided. 
 

3. Public Outreach 
 
At the request of Metro and the City of Hillsboro, the property owner invited 22 nearby rural 
property owners to an open house meeting on July 10, 2018 to explain the septic system situation 
and the potential for a UGB expansion to address the issue. Three people attended the meeting 
and did not raise any concerns. The property owner also presented the information at the 
Washington County CPO 8 meeting on July 12, 2018. Planning staff from Metro and 
Washington County attended the meeting and the CPO voted unanimously to support the 
property being added to the UGB to address the failing septic system. 
 

F. Statewide Planning Goals  
 
Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement): See findings in Section C above. 
 
Goal 2 (Adequate Factual Base): Findings regarding the coordination element of Goal 2 are set 
forth above in Section B. The Metro Council finds that the UGR and the information it relies 
upon provide an adequate factual base for these findings and the adoption of the UGR. The 
Metro Council concludes that adoption of Ordinance No. 18-1427 complies with Goal 2.  
 
Goal 3 (Farmland): Under OAR 660-024-0020(1) Goal 3 is not applicable.  
 
Goal 4 (Forestland): Under OAR 660-024-0020(1) Goal 4 is not applicable. 
 
Goal 5 (Natural Resources): The Metro Council finds that adoption of Ordinance No. 18-1427 
does not impact any inventoried Goal 5 resources and is therefore consistent with Goal 5 and its 
implementing rules. 
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Goal 6 (Air, Water and Land Quality): The Metro Council finds that the adoption of Ordinance 
No. 18-1427 does not impact any comprehensive plan designations or land use regulations that 
relate to protection of air, water and land quality. Ordinance No. 18-1427 does not authorize any 
particular uses of property with environmental impacts, and therefore does not implicate Goal 6.  
  
Goal 7 (Natural Hazards): The Metro Council finds that adoption of Ordinance No. 18-1427 does 
not impact any existing local plans, polices, or inventories regarding natural hazards and does not 
authorize any particular uses of property in natural hazard areas; therefore, this decision does not 
implicate Goal 7.  
 
Goal 8 (Recreation): The Metro Council finds that adoption of Ordinance No. 18-1427 does not 
involve recreation planning or destination resort siting; therefore, this decision does not implicate 
Goal 8. 
 
Goal 9 (Economy): Although Goal 9 does not apply to Metro, the Metro Council concludes that 
adoption of Ordinance No. 18-1427 does not impact local comprehensive plans, policies or 
inventories regarding economic development. 
 
Goal 10 (Housing): See findings in Section D above. 
 
Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services): Metro does not provide public facilities or services and 
does not adopt public facility plans; Metro is responsible for coordinating public facility 
planning by cities and counties. The Metro Council finds that adoption of Ordinance No. 18-
1427 does not impact the planning for or provision of public facilities and services; therefore, 
this decision does not implicate Goal 11.  
 
Goal 12 (Transportation):  Under OAR 660-024-0020(1) the Goal 12 requirements in the 
Transportation Planning Rule do not apply to a UGB amendment that does not involve 
amendment of the local planning designation for the expansion areas allowing development.  
 
Goal 13 (Energy): The Metro Council finds that the adoption of Ordinance No. 18-1427 
promotes a compact urban form and the efficient use of energy within the UGB. To the extent 
Goal 13 applies, the Metro Council concludes that this decision is consistent with Goal 13.  
 
Goal 14 (Urbanization): See findings in Section D above. 
 
Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway): The Metro Council finds that adoption of Ordinance No. 
15-1361 has no impact on the Willamette River Greenway; therefore, this decision does not 
implicate Goal 15.  
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STAFF REPORT 
 
 

IN CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 18-1427, FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
EXPANDING THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY TO PROVIDE CAPACITY FOR 
HOUSING TO THE YEAR 2038 AND AMENDING THE METRO CODE TO CONFORM   
 

              
 
Date: November 28, 2018   Prepared by: Ted Reid, Principal Regional Planner 
                                                                               ted.reid@oregonmetro.gov 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
	
Summary of process to date 
Process improvements 
In 2010, the Metro Council and its partners made several improvements to the region’s urban growth 
management processes. Those improvements include the adoption of urban and rural reserves, adoption 
of the requirement that a concept plan be completed for an urban reserve before the area is added to the 
UGB, the adoption of six desired outcomes in the Regional Framework Plan, and the adoption of an 
expedited process for considering UGB expansion proposals for employment (non-residential) uses. 
 
The expedited process for employment expansions has been accompanied by Metro’s ongoing support 
and participation in the Regional Industrial Site Readiness partnership. That partnership has maintained 
an inventory of large industrial sites (25 plus net buildable acres per site) in the UGB, documenting the 
actions that need to be taken to make them development-ready. 
 
When making a growth management decision in late 2015, the Metro Council provided additional 
direction, including: 
 Produce a new draft urban growth report within three years.  
 Continue working with Clackamas County and Multnomah County to finalize urban and rural reserve 

designations and to seek acknowledgement of reserves from the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission as soon as possible. 

 Work with its regional partners to explore possible improvements to the region’s growth management 
process.  

 
Metro Council and staff have worked with our partners to successfully address that direction. 
 
In 2016, Council President Hughes convened the Urban Growth Readiness Task Force, which provided 
additional suggestions for improving the region’s residential urban growth management process. The 
Task Force included mayors, county commissioners, and representatives from the Oregon Department of 
Land Conservation and Development, 1000 Friends of Oregon, and the Home Builders Association of 
Metropolitan Portland. The Task Force’s unanimous recommendations were intended to provide the 
Council with additional flexibility to respond to city proposals for residential urban growth boundary 
(UGB) expansions. The Task Force also made suggestions for what should be expected of cities making 
expansion proposals. The Metro Council accepted the Task Force’s recommendations with adoption of 
Resolution No. 17-4764. 
 
Throughout 2017, Metro staff worked with the Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) to develop 
Metro code that would lay out those expectations for cities proposing residential UGB expansions. Based 
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on MTAC and the Metro Policy Advisory Committee’s (MPAC) unanimous recommendations, the 
Council adopted code amendments in December 2017 with Ordinance No. 17-1408. 
 
In 2017, Metro and a coalition of partners also successfully advocated for changes to state law that 
provide the region with additional flexibility for responding to city proposals for residential UGB 
expansions. That legislation enables a “mid-cycle” residential UGB amendment process that the Council 
may choose to use in 2021 (pending city proposals). 
 
Four city expansion proposals 
Four cities – Beaverton, Hillsboro, King City and Wilsonville – submitted UGB expansion proposals by 
the May 31, 2018 deadline. Together, the four cities have proposed expansions totaling 2,181 acres. The 
proposed expansions are depicted on maps included as Attachments 1 through 4 to this staff report. The 
four cities have presented their proposals at Council work sessions, MPAC and MTAC. The four cities 
addressed Metro code requirements in their proposals, including the requirement – adopted in 2010 – that 
a concept plan be completed before the Council expands the UGB as well as newer factors – adopted in 
2017 – that clarify expectations for cities. 
 
Public comment on city proposals 
Metro staff conducted an online comment period on the four city proposals from June 8 through July 9, 
2018. Public comments have been compiled and summarized in a report that was posted on Metro’s 
website and made available to the Metro Council and MPAC. 
 
Additional perspectives on city readiness 
Recognizing that the Council’s new approach to growth management decisions would benefit from new 
perspectives, in June 2018 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. 
 
Draft 2018 Urban Growth Report 
Metro staff has completed a draft Urban Growth Report (UGR) and presented it to the Metro Council, 
MPAC and MTAC. The draft UGR demonstrates that the Council has the latitude to determine whether 
there is a regional need for the proposed UGB expansions. 
 
Two essential elements of the UGR – the regional range forecast and the buildable land inventory – were 
peer reviewed by external technical experts. Likewise, Metro subjected its land use model, MetroScope, 
to peer review. 
 
The UGR’s buildable land inventory methods and results, as well as other modeling assumptions, were 
discussed at meetings of the Land Use Technical Advisory Group on the following occasions: 
 
6-20-17 
9-26-17 
10-24-17 
11-28-17 
12-19-17 
1-23-18 
2-27-18 
3-27-18 
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In late 2017 and early 2018, a preliminary buildable land inventory was made available to all cities and 
counties for review. The buildable land inventory included in the draft UGR responds to all edits that 
were received from cities and counties.  
 
MTAC engagement 
MTAC has been engaged in topics related to the 2018 growth management decision for the last two-and-
a-half years, including: 
 
3-2-16 Work program update 
6-1-16 Urban Growth Readiness Task Force update 
7-6-16 Urban Growth Readiness Task Force update 
7-13-16 Initial suggestions for addressing recommendations from the Urban Growth Readiness 

Task Force 
8-3-16 Initial suggestions for addressing recommendations from Urban Growth Readiness Task 

Force 
9-7-16 Urban Growth Readiness Task Force update 
10-19-16 Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for cities proposing residential UGB 

expansions) 
12-7-16 Urban Growth Readiness Task Force update 
2-1-17 Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for cities proposing residential UGB 

expansions) 
4-5-17 Work program overview for 2018 growth management decision 
4-5-17 Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for cities proposing residential UGB 

expansions) 
8-2-17 Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for cities proposing residential UGB 

expansions) 
9-6-17 Recommendation to MPAC: Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for cities 

proposing residential UGB expansions) 
10-4-17 Goal 14 analysis (locational factor analysis of urban reserves) 
2-7-18 Regional population and employment forecast 
3-7-18 Buildable land inventory 
5-16-18  Goal 14 analysis (locational factor analysis of urban reserves) 
6-20-18  UGB expansion proposal presentations by Beaverton, Hillsboro, King City, Wilsonville 
7-11-18  Draft UGR; urban reserve alternatives analysis 
7-18-18  Summary of CRAG discussions of city expansion proposals 
 
MPAC engagement 
MPAC has devoted much of 2017 and 2018 to discussing residential and employment trends and the 
region’s economic outlook, preparing itself to make a growth management recommendation to the Metro 
Council. MPAC discussions related to the urban growth management decision have included the 
following: 
 
3-8-17  Work program summary 
9-27-17 Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for cities proposing residential UGB 

expansions) 
9-27-17  Housing trends in Portland and Hillsboro 
10-11-17 MPAC recommendation: Metro Title 14 amendments (expectations for cities proposing 

residential UGB expansions) 
10-11-17 Housing trends in Clackamas Co. and Milwaukie 
10-25-17 Housing trends in Wilsonville and Beaverton 
1-24-18  Housing trends in Tigard 
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3-14-18  Update on growth management process 
4-11-18  Regional population and employment forecast panel discussion 
4-25-18  Employment trends panel discussion 
6-13-18  Expansion proposals: Hillsboro and King City 
6-27-18  Expansion proposals: Wilsonville and Beaverton 
7-11-18  Draft Urban Growth Report 
7-25-18  Report from CRAG on strengths and weaknesses of city expansion proposals 
9-12-18  Chief Operating Officer recommendation; MPAC recommendation 
 
When prompted at its July 11 and 25, 2018 meetings, MPAC did not identify any additional technical 
questions for MTAC regarding the UGR or city proposals for UGB expansions. 
 
Stakeholder engagement 
In addition to MPAC and MTAC engagement and other technical peer review activities, Metro staff has 
attended a number of stakeholder meetings to describe the growth management process, regional analysis, 
city proposals, and Chief Operating Officer recommendations.  
 
Chief Operating Officer recommendation 
Metro’s Chief Operating Officer (COO) issued a recommendation on August 28, 2018. The Metro 
Council discussed the recommendation at a September 4, 2018 work session and MPAC discussed it at its 
September 12, 2018 meeting. The COO recommendation is to expand the UGB in the four proposed areas 
(Beaverton, Hillsboro, King City and Wilsonville) with conditions of approval that encourage a mix of 
housing. 
 
Metro’s COO also recommended that staff return to the Metro Council in early 2019 with proposed work 
programs to gain a better understanding of changes in the changing economy and to refresh the 2040 
Growth Concept. 
 
MPAC recommendation 
On September 12, 2018 MPAC unanimously endorsed the COO recommendations. 
 
Council direction via Resolution No. 18-4914 
The Metro Council held two public hearings on September 20 and 27. On September 27, the Council 
passed Resolution No. 18-4914, which provided staff with Council’s direction for its intended growth 
management decision. That Council direction is consistent with the COO recommendations, which were 
also unanimously endorsed by MPAC. In response to Council direction in Resolution 18-4914, staff has 
worked to complete required analyses and public notices. 
 
Proposed for Metro Council consideration 
Final 2018 Urban Growth Report 
A proposed final 2018 UGR is included as Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427. That analysis includes 
the buildable land inventory, reporting on residential development trends, housing needs analysis, and 
other components that meet Metro’s legal requirements. 
 
Since the draft UGR was released, staff has made minor corrections to the proposed buildable inventory 
found in UGR Appendix 2. Those corrections do not have a noteworthy impact on overall growth 
capacity in the UGB. 
 
Since the draft UGR was released, and based on the Metro Council’s direction in Resolution No. 18-4914, 
staff has worked towards completing a Housing Needs Analysis. That analysis is included as UGR 
Appendix 5A. A summary of its capacity gap analysis is included below. 
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The Housing Needs Analysis identifies a need for additional land in the UGB to address single-family 
housing needs (attached and detached housing). The Housing Needs Analysis assumes the baseline (mid-
point of the forecast range) household forecast as documented in UGR Appendix 1 and the mid-point of 
the buildable land inventory range as documented in UGR Appendix 2. It also assumes that the Metro 
UGB will “capture” a share of the larger 7-county household growth that is in keeping with historic and 
modeled rates. The analysis also assumes that 50 percent of the new housing will be single-family 
housing (attached and detached), a rate that represents a continued long-term shift towards multifamily 
and single-family attached housing. The Housing Needs Analysis summarizes the regional need for 
additional single-family housing as follows: 
 
 7-county MSA new households, 2018 to 2038 (midpoint of range): 279,000

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

 Metro UGB new dwelling units (capture rate range = 67.2%: 196,900

 Metro UGB new single family dwelling units (SF rate = 50%): 98,400

 Metro UGB existing single family capacity (attached & detached): 92,300

 Unmet single family dwelling unit (attached and detached) need: 6,100

The proposed 2,181 gross acres of UGB expansions will 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 will address the range of need for 
6,100 single-family homes. The proposed conditions of approval for the UGB expansion seek to enhance 
the variety of single-family attached housing that will be allowed in the expansion areas. It is likely that 
the number of allowed housing units in each area will increase as a result. 

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.  
 
While no UGB expansion is required to accommodate multifamily housing growth, most of the proposed 
UGB expansions include some amount of multifamily housing to ensure that these areas provide a variety 
of housing choices and comply with the state Metropolitan Housing Rule. Likewise, cities have often 
included multifamily housing as a means of decreasing infrastructure costs per home and to make more 
efficient use of land. To ensure that people of varied backgrounds can find housing in these new 
communities, the conditions of approval require each city to allow additional single-family attached 
housing options in locations planned for single-family housing in the expansion areas. 
 
Metro staff has also completed a two–step process for assessing the urban reserve areas in the region as 
candidates for UGB expansion. The first step, the Preliminary UGB Alternatives Analysis Report (UGR 
Appendix 7), is an assessment of all 32 urban reserve areas for meeting Statewide Planning Goal 14 
requirements for UGB expansion. That assessment was included in the draft UGR. Since the draft UGR 
was released, staff has completed the second step, which is an evaluation of the Metro Code requirements 
for a UGB expansion on a smaller set of urban reserves based on the results of the Goal 14 analysis. The 
second analysis is included as UGR Appendix 7A. These analyses find that the four urban reserve areas 
under consideration for UGB expansion in 2018 are suitable candidates under the applicable factors and 
may be included the UGB. 
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Conditions of approval 
As directed by the Metro Council, Ordinance No. 18-1427 includes conditions of approval in Exhibit C. 
These conditions are intended to implement the direction provided by the Metro Council when it endorsed 
the Metro COO’s and MPAC’s recommendations. 
 
UGB expansion to address public health hazard 
A 4.88 acre parcel of developed land located at the corner of NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW West 
Union Road in unincorporated Washington County and within an urban reserve area 8F is proposed for 
inclusion in the UGB to address a public health hazard caused by a failing septic system. The property is 
known as West Union Village Square and is developed with a variety of commercial uses, including a 
butcher shop/smokeshop, an auction house, an insurance agency, and a hair salon. The area is shown on 
the map included as Attachment 5 to this staff report.  
 
Two recent evaluations in October 2017 and June 2018 (Attachments 6 and 7 to this staff report) indicate 
that continued use of the system will result in an imminent public health hazard as defined in OAR 340-
071-0100(117), as well as a violation of state wastewater treatment system rules. Due to site conditions, 
this problem can only be realistically addressed by connection to a sanitary sewer system. However, 
Metro Code section 3.09.090 prohibits a city or service district from extending water or sewer service 
from inside a UGB to territory that lies outside the UGB. The City of Hillsboro is willing to provide 
sanitary sewer services to the property. In order for this to occur the property would need to be annexed to 
the City which requires the land be within the UGB.  
 
Metro and City of Hillsboro staff agree that the land may be added to the UGB in order provide sewer 
service provided that no change of use or intensification of uses will occur as a result of the UGB 
amendment. Accordingly, Metro staff agreed to condition the administrative amendment to require that 
“there shall be no change of use or intensification of individual uses on any portion of the 4.88-acre 
property until Urban Reserve Area 8F has been brought into the UGB and the City of Hillsboro has 
adopted comprehensive plan amendments for the surrounding urban reserve land.” The City of Hillsboro 
will include the same language in an annexation agreement that the property owner will sign prior to 
sanitary sewer services being provided. 
 
Next steps 
The Council will hold a public hearing on December 6 and, on December 13, make a decision regarding 
Ordinance No. 18-1427, which will formalize the Council’s 2018 growth management decision and 
provide any other direction that the Council wishes to give to staff. 
 
ANALYSIS/INFORMATION 
 
1. Known Opposition 

Public comments on the four city expansion proposals indicate some opposition to specific UGB 
expansions. 
 
A conservation land trust and other stakeholders have expressed concern that a conservation easement 
over a property in the proposed King City expansion area needs to be honored (King City’s concept 
plan for the area indicates a road extension across the property that would not be allowed under the 
conservation easement). 
 
Business interest groups have indicated concern about the regional employment forecast for industrial 
employment. 
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Regarding the proposed conditions of approval, some staff from cities proposing UGB expansions 
have suggested that it would be more appropriate to go through a process to amend the Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan to update (region-wide) requirements related to accessory dwelling 
units rather than imposing new requirements on just the four cities proposing UGB expansions. 
 

2. Legal Antecedents   
 Statewide Planning Goals 10 (Housing) and 14 (Urbanization) 
 Oregon Revised Statutes 197.296, 197.299, and 197.303 (Needed Housing in Urban Growth 

Areas) 
 Oregon Administrative Rules, Division 24 (Urban Growth Boundaries) 
 Metro Regional Framework Plan, Chapter 1 (Land Use) 
 Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, Titles 11 (Planning for New Urban 

Areas) and 14 (Urban Growth Boundaries) 
 Metro Ordinance No. 15-1361 (2015 growth management decision, which provides direction 

for this decision process) 
 Metro Resolution No. 17-4764 (accepting recommendations from the Urban Growth 

Readiness Task Force) 
 Metro Resolution No. 18-4914 (describing the Metro Council’s intent for its 2018 urban 

growth management decision) 
 
3. Anticipated Effects 
Metro Council adoption of Ordinance No. 18-1427 would formalize the Metro Council’s 2018 legislative 
urban growth management decision. By approving the ordinance, the Metro Council would: 

 Adopt a final 2018 Urban Growth Report that identifies a need for additional housing capacity; 
 amend the UGB to include four urban reserve areas to provide additional housing capacity; 
 amend the UGB in Washington County to allow a health hazard from a failing septic system to be 

addressed; 
 place conditions on the four expansion areas to, among other things, allow a greater mix of 

housing to be built; and, 
 adopt Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law that describe how the 2018 Urban Growth 

Report, the UGB expansions, and the conditions of approval satisfy Metro’s legal requirements. 
 

4. Budget Impacts  
Likely budget impacts are accounted for in current staffing levels. 
 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 
Adopt Ordinance No. 18-1427. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1: Map of proposed Advance Rd. UGB expansion 
Attachment 2: Map of proposed Beef Bend South UGB expansion 
Attachment 3: Map of proposed Cooper Mountain UGB expansion 
Attachment 4: Map of proposed Witch Hazel Village South UGB expansion 
Attachment 5: Map of proposed UGB expansion to address health hazard from failing septic system 
Attachment 6: Washington County Department of Health and Human Services letter 
Attachment 7: DEQ Existing System Evaluation Report 
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Attachment 6 to Staff 
Report for Ord. 18-1427

METRO-1079

WASHINGTON COUNTY 

July 5, 2018 

Brannon Lamp 
Aqua Resource Design & Consulting 
3439 NE Sandy Blvd. #165 
Portland, OR 97232 

RE: Onsite septic system located at 6585 NW Cornelius Pass Road; Hillsboro (1N2-14D-400.) 

Mr. Lamp: 

OREGON 

This letter is a follow-up to our conversation regarding the status of the above referenced onsite septic system. 
This system was installed in February 1976 and consists of a 1,000 gallon concrete septic tank, a pump tank and 
440' of serial distribution drainline. This system has a design capacity of approximately 500 gallons per day (gpd). 

This system is currently failing (i.e. untreated or partially treated wastewater is surfacing over a portion of the 
drainfield.) Such a discharge constitutes a public health hazard as defined in OAR 340-071-0100(117.) This 
surfacing wastewater also constitutes a violation of the "Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Rules" (see OAR 
340-071-0130(3)), and must be addressed in a timely manner. 

OAR 340-071-0160 requires connection to sanitary sewer if the property lies within 300' of a sanitary sewer line if 
it is determined to be legally and physically available. It is my understanding that connecting this property to 
sanitary sewer will require annexation into the City of Hillsboro. The requirement of annexation would deem 
sanitary sewer connection to be considered "not legally available." 

However, there are factors that make connection to sanitary sewer the best, and perhaps the only viable option 
for wastewater disposal for this property. The first and most important is that the only area available for the 
installation of a replacement drainfield has been previously evaluated by this department in 1975 and was found 
to be unsuitable for the installation of an onsite septic system. This area also has had fill placed over it through 
the years, thus making the area unusable for the placement of a new drainfield. The remainder of this property is 
covered by buildings and paved and gravel parking and driving areas. There is virtually no area on this parcel 
large enough to accommodate a new onsite septic system to serve the multiple businesses located on this 
property that will meet the requirements of Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340, Division 071 and 073. 

I hereby support the annexation of this property into the City of Hillsboro and connection to sanitary sewer. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

ctcs(!;=-
Larry Fenster 

Senior Environmental Health Specialist 

Department of Health & Human Services - Environmental Health Program 
155 N First Avenue , Suite 160, MS-5, Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Phone: (503) 846-8722 + Fax: (503) 846-3705 + www.co .washington.or.us 
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Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 

Page 2 of 8 

1. General System Information
The Existing System Evaluation Report form contains 8 pages. Some of the questions on this
form may not pertain to the system being evaluated, as there are many system designs. If you (the
septic system evaluator) are unable to answer any of the questions on this form please indicate, in
writing, why this information was not available at the time the evaluation was completed.

• The existing septic system consists of (check all that apply):

Septic Tank  
Dosing Tank 

Cesspool 
Disposal Trenches/ Leach Lines 

Multi-compartment Tank Capping Fill 
Seepage Bed Sand Filter 
Other __________________ 

Note: Cesspools may be used only to serve existing sewage loads and if failing only be replaced with 
a seepage pit system on lots that are too small to accommodate a standard system or other alternative 
onsite system. 
There is a permit for the septic system   Yes   No   Unknown 

• Permit Number(s) __________________________

• Year original septic system installed: ___________ (YYYY) No record of installation date 

• Dates of subsequent repairs or alterations: ___________ (YYYY)

• All plumbing fixtures are connected to the septic system   Yes   No       Unknown

If you answered “No” or “unknown,” please describe below:

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

• Additional Comments:
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

2. Overall Septic System Status

• Discharge of sewage to the ground surface   Yes   No      None observed

• Discharge of sewage to surface waters   Yes   No       None observed

• Sewage backup into plumbing fixtures  Yes   No   Unknown

• Additional Comments:
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

3. Septic tank
In order to fully describe the condition of the tank, the septic tank may need to be pumped. Please 
indicate below if the septic system tank was pumped during the course of this evaluation. 
• Septic tank was pumped  during the course of this evaluation   Yes   No

• If the septic tank was NOT pumped during the course of this evaluation, please explain (e.g.
septic system owner declined to have the tank pumped etc):

✔

✔

✔

5705

1976

✔

It is presumed all fixtures and buildings are connected, but not confirmed.

1000 gal. Septic Tank South of drainfield has reportedly been removed or decommissioned with gravity sewer
re-routed to the North Septic Tank.

✔

✔

✔

✔
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 ________________________________________________________________________________ 
 ________________________________________________________________________________ 

• The septic tank material is:

Concrete  
Steel 
Plastic 
Fiberglass 
Other (explain)_____________________________________________________________ 
Unknown 

• Is the septic tank accessible?  Yes  No

• Septic tank volume in gallons______

• Tank volume determined by: Check all that apply, add comments below as needed

 Permit Records  Measured  Stamped on Tank  Other 

• Septic tank risers are at ground level   Yes   No

• Tank appears to be free from defects, leaking and signs of deterioration Yes   No

If you answered “No,” please describe the condition of the septic tank below. For example,

evidence of gas corrosion, cracks, leaks, etc.

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

• Septic tank lid(s) is intact   Yes  No

• Septic tank baffles are intact: Inlet  Yes   No  Outlet  Yes   No

• Baffle material - Inlet Plastic   Concrete   Metal Outlet Plastic   Concrete   Metal

Effluent filter is present   Yes   No

• Effluent filter is free of debris   Yes   No  Not Applicable

• Liquid level in tank relative to invert of outlet   At   Above   Below

If above or below invert outlet, please explain: __________________________

• Scum layer _______(inches)    Sludge layer______(inches) 

• Scum and Sludge layer more than 35% of the total tank volume  Yes   No

Indicate where sludge measured from: Inlet   Middle   Outlet

• Additional Comments:
_____________________________________________________________________________

4. Dosing tank / Pump Basin
Dosing tanks use a pump to send effluent to a treatment unit or a soil absorption field.

• The septic system has a dosing tank   Yes   No

(If “No,” skip the rest of section 4)

• At the time of this evaluation the power was on to test the pump(s): Yes  No

The Septic Tank was pumped on 8/11/17, roughly 2 months prior to inspection. Receipt attached.

✔

✔

1000

✔

✔

✔

Tank appears to be at normal operating level, but some concrete corrosion observed.

✔

✔

✔

✔

5 4

✔

✔

✔

~3’ above ground sfc.

riser lid only

not visible
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• Dosing tank capacity __________(gallons)

• Tank volume determined by: Check all that apply, add comments below as needed

 Permit Records  Measured  Stamped on Tank  Other 

• Dosing tank material__________________

• Dosing tank appears to be watertight and in good condition   Yes   No

• Dosing tank lid is intact   Yes   No

• Electrical components are sealed and watertight   Yes   No

• Pump/ siphon is functional   Yes   No

• Type of Pump   Demand dose  Time dose

• Pump control mechanism is functional (floats, pressure transducer) Yes   No

• There is a high water alarm Yes   No

• The high water alarm (audible and visual) is working   Yes   No   Not Applicable

• Type of screen______________________________________

• Screen is clean and free of debris Yes  No - Screen cleaned for this evaluation Yes  No

• Scum/ sludge present in Dosing tank   Yes  No

• Scum layer _______(inches)    Sludge layer______(inches) 

• Additional Comments:
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

5. Soil absorption system
The soil absorption system is a set of trenches that receives effluent from the septic tank and

filters the effluent before it enters the groundwater.

• The septic system has a soil absorption system Yes  No  Unknown

• Was the soil absorption system part of the evaluation? Yes  No  See note below

If the soil absorption system was not evaluated, please explain below (for example unable to 

locate, client did not authorize this part of the evaluation): 

 __________________________________________________________________________ 
 __________________________________________________________________________ 

• Absorption distribution   Equal  Serial   Pressure  Equal via pressure

• Absorption lines construction material:

Gravel and pipe  Chamber   Tile   Polystyrene foam and pipe   Other______________ 

• Absorption distribution unit(s): dropbox hydrosplitter equal distribution box

 Intact   Damaged  N/A 

• Absorption distribution unit(s) are free of debris or solids   Yes  No  N/A

unknown

Could not inspect Dosing Tank due to inability to remove heavy 36" diameter concrete riser lid.

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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• Locate all drain lines in soil absorption system   Yes  No

Total length of drain lines_________(ft)

Lengths determined by Physically uncovering portions of system/probing Written records

Fish tape Electronic locator  camera 

• Absorption area appears to be free from roads, vehicular traffic, structures, livestock, deep-rooted

plants etc.

Yes  No 

If you answered “No,” please describe below: 
 _____________________________________________________________________________ 
 _____________________________________________________________________________ 
 _____________________________________________________________________________ 
 _____________________________________________________________________________ 

• Absorption  area appears to be free from surface water runoff and down spouts   Yes  No

• Evidence of ponding in absorption area or distribution unit(s)   Yes  No

• The soil absorption system replacement area assigned in the permit record appears to be intact:

Yes  No  Replacement area not identified in permit record 

If you answered “No,” please explain below: 
 _____________________________________________________________________________ 
 _____________________________________________________________________________ 
 _____________________________________________________________________________ 

• Additional Comments:
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

6. Sand Filter System
There are different sand filter system designs used in Oregon. Not every sand filter system will
contain all of the components mentioned below, e.g. pumps. The owner of a sand filter system
permitted on or after January 2, 2014 must maintain an annual service contract with a certified
Maintenance Provider. Maintenance records should be available from the system owner, or the
contracted Maintenance Provider. Please attach copies of the previous two years of
maintenance records to this evaluation form.

• The septic system has a sand filter Yes  No

(If “No,” skip the rest of section 6)

• Type of sand filter

Intermittent 
Recirculating 
Bottomless 

• Sand filter container appears free from defects, leaks and signs of deterioration:  Yes   No

440
✔

✔

✔

Drop box and a portion of lowest line (#4) appears to be located under asphalt parking lot.

✔

✔

✔

There is no apparent potential replacement are that is not currently encumbered by asphalt or several feet of fill.
There is a groundwater interceptor associated with the building due South of the drainfield that discharges directly onto 
the ground surface upslope of the active drainfield.

✔
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• Sand filter unit appears to be free from roads, vehicular traffic, structures, livestock, deep-rooted

plants etc.

Yes No 

If you answered “No,” please describe below: 

 _____________________________________________________________________________ 

 _____________________________________________________________________________ 

 _____________________________________________________________________________ 

• Sand filter appears to be free from surface water runoff and down spouts   Yes  No

• Evidence of ponding in/ on sand filter media surface   Yes  No

• Surface access to manifold and valves   Yes   No

• Monitoring ports are present   Yes   No

• Lateral lines flushed and equal distribution verified   Yes   No

• The sand filter has a pump   Yes  No

(If “No”, skip the rest of section 6)

• Pump vault appears to be watertight and in good condition   Yes   No   N/A 

• Pump is functional  Yes   No

• Pump control mechanism is functional (floats, pressure transducer) Yes   No

• High water alarm in pump vault (audible and visual) is working   Yes   No

• Pump electrical components are sealed and watertight   Yes   No

• Additional Comments:
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

7. Alternative Treatment Technology System
The owner of an ATT system must maintain an annual service contract with a certified
Maintenance Provider. Maintenance records should be available from the system owner, or the
contracted Maintenance Provider. Please attach copies of the previous two years of
maintenance records to this evaluation form.

Note* Some ATT systems may have a WPCF permit. Please contact the local Health Department
or the DEQ to obtain a copy of the WPCF permit.

• The septic system has an Alternative Treatment Technology (ATT) Yes   No
(If “No,” skip the rest of section 7)

• Please provide the product name, system ID number, and manufacturer name below:

Product name __________________________________________________________ 
System ID number __________________________________________________________ 
Manufacturer name __________________________________________________________ 

✔
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• Previous two years of maintenance records are available   Yes   No
If you answered “No,” please explain below:
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________

• Previous two years of maintenance records are attached to this form   Yes   No
If you answered “No,” please explain below:
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________

• Additional Comments:
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

8. Please attach a copy of the following items to this form. Contact the DEQ, or the local Health
Department to locate these items.

• The septic system permit(s) to this form, if available
• The as-built drawing(s) to this form, if available
• The Certificate of Satisfactory Completion to this form, if available
• Additional Comments:

_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

9. Provide a Site Plan
• Please provide a sketch of the complete system (show only system components that were

evaluated) on page 8 of this form, if a copy of the original “as-built” drawing is not available.
• Please provide a sketch of the complete system on page 8 of this form if the original “as-built”

drawing is not accurate or representative of the existing system.
• If the original “as-built” drawing is available for copy, and the original appears to be accurate and

representative of the existing system, write “see attached as-built” on page 8 of this form,
redrawing the system is unnecessary.

• Additional Comments:
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________

10. Disclaimer:
This evaluation report describes the septic system as it exists on the date of evaluation and to the
extent that components and operation of the system are reasonably observable. DEQ recognizes
that this evaluation report does not provide assurance or any warranty that the system will operate
properly in the future.

11. I hereby certify, by my signature, that the above information and the plot plan on the next page of
this form are accurate and true to the best of my knowledge.

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
           Date                                                                           Signature of Qualified Septic System Evaluator 

10/04/2017
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Provide a Site Plan in the space below: Show the actual or best estimate measurements of components 
that were confirmed during this evaluation; septic tank, soil absorption system, property lines (if known), 
easements (if known), existing structures, driveways, and water supply (water lines and wells). Draw to 
scale and indicate the direction north. 

see attached as-built & report addendum
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WASHINGTON COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 

SEWAGE DISPOSAL REPORT I t/2...- /qo -l(O() Receipt# S?05° 
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Subd1v1s1on ---------------Lot -=-Block_::::__ Builder_-________ _ 

Owner IAJf:o'/ flr/kJf,} CO S T Installer AlcJ5&/3ftUl'1UO 

1?..EINSP6CT 

Public Health Sanitarian __ ,....,,,;4,.,._ .. dt,......t~J.___,,$l_.J~l~1~------------ Date I- 2.1-7-6 NO 
10/67 1500 v 2153 



 
 
October 13, 2017 
 
Addendum to Existing System Evaluation Report for Onsite Wastewater Systems dated 
10/04/2017 for: 
Owner: Keith & Robin Gordon 
Property: T 1N, R 2W, Sec. 14D, Tax Lot 400 
 
While the Onsite Wastewater Treatment System’s drainfield appeared to be functioning 
adequately at the time of inspection based on Drop Box and ground surface observations, there 
are several deficiencies and concerns to be noted regarding it’s continued functionality: 
 

• In 2016 and 2017, average daily water usage for the property ranged from roughly 900-
1100 gallons per day, with little variation during potential irrigation months. Soils are 
mapped as Woodburn series and are therefore likely poorly drained and Group C texture. 
Therefore, it is unlikely the intended design flow for this system would have exceeded 
approximately 440 gallons per day, assuming a 1:1 loading rate of 150 linear feet per 150 
gallons per day. The assumed design (peak) flow is apparently being exceeded by a factor 
of 2 or nearly 3 on a daily basis. Historic water use from around 2012 was about half 
what the current flows are. Current usage is likely not sustainable long term. 

• On June 13, 2017, a reputable Certified Operation & Maintenance provider obtained a 
grab sample from the Dosing Tank and had it analyzed. Results as follows: 

o Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD): >1203 mg/L 
o Total Suspended Solids (TSS): 260 mg/L 
o Oil & Grease: 20 mg/L 

The BOD & TSS results indicate characteristics of a waste strength far greater than 
residential. Also, since one of the two 1000 gallon Septic Tanks have reportedly been 
removed, primary treatment capacity has undoubtedly been decreased substantially. 
Continued loading of the drainfield with high strength wastes is likely unsustainable. 

• The property owner reported ponding near the bottom (North) of the drainfield during the 
extremely wet Winter in 2016-2017. No investigation to determine whether that ponding 
contained effluent was conducted at the time, but should be considered in the event that 
the condition reappears. 

• There does not appear to be any suitable area on the property for drainfield replacement. 
The only area unencumbered by buildings or parking to the North appears to have several 
feet of fill placed on it, presumably from the property’s development decades ago, which 
makes it’s feasibility unlikely. Additionally, while sparse, the original Site Evaluation 
records indicated that test pits prepared in that general area were denied. Connection to 
sewer may be the only viable solution for the property in the event of system failure. 
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Thursday, December 13, 2018

2:00 PM

Metro

600 NE Grand Ave.

Portland, OR 97232-2736

oregonmetro.gov

Metro Regional Center, Council chamber

Council meeting

Minutes
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December 13, 2018Council meeting Minutes

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

Council President Tom Hughes called the Metro Council 
meeting to order at 2:04 p.m.

Council President Tom Hughes, Councilor Sam Chase, 
Councilor Betty Dominguez, Councilor Shirley Craddick, 
Councilor Craig Dirksen, Councilor Kathryn Harrington, and 
Councilor Bob Stacey

Present: 7 - 

2. Public Communication

Charles Ormsby, City of Portland: Mr. Ormsby discussed a 

project at the intersection of Highway 43 and Terwillger 

Boulevard and explained the difficulty he experienced in 

finding information regarding the project from the City of 

Portland and other government agencies. He requested 

better communication between his neighborhood and the 

Metro Council regarding the project. Mr. Ormbsy also noted 

the difficulty in getting to the Council meeting in time to 

present his testimony. 

3. Consent Agenda

A motion was made by Councilor Dirksen, seconded by 

Councilor Dominguez, that these items be adopted. The 

motion passed by the following vote:

Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Chase, Councilor 
Dominguez, Councilor Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, 
Councilor Harrington, and Councilor Stacey

7 - 

3.1 Resolution No. 18-4945, For the Purpose of Confirming the Appointments 
of Glenn Koehrsen, Tyler Bullen, and Jessica Stetson as Community 
Representatives to the Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee

3.2 Resolution No. 18-4947, For the Purpose of Authorizing the Chief 
Operating Officer to Enter into an Intergovernmental Agreement to 
Establish Interim Governance and Funding for the Implementation of 
Levee Ready Columbia Recommendations

2
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3.3 Resolution No. 18-4949, For the Purpose of Accepting the November 6, 
2018  General Election Abstract of Votes for Metro

3.4 Resolution No. 18-4946, For the Purpose of Confirming Appointments to 
the Metro Public Engagement Review Committee

3.5 Consideration of December 6, 2018 Minutes

4. Resolutions

4.1 Resolution No. 18-4938, For the Purpose of Adopting the Land Use Final 
Order Establishing the Southwest Corridor Light Rail Route and Other 
Project Improvements, Including their Locations

Council President Hughes called on Ms. Hope Whitney and 

Mr. Chris Ford, Metro staff, to provide a brief presentation 

on the resolution. Mr. Ford reviewed the land use final 

order application from TriMet explaining that this was a 

single use land use permit for the Southwest Corridor Light 

Rail project. He noted that the land use permit would not 

override local regulations for design requirements and 

storm water infrastructure. Mr. Ford stated that a public 

hearing for Resolution No. 18-4938 had taken place on 

November 15, noting that Council had postponed the 

motion to approve the resolution. He informed Council that 

updates had been made to the final findings of fact to 

respond to testimony received. 

A motion was made by Councilor Dirksen, seconded by 

Councilor Stacey, that this item be adopted. The motion 

passed by the following vote:

Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Chase, Councilor 
Dominguez, Councilor Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, 
Councilor Harrington, and Councilor Stacey

7 - 

4.2 Resolution No. 18-4948, For the Purpose of Approving the Second 
Amended and Restated Visitor Facilities Intergovernmental Agreement

Council President Hughes called on Mr. Andy Shaw and Mr. 

Scott Cruickshank, Metro staff, to provide a brief 

presentation on the resolution. Mr. Shaw explained that the 

3
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resolution was a proposed update to the visitor facilities 

intergovernmental agreement, noting that the original 

agreement in 2001 was established to create the visitor 

facilities trust account. He stated the trust account used the 

transient lodging tax and the vehicle rental tax to fund the 

Oregon Convention Center expansion, other important 

tourism facilities and a series of critical tourism promotion 

programs in the Portland area and Multnomah County. Mr. 

Shaw provided an overview of amendments made to the 

agreement in 2013 and informed Council that the existing 

agreement was performing well. He reviewed four new 

priorities in the proposed agreement including investments 

in aging tourism facilities, using tourism funding to address 

homelessness and to create resilient reserves in the 

account. Mr. Shaw discussed the revised governance 

structure and the bucket system of funding. 

Mr. Jeff Miller, President of Travel Portland, discussed the 

economic impact of visitor venues in the region and stated 

Travel Portland’s support for strategic investments in 

Portland’s cultural and visitor venues. He emphasized the 

importance of accountability and performance measures for 

Multnomah County’s use of funding. 

Council Discussion: 

Councilor Chase expressed his support for the bucket 

system of funding in the agreement and its ability to bring 

resources to visitor venues and homelessness. He identified 

challenges with the oversight and governance structure. 

Councilor Harrington inquired about the restricted reserves 

functioned in the event of a severe recession. Mr. Shaw 

confirmed that the restricted reserves would be available to 

cover losses.  He explained that the system was developed 

with conservative revenue forecasts and tested against a 

4
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severe recession scenario. Mr. Tim Collier, Director of 

Finance and Regulatory Services, discussed the oversight 

process and its ability to act as a safety valve in the event of 

severe recession. Mr. Shaw provided an overview of the 

process of making recommendations to the board in the 

event of an economic downturn.

Councilor Harrington asked whether the change to the 

TriMet hop card instead of the transit day pass would create 

overages. Mr. Shaw explained that although there was not 

an anticipated increase to the budget with the transition to 

the hop card, a $500,000 limit was set for the program. 

Councilor Dominguez stated that the proposed agreement 

greatly improved upon the existing agreement and 

expressed her appreciation for the inclusion of funding for 

homelessness. Councilor Craddick commended industry 

partners for their willingness to tax themselves to support 

tourism in the area and the inclusion of funding for 

homelessness. Councilor Stacey stated his support for the 

proposed agreement and its ability to address urgent 

community needs. Councilor Dirksen expressed his support 

for the governance structure and its ability to respond 

quickly to economic downturn. Councilor Chase stated that 

althought the proposal was strong, more changes were 

needed to the governance structure. 

Council President Hughes discussed the benefits of the 

proposed agreement including additional funding for the 

delivery of services while providing flexibility in the event of 

an economic crisis.  

A motion was made by Councilor Craddick, seconded by 

Councilor Stacey, that this item be adopted. The motion 

passed by the following vote:

5
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Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Dominguez, Councilor 
Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, Councilor Harrington, and 
Councilor Stacey

6 - 

Nay: Councilor Chase1 - 

4.4 Resolution No. 18-4944, For the Purpose of Metro Council’s Acceptance of 
the Results of the Independent Audit for Financial Activity During Fiscal 
Year Ending June 30, 2018

Council President Hughes called on Mr. Brian Evans, Metro 

Auditor, and Mr. Tim Collier, Director of Finance and 

Regulatory Services, to provide a brief presentation on the 

resolution. Mr. Evans explained the annual financial audit 

process and the code requirements for the audit committee 

and the appointment of the financial auditor. He introduced 

Mr. Jim Lanzarotta and Ms. Ashley Osten, Moss Adams, to 

present the audit results. 

Mr. Lanzarotta provided an overview of the audit. He 

explained the nature of the services provided as well as the 

deliverables and the results of the testing that was 

performed. Mr. Lanzarotta discussed the areas of audit 

emphasis including internal control environment, budget 

administration, grant compliance and bond activity. Mr. 

Lanzarotta stated that Moss Adams issued a clean opinion 

of the agency’s financial statements, which signified the 

highest level of assurance. He noted several findings of 

error in depreciation of assets and  in the approval of payroll 

processing. 

Ms. Osten discussed two past adjustments and offered 

several minor recommendations to account reconciliation, 

accounts receivable and purchase card policy. She 

commended management for their work in resolving issues 

and continuing to engage in training and education. 

Council Discussion: 

6
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Councilor Craddick asked how Mr. Lanzarotta would rate 

Metro’s performance given the findings each year. Mr. 

Lanzarotta stated he would rate Metro very highly, 

emphaszing that there were no findings of material 

weakness. Councilor Dirksen expressed his appreciation for 

management and the policies that had been developed 

around the audit. Mr. Collier noted that the payroll finding 

had not resulted in overpayment or underpayment of any 

employees. Councilor Harrington expressed her 

appreciation for staff’s work. 

A motion was made by Councilor Dirksen, seconded by 

Councilor Harrington, that this item be adopted. The 

motion passed by the following vote:

Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Chase, Councilor 
Dominguez, Councilor Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, 
Councilor Harrington, and Councilor Stacey

7 - 

5. Ordinances (Second Reading)

5.1 Ordinance No. 18-1428, For the Purpose of Annexing to the Metro District 
Boundary Approximately 42.09 Acres Located at the Corner of SW 
Boeckman Road  and SW Stafford Road in Wilsonville

Council President Hughes stated that the first reading and 

public hearing for Ordinance No. 18-1428 took place on 

Thursday, November 29. He informed the Metro Council 

that Metro staff were available for questions.

Council Discussion:

There was none.

A motion was made by Councilor Harrington, seconded by 

Councilor Stacey, that this item be adopted. The motion 

passed by the following vote:

7
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Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Chase, Councilor 
Dominguez, Councilor Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, 
Councilor Harrington, and Councilor Stacey

7 - 

5.2 Ordinance No. 18-1427, For the Purpose of Expanding the Urban Growth 
Boundary to Provide Capacity for Housing to the Year 2038 and Amending 
Metro Code to Conform

Council President Hughes called on Mr. Roger Alfred and 

Mr. Ted Reid, Metro staff, to provide a brief presentation on 

the ordinance. Mr. Alfred stated that Council took testimony 

at the first public hearing on December 6, explaining that 

revisions to the conditions of approval had been made after 

receiving testimony from cities and stakeholders. He noted 

several minor revisions to the conditions including an 

adjustment to the one-year time frame for cities to 

demonstrate compliance with Metro code regarding 

accessory dwelling units (ADUs).  

Mr. Alfred discussed revisions to condition A.2 which would 

allow townhomes, duplexes and triplexes on all lots which 

single family housing is allowed. He explained that the 

condition would allow an exemption for particular lots with 

site constraints due to compliance to environmental and 

natural resource protection. Mr. Alfred reviewed condition 

B.2 requiring the cities to comply with clear and objective 

standards for affordable housing. He stated that he believed 

all of four of the cities with proposed expansion areas 

already had clear and objective standards under the Oregon 

statute. 

Council President Hughes stated that the first reading and 

public hearing took place on December 6, 2018.  Council 

President Hughes opened up a public hearing on Ordinance 

No. 18-1427 and requested those wishing to testify to come 

forward to speak.

8
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Mayor Steve Callaway, City of Hillsboro: Mayor Callaway 

testified in support of Ordinance No. 18-1427. He discussed 

implementation of the 2040 growth concept including 

economic development, employment opportunities and safe 

and reliable transportation. Mayor Callaway stated the 

importance of affordable housing in the region and 

highlighted the City of Hillsboro’s work in exploring missing 

middle housing.  He noted the City of Hillsboro’s 

collaboration throughout the urban growth management 

decision and emphasized the need for adequate discussion 

in the future on last minute revisions to the collective work 

the jurisdictions. 

Lloyd Meyer, City of Tigard: Mr. Meyer expressed his 

concern over the City of King City’s proposed expansion and 

its effect on suburban sprawl. He read aloud a letter from 

Councilor Dirksen, then the Mayor of Tigard, honoring his 

father’s service and family farming legacy. Mr. Meyer stated 

the importance of good stewardship of the land. 

Barbara Wilson, City of Beaverton: Ms. Wilson shared her 

concern for the proposed expansion in South Cooper 

Mountain, explaining that she believed the proposal was 

inadequate. She noted the impacts to several acres of parks 

in the area and the importance of adequate natural areas to 

sustain native wildlife. Ms. Wilson requested that the City of 

Beaverton conduct further study and public comment on 

the parks and nature element of their proposal.  

Dan Brenner, City of Tigard: Mr. Brenner expressed his 

concern for the City of King City’s proposed expansion and 

stated he opposed the plans for a connection road through 

the Bankston land trust acreage. He reviewed photos 

submitted to Council of erosion sites along the proposed 

connection road and discussed the proposal’s impacts to 

9
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these sites. (Mr. Brenner submitted written documents as 

part of his testimony; see December 13 materials packet.)

Mr. Mark Wallis, City of Beaverton: Mr. Wallis shared his 

concern for the proposed expansion to Cooper Mountain 

and its impacts on transportation and natural habitat. He 

discussed the lack of transit service in this area and the large 

scope of the expansion. Mr. Wallis also shared concern for 

the negative impacts to property values with the addition of 

affordable housing. 

Mary Kyle McCurdy, 1000 Friends of Oregon:  Ms. 

McCurdy, Deputy Director of 1000 Friends of Oregon, 

discussed the infrastruction costs the region would share as 

a result of the expansion in addition to the loss to farmland 

and natural areas in the proposed expansion areas. She 

highlighted the importance of providing housing for all and 

transit choices in community design and stated her 

opposition to the final revisions to the conditions A.2 and 

B.2. 

Chris Neamtzu, City of Wilsonville: Mr. Neamtzu, Planning 

Director for the City of Wilsonville, testified in support of the 

ordinance and the conditions of approval before Council. He 

corrected prior testimony regarding the City of Wilsonville's 

non-compliance with ADU standards and stating that the 

City of Wilsonville was in compliance with the ADU 

standards having adopted the new Senate Bill 1051 

standards. 

Marion David, City of Beaverton: Ms. David expressed her 

concern for the proposed expansion in Cooper Mountain. 

She discussed the green space and wildlife adjacent to her 

property and stated the importance of natural habitat 

protection. Ms. David noted increased congestion in the 

10
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area and lack of adequate plans for public transportation for 

proposed high density housing. 

Ms. Anna Slatinksy, City of Beaverton: Ms. Slatinksy, the City 

of Beaveton Planning Division Manager, commended Metro 

on the process of considering proposals to expand the 

urban growth boundary. She stated that the City of 

Beaverton supported the creation of a variety of housing 

types including smaller, more affordable units in the 

expansion area and discussed challenges with implementing 

the requirement that all housing types be allowed in every 

zoning district. Ms. Slatinksy clarified that the City of 

Beaverton was requesting flexibility in accommodating the 

condition of approval specifically to address constraints 

associated with natural features and other environmental 

conditions. 

Councilor Stacey discussed the relationship between lot size, 

dimensional standards for zoning categories and the 

number of housing units on a lot. He encouraged the City of 

Beaverton to consider the use of interior space for more 

than one unit. Ms. Slatinsky explained that circumstances 

might exist where a lot included natural resource constraints 

of steep slopes and would not accommodate four housing 

units. She clarified that the City of Beaverton was requesting 

flexibility to approach these special circumstances. 

Council President Hughes stated that the purpose behind 

the condition was to direct the cities to not have restrictive 

zoning. He asked what plans the City of Beaverton had for 

providing transit through the expansion area. Ms. Slatinsky 

explained that the city was working with TriMet and 

Washington County to meet the transportation needs of 

current and future residents. She pointed to discussions 

regarding neighborhood transit readiness and mapping 

11
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future transit. Council President Hughes asked what the 

anticipated time frame was for land development. Ms. 

Slatinksy stated that based on the current pace of 

development, they could expect home building activity in 

five years. 

Councilor Harrington asked whether the term site 

constraints could be applied broadly. Ms. Slatinksy 

confirmed it was possible the term could be applied broadly 

and that better language might exist to address the 

circumstances she was referring to. 

Councilor Stacey asked for clarification on what 

circumstances existed that would preclude a unit size on a 

lot from supporting two legally separated units. Ms. 

Slatinksy explained that the issue was not with allowing 

duplexes or triplexes, but specifically with quadriplexes on 

any lot, stating that a lot that could accommodate four 

households would need different characteristics than a lot 

that could accommodate one household. Councilor Stacey 

spoke to the creation of unintended consequences by 

including the site constraints clause. 

Councilor Dirksen explained that the intent of the condition 

was to preclude the cities from restrictive zoning and stated 

that the language should not be so flexible as to allow a way 

to circumvent the intent of the condition. 

Council President Hughes gaveled out of the public hearing. 

Council President Hughes called on staff to respond to 

testimony. Mr. Reid explained that the condition A.2 had 

been revised to include "all lots" to ensure that cities did not 

zone restrictively by allowing a variety of housing types in all 

zones, but restrictively within the zone. He proposed 

12
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options to Council including reverting back to the original 

language of condition A.2 with an understanding that the 

cities’ comprehensive plans and code would be subject to 

review by Metro staff. Mr. Reid stated that Council could 

keep the current language of condition A.2 and remove the 

clause referring to site constraints. He explained that site 

constraints were considered to be anything that limits the 

ability to develop a site. 

Councilor Harrington stated her support for the removal of 

the clause referring to site constraints explaining that the 

language was vague. She asked whether the language could 

be more specific to include only topography or natural 

areas. Mr. Reid stated that it was possible to specify the 

types of constraints. 

Councilor Dirksen asked whether the current language 

would have the intended results. Mr. Reid stated the current 

language of condition A.2 would rely on staff to interpret 

the language of the condition as they work with the cities in 

their planning efforts. He noted that this may be the most 

appropriate approach given the circumstances. 

Councilor Stacey discussed plan unit development and 

regulations under which the cities would create layouts of 

the lots that matched the topography would avoid the site 

constraint circumstances being discussed. 

Mr. Reid recommended Council revert back to the original 

language referring to all zones. Council President Hughes 

stated his support for reverting back to the previous 

language. 

Councilor Harrington made a motion to amend Exhibit C, A.2 

to remove the site constraints clause and replace "all lots" 

13
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with "all zones". Councilor Dominguez seconded the 

motion. 

Councilors discussed the implications of reverting back to 

"all zones" instead of "all lots" and the potential unintended 

consequences of each version.  Councilor Stacey stated his 

opposition to the motion to amend as it would not require 

cities allow the development of the specified housing types 

on all lots. Councilor Chase expressed his concern over the 

"all zones" language as it could allow compliance with the 

condition in all zones but allow restrictive zoning for lots. 

Council President Hughes stated that under either version of 

the condition this scenario could exist. 

Motion passed by the following votes: 

Aye: 5 - Council President Hughes, Councilor Craddick, 

Councilor Harrington, Councilor Dominguez, and Councilor 

Dirksen

Nay: 2 - Councilor Chase and Councilor Stacey 

Councilor Harrington made a motion to amend Exhibit C by 

removing section B.2.  Councilor Dominguez seconded.

Motion passed by the following votes: 

Aye: 7 - Council President Hughes, Councilor Craddick, 

Councilor Chase, Councilor Stacey, Councilor Harrington, 

Councilor Dominguez and Councilor Dirksen

Council Discussion: 

 Councilor Craddick discussed the urban reserves and 

Metro’s responsibility in making judicious and effective land 

use decisions for the region. She thanked the audience for 

14

METRO-1106



December 13, 2018Council meeting Minutes

their testimony and noted the importance of transit choices 

and appropriate density to maintain livability. Councilor 

Harrington discussed the urban growth management 

decision process highlighting the cities’ concept planning, 

the urban reserves and the next step of comprehensive 

planning. She stated her support for the urban growth 

boundary expansion. 

Councilor Dirksen stated his support for the urban growth 

boundary expansion, noting that the process led to 

successful compromise. Councilor Stacey discussed the 

urban and rural reserves and the careful process of 

consideration for growth boundary expansions. He 

encouraged citizens to remain engaged with the cities 

through the comprehensive plan development process. 

Councilor Stacey stated his support for the growth 

boundary expansion. 

Councilor Chase discussed Metro’s role in responsible 

growth management and noted the importance of missing 

middle housing. He encouraged staff to work closely with 

the jurisdictions on condition A.2 to comply with the intent 

of the condition.

Council President Hughes explained that the growth 

boundary expansion was a modest expansion to address the 

region’s increasing growth and affordable housing needs. 

He spoke to the cities’ commitment to provide a variety of 

housing types in the expansion areas and emphasized the 

importance of providing transit in order to achieve livability. 

Council President Hughes stated his support for the 

ordinance. Councilor Dominguez also stated her support for 

the expansion. 

A motion was made by Councilor Harrington, seconded by 

Councilor Craddick, that this item be adopted. The motion 
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passed by the following vote:

Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Chase, Councilor 
Dominguez, Councilor Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, 
Councilor Harrington, and Councilor Stacey

7 - 

6. Chief Operating Officer Communication

Ms. Martha Bennett introduced a resolution in Council 

President Hughes and Councilors Harrington and 

Dominguez honor, thanking them for their service, 

leadership, and many contributions to the region. The Metro 

Council recognized Council President Hughes and Councilors 

Harrington and Dominguez and shared expressed 

appreciation for their work.

7. Councilor Communication

Councilor President Hughes announced that the new Metro 

Council inaguaration would take place on January 7, 2019 at 

Portland 5 at 4:00 p.m.  

8 Adjourn

There being no further business, Council President Hughes 

adjourned the Metro Council meeting at 5:42 p.m. The 

Metro Council will convene the next regular council meeting 

on January 10, 2019 at 2:00 p.m. at the Metro Regional 

Center in the council chamber. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Sara Farrokhzadian, Legislative and Engagement 

Coordinator
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December 12, 2018 

President Tom Hughes and Councilrnembers 
METR 0 Council 
600 NE Grand A venue 
Pmtland, Oregon 97232 

RE: Ordinance No. 18-1427 

Dear President Hughes and Councilmembcrs: 

Email transmitted: 

\Ve O\Vn and manage the 4.48-acres, \Vest Union Village Square property which is the 
subject of the pending administrative UGB amendment included in Ordinance No. 18-1427. Our 
property has been in commercial use for over fifty years. It abuts the Hillsboro City limits 
boundary running along NW West Union Road. 

Recently, we've had periodic failures of our septic wastewater effluent disposal system 
that, per State environmental rules, must be corrected by connecting the uses on the property to a 
public sanitary sewer system. That connection will also bring our property into compliance with 
State wastev,rater treatment system rules. 

\\Te urge your approval of the Ordinance and the administrative UGB amendment: their 
adoption will enable us to alleviate the significant public health hazards periodically caused by 
septic system failure incidents by connecting the business activities on the property to the nearby 
City of Hillsboro sewer system. 

Please know that we accept and \Vill abide by the amendment's condition-of-approval 
that there be no change of use or intensification of individual uses on the property until Urban 
Reserve Area 8F is added to the UGB and duly planned by the City of Hillsboro. 

Please enter this letter into the Ordinance 18-1427 hearing record and thank you very 
much for considering adoption of the proposed administrative UGB amendment that would 
include our property into the Metro UGB for the reasons cite in this letter. 

Sincerely, 
./ 

~,,./ 

/<7~--/ 
K1eith Gorddn .. __ _ 
Robin Go;·don LLC 
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Paulette Copperstone 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jennifer Sande Oensande826@gmail.com] 
Wednesday, December 12, 2018 10:25 AM 
Metro Council 
UGB Beaverton LAST MINUTE TESTIMONY 

Council President Hughes and members of the Council, 

I gave verbal testimony in last week's meeting related to the UGB expansion proposal in 
Beaverton. I'm not sure if my testimony came across as a "not in my back yard" message, but 
I do want to reiterate my concerns about a part of this expansion. 

Cooper Mountain has become an even more unsafe area to drive with current development trends. 
I'm not completely against expansion, just in against it in certain parts of that proposal. 
The top of cooper mountain has no room to expand road infrastructure, and traffic over the 
top of the mountain has increased dramatically. Hole the traffic circle might calm things it 
doesn't change volume. Washington County also just determined that above 500' elevation, 
Cooper Mountain is now a snow zone. 

I also have to imagine that a tremendous amount of development on top of cooper mountain 
could actually have a very negative impact on the storm/groundwater runoff that helps the 
cooper mountain vineyard that has been in business now for 50 years. 

I think that dividing the proposal into smaller segments might be a better way to make it a 
win-win for expansion, safety, current industry, and then the whole preserving of the natural 
habitat here. We have had a bald eagle in our back yard. 

I am also hearing MANY statistics that say that Beaverton is still to expensive and that 
people are actually moving AWAY from here either to Hillsboro or the Gresham area. That 
information comes directly from Beaverton School District and what they are expecting in 
their future. Let's not over-expand. 

My request is that you make the decision to either postpone to whole proposal expansion or 
make the expansion smaller. 

Thank you for your time. 

Cheers, 
Jennifer Sande 
503-332-5058 
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From: Metro Council
To: Sara Farrokhzadian; 2040
Subject: FW: Ordinance no. 18-1427 testimony
Date: Friday, December 14, 2018 1:37:44 PM

 
 
Alma Pinto
Council Support Intern | Metro
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR  97232-2736
(503) 797-1853
www.oregonmetro.gov
 

From: Carol Maurey Bellows [mailto:carol@carolbellows.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2018 4:09 PM
To: Metro Council
Subject: Ordinance no. 18-1427 testimony
 

I am submitting the following testimony regarding Ordinance No. 18-1427, specifically
addressing the King City expansion.

My name is Carol Bellows and I have been a resident of this area for over 23 years. I have
raised my children here, who have attended Deer Creek School, Tuality Middle School and
Tualatin High School. I have a degree in Landscape architecture with an emphasis on planning
and urban design, and have worked in the public and private sectors in my field.

Although the plan has good intentions, I have several concerns:

1. Where will these children go to high school? It always hurt to pass Tigard High School and
continue miles to Tualatin HS when I had to drive my children to school. There is no public
transportation way for them to get there if they miss the bus or have activities after school,
unless of course, they drive. The first day of school at Tualatin HS, I put more than 50 miles
on my car, picking up and dropping off for after school activities. If I hadn't been available-- if
I worked for instance-- my daughter couldn't have participated. Things changed, and I didn't
do things like drop off a change of clothes and a snack like I did that first day, but as the years
went by, I found I wasn't as involved as a parent as I could have been. The practice of driving
is unsustainable, and I don't want to encourage our youth to depend on it. Maybe the school
boundaries are a subject for the school board, but going to Tualatin HS from the King City
expansion when there are several schools closer (Mountainview, Sherwood, Tigard) is
ludicrous.

2. Having a town center or residential properties right off Roy Rogers Rd is unsafe. 55 miles
per hour? It's already scary turning from Al's or Baggenstos Farm. I can't imagine that Roy
Rogers could be a safe multi-modal street that kids could ride their bicycles on or would be
pleasant to walk along. I don't see any indication that there might be a frontage road or
controlled access.
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3. When the community at 131st and  Fisher Road was planned and built, I don't think it was
intended to handle the kind of thru- traffic that the plan anticipates and depends upon. Again, I
look to child safety.

4. I understand that some of the best farm soil in the country will now grow houses. We still
need to grow food, and it is the intention of the Oregon Planning Laws to preserve such
valuable land.

Thank you for your consideration.

Carol M. Bellows

 
We make our ethics tangible in what we build.
___________________

Carol Maurey Bellows, CSBA, LEED GA
Associate ASLA
Landscape Designer
17364 SW 128th Ave.
Tigard OR 97224
 
503-620-2950
503-317-1339
 
www.childrenincities.blogspot.com
 

METRO-1113

http://www.childrenincities.blogspot.com/
http://www.childrenincities.blogspot.com/


METRO-1114

Paulette Copperstone 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jane Meras [aixtex77@gmail.com] 
Saturday, December 08, 2018 11 :33 AM 
2040 
King City UGB 

In August of 2017, my son transferred to a college in Portland. At that time, I was living in Thousand Oaks, 
CA. 

After just three visits to Portland, I decided to move here. There were many reasons why I liked the area. The 
main reason was the natural beauty. 

I moved into a house at 14820 SW 144th Ave. The biggest shock about the area was the amount of traffic. My 
son and I could not (and still can not) believe how long it takes to get down Hwy. 99. 

As I started to explore the area, I saw all the development at the comer of 
Scholls Ferry and Roy Rogers Rd., and I thought that I had been dropped back into Southern California. The 
density of all that development is hideous. It doesn't even make an attempt to fit into the rural nature of the 
area. 

When I discovered the Tualatin Wildlife Refuge, I began taking daily walks there. What an amazing place! I 
was so impressed that Portland had the foresight to set aside this area. When I received the notice of the 
proposed expansion area, I could not believe it. Would you seriously endanger the Wildlife Refuge with such a 
huge housing development? 

While I understand that growth is inevitable, I am very much OPPOSED TO THE SIZE OF THIS 
DEVELOPMENT. I assume that all of you have been to the San Fernando Valley in the Los Angeles area. Not 
so pretty, right? You could also visit Thousand Oaks, CA where there is a development called Lang Ranch. It is 
hundreds of homes that are about 10 feet apart from each other. I could go on and on. 

I truly hope that the Metro Council will consider downsizing this development for these reasons: 
1. The area can not support the amount of traffic that will be generated by this 

project. 
2. Buildings that are too close together or more than two-stories tall make an 

area look like a modem-day slum. 
3. The Wildlife Refuge will be adversely affected. 

The outlying areas of the Portland metro area are on a slippery slope to becoming the nightmare of Southern 
California. I don't think that anyone wants that. 

Thank you, 
Jane Meros 
14820 SW 144th Ave. 
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December 7, 2018   
  
 
 
Mike Scott, Hillsboro School District Superintendent 
Lisa Allen, Hillsboro School Board Chair 
3083 NE 49th Place, # 200 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124-6008 
 
 
Re: 2018 Proposed expansions to the Washington County Urban Growth Boundary 
 
Dear Washington County School District Superintendents and School Board Chairs: 
 
Thank you for sharing your feedback on the proposed Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 
expansions for the 2018 cycle with the Metro Council. Planning for school facilities is and 
should be an important consideration in our region’s growth management decisions and we 
understand the impact that UGB expansions can have on school district planning and 
infrastructure needs. On behalf of the Metro Council, I’d like to share with you what we’ve heard 
from Metro Planning staff on how the current growth management process incorporates needs 
and concerns from our region’s school districts. 
 
It is our understanding that there have been meaningful opportunities for school district 
involvement in this UGB cycle. Metro Code mandates that cities involve school district staff in 
their concept planning process. In addition, state law requires cities in bigger school districts to 
include school facility plans as an element of their comprehensive plans, which is what will 
likely happen with some of these expansion areas. Finally, school district representatives serve 
on both the Metropolitan Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) and the Metropolitan Technical 
Advisory Committee (MTAC) and in those capacities have been part of the discussion reviewing 
and providing input on the four UGB expansion proposals this summer and fall. 
 
Furthermore, we feel confident that the four cities proposing expansions have adequately 
considered school needs in their plans. As you know, two of the four cities proposing 
expansions, Wilsonville and Beaverton, are proposing expansions that abut areas previously 
added to the UGB specifically for school sites. However, if school districts see a need for 
additional UGB expansion to accommodate facilities, the major UGB amendment process, which 
can occur outside the regular growth management cycle, is the most appropriate means for 
doing so. This is how school sites in Wilsonville, Sherwood and Beaverton were added to the 
UGB in recent years. Metro staff can provide information about the major amendment process if 
that would be helpful. 
 
As the Metro Council looks toward future growth management cycles, we’re eager to hear from 
school district leadership about ways to foster greater coordination between your facility needs 
and regional discussions around planning for growth. In this vein, we’d encourage school 
districts to include Metro staff in their facility planning discussions. 
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Schools play an important role in building and accommodating growing communities across our 
region. Going back several years, Metro has worked to ensure that our region’s school districts 
have a voice in major policy decisions that govern how our region develops and accommodates 
growth. We’ve certainly appreciated this ongoing engagement and plan to continue 
coordinating with you on these important issues. We look forward to future constructive 
conversations. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Metro Council President Tom Hughes 
On behalf of the Metro Council 
 
 
CC:   

Washington County School District Superintendents and School Board Chairs* 
Jeff Leo, Banks School District Superintendent, jeffl@banks.k12.or.us  
Raymond Mott, Banks School District Board Chair, raymondm@banks.k12.or.us  
Don Grotting, Beaverton School District Superintendent, don_grotting@beaverton.k12.or.us  
Becky Tymchuk, Beaverton School District Board Chair, Becky_Tymchuk@beaverton.k12.or.us  
Dave Parker, Forest Grove School District Superintendent, dparker@fgsd.k12.or.us  
Valyrie Ingra, Forest Grove School District Board Chair, vingram@fgsd.k12.or.us  
Susy McKenzie, Gaston School District Superintendent, mckenzies@gaston.k12.or.us  
Chris Riley, Gaston School District Board Chair, christine.riley@gastonk12.org  
Rob Saxton, Northwest Regional ESD Superintendent, rsaxton@nwresd.k12.or.us  
Renee Bruce, Northwest Regional ESD Board Chair, RBruce@caowash.org  
Heather Cordie, Sherwood School District Superintendent, hcordie@sherwood.k12.or.us  
Eric Campbell, Sherwood School District Board Chair, ericcampbell@sherwood.k12.or.us  
Sue Rieke-Smith, Tigard-Tualatin School District Superintendent, sriekesmith@ttsd.k12.or.us  
Jill Zurschmeide, Tigard-Tualatin School District Board Chair, 
boardmember.zurschmeide@ttsd.k12.or.us  
*Sent via email 
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December 06, 2018 

Metro Councilor Leaders and Staff Providing Direction Regarding 2018 Urban Growth 
Expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary; Ordinance No. 18-1427. 

Re: Support of inclusion of the Cooper Mountain Urban Reserve in the Urban Growth 
Boundary for the City of Beaverton 

Dear Metro Council Leaders and Staff: 

My name is Vasilios Garyfallou, my family owns approximately 9.8 acres of farm
deferred land at the following address: 17477 SW Siler Ridge Lane, Beaverton, OR 
97007; Tax Map Location 1S131AC-00700). We are located in the NE corner of the 
intersection of SW 175th Avenue and SW Siler Ridge Lane; near the center of the 
Cooper Mountain Urban Reserve. Our property is currently surrounded by the urban 
growth boundary on our North, East and South regions; making it increasingly difficult to 
manage hay production and service horse farms that no longer exist, or are located in a 
proximity that are too far to service. The natural progression of high density residential 
and public development over the course of the past twenty years within a mile radius of 
our property, to include the new construction of Mountainside High School for the 
Beaverton School District; the creation of Winkelman Park; the development of Cooper 
Mountain Nature Park; and the expansion and remodeling of Tualatin Valley Fire and 
Rescue Station 69 makes our property along with all others in the Cooper Mountain 
Urban Reserve the best and highest priority candidates for inclusion into the UGB. We 
strongly and fully support inclusion of our property into the Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB), to support higher density residential and commercial 
development in that location. Responsible expansion of the UGB along pre-existing 
high density developments within the city limits of Beaverton is the most responsible 
method by which city planners can meet the growing demands of equitable housing and 
job-creating commercial development projects while also preventing unwanted urban 
sprawl into regions of land that support agriculture and overall environmental health. 
Specific to the Cooper Mountain Reserve, inclusion into the Urban Growth Boundary will 
provide the tax base for expansion and renovation of SW 175th Avenue; making this 
road a safer route to travel for local residence, and multimodal commuters heading to 
high density business nodes north to Beaverton and south to Sherwood. SW 175th 
Avenue is in desperate need of turn out islands, pedestrian sidewalks, and bike lanes. 
Adding the Cooper Mountain Reserve to the Beaverton tax base also has additional 
favorable characteristics: 

• The Cooper Mountain Urban Reserve serves as an important link to 
the expansion of public mass transit and alternate modes of 
transportation (bike, walking, trails, etc.) among the Tigard-Beaverton-

llPage 
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Hillsboro Transit Corridor. The acreage also links the North Cooper 
Mountain and South Cooper Mountain areas within the UGB, further 
enabling utility service expansion and a tax base support for housing 
and commercial development that meets affordable dwelling and job 
needs for the City of Beaverton. 

• The Cooper Mountain Urban Reserve already contains park systems 
that are funded by Metro, and inclusion will support a stronger tax 
base for their management and utilization. 

• The Cooper Mountain Urban Reserve inclusion into the UGB will 
enable the City of Beaverton to execute well-organized commercial 
and residential development and transportation expansion into 
Hillsboro and Tigard without disrupting land dedicate for farming, 
agriculture, and environmental protection. 

• Inclusion of the Cooper Mountain Urban Reserve into the UGB now 
will enable commercial and residential expansion for the City of 
Beaverton within the next five years and coincides with the 
development of the South Cooper Mountain development area. 

My family greatly thanks you and your staff for consideration of including the Cooper 
Mountain Urban Reserve in the next phase of UGB expansion. There is contact 
information below should you have any questions, concerns, or comments regarding 
any topics relevant to the inclusion of the Cooper Mountain Urban Reserve and the 
Garyfallou property within the UGB. 

Very Respectfully, 

Vasilios (Bill) Thomas Garyfallou 

Contact Information: 
Vasilios (Bill) Garyfallou 
3333 NE 13th Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97212 
Cell: 503-970-3811 
Email: vasilios@garyfallou.net 

21Page 
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\ \ www.tualatinriverl<eepers.org 
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Metro Council Meeting 
December 6th 2018 
600 NE Grand Ave Portland OR 

Dear Metro Councilors, 

Tualatin Riverkeepers is asking Metro Councilors to take the following into consideration regarding the 
proposed King City Urban Growth Boundary expansion: 

1. Remove the alternative route to run a Fischer Road extension. This route runs directly through 
Charlene Bankston's property (largely a wetland floodplain) currently encumbered with a 
conservation easement held by the Columbia Land Trust. 

2. We also ask that you address the concerns of the Rivermeade residents (see below) along River 
Lane just east of the Bankston property. Not extending Fischer Road avoids crossing valuable 
wetlands and a problematic ditch that runs parallel to and just east of 137th Avenue. Avoiding the 
extension of Fischer Road is a preferred alternative 

3. TRK requests that we be involved in any process going forward with this expansion that would 
address historic, current, and potential future threats to the Tualatin River watershed. 

Our bullets are as follows: 

Site location 
Columbia Land Trust Property/Rivermeade unnamed creek in King City/unincorporated area along the 
lower Tualatin River. 



METRO-1120

.Issues 
A. Two areas on the Columbia Land Trust Property are extremely down cut as an unnamed creek 

enters the Tualatin River. One of the areas is shown below. Similar areas of down cutting on Bull 
Mountain due to added stormwater have been quantified by the Tualatin Riverkeepers and 
Portland State University. During the two years of study an average of 11 5 cubic yards per year 
with a maximum of 334 cubic yards in 4.5 months were discharged into a tributary of the 
Tualatin River. Considering the state requires a permit for more than 50 cubic yards of fill , the 
extreme erosion in two areas on the Columbia Land Trust land is significant. 

One of two areas of extreme erosion on an unnamed creek 
as it enters the Tualatin River. The eroded area, about 20 
feet deep and 30 feet across, is still active (see exposed 

soil and turbid water). 



METRO-1121

B. Stormwater from the Peach Tree Development no1th of Beef Bend Road collects stormwater 
from the south side of Bul l Mountain. The collected stormwater is funneled into a drainage ditch 
parallel to and just cast of 137th A venue. The ditch crosses under I 37th Avenue and discharges 
into a small headwater of an unnamed creek that eventually crosses the Columbia Land Trust 
Prope1ty. Tualatin Riverkeepers surmise that the addition of Peach Tree Storm water is the cause 
of the two areas of extreme erosion (see A above) as the unnamed creek enters the Tualatin 
River. 

Additional stormwater from the Peach Tree Development resulted in rapid extreme erosion illustrated in the left picture. This 
picture was taken just after stormwater from the Peach Tree development was added to a shallow swale (i.e., headwaters of 

unnamed creek). The picture on the right shows the scale of the down cutting and mitigation measures (i.e., rock walling) paid 
for by a neighbor concerned about his property being washed away. The mitigation stabilized the erosion but merely sent the 

erosive forces further downstream. 
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C. The Rivcrmeade Community is concerned with a fissure (a long, narrow opening or line of 
breakage made by cracking or splitting, especially in rock or earth) that parallels the River. The 
fissure today is about ten inches wide and runs for approximately a half mile along the River. 
Tualatin Rivcrkeepers is currently evaluating the possibil ity that the fissure resulting in river 
bank slumping and erosion is related to the additional stormwater infiltrating to groundwater that 
discharges under River Lane into the riverbank causing the fissure and slumping. 

Conclusion 

A rock wall constructed to stabi lize land 
along the bank of the Tualatin River 
below the fissure has since slumped into 
the river. 

The Tualatin Rivcrkeepers is hopeful that these instances of ongoing erosion can be mitigated as part of 
the King City proposal. Adding additiona l fi ll for a wetland/creek road crossing would further impact 
the unnamed creek and the property where the Columbia Land Trust holds an easement. The major 
concern is that the proposed Fischer Road fi ll would not only worsen the impact but would be 
counterproductive to potential mitigation measures to remedy all of the ongoing erosion and loss of 
wetland and riparian habitat. 
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ES-4 Executive Summary 

Land Use 
F MEW RK R IF 
The SCM land use framework is inspired by the distinctive landscapes that 
comprise South Cooper Mountain. Based on the community dialogue and 
early mapping for the project, a vision emerged to fundamentally shape, 
define, and Integrate future urban growth and open space preservation based 
on the physiographic characteristics and natural resources of the mountain. 
From the hilltop views, to the McKeman Creek tributaries, to the vineyards 
and agricultural history of the area, it is the land itself that ls the foundation for 
the land use framework. Land uses have been planned utilizing six landscape 
areas, as summariZed below. 

Comprised of gently 
rolling fields, hummocks, and three small tributaries, this area is relatively 
free of constraints to development. Land has been acquired for a new high 
school and infrastructure is adjacent and being upgraded to serve SCM 
and the adjacent River Terrace community plan area to the south. Together, 
these conditions render the area suitable for development of a sustainable 
urban community. The Concept Plan organizes the land uses into six new 

NORTH 
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South Cooper Mountain Concept Plan 
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Date: December 6, 2018 
To: Metro Council President and Members of the Metro Council 
From: Ron Johnson, President of Rivermeade Community Club 
Subject: Opposition to Ordinance No. 18-1427 

Good afternoon Council President and Members of the Council. For the record, my name is Ron 
Johnson. I am president of the Rivermeade Community Club and I represent approximately 50 
households in the Rivermeade subdivision as well as several landowners in the area south of Beef Bend 
Road and between SW 137th Avenue and SW 1soth Avenue, all of which are within the area referred to 
as BeefBend South URA. 

I want to go on record, both personally and as a representative of the aforementioned property owners, 
as being opposed to the inclusion of the Beef Bend South Urban Reserve Area as a part of the Council's 
adoption of Ordinance 18-1427. 

While we all recognize that growth is inevitable, we believe that the King City concept plan presented to 
and adopted by the Council is premature, inaccurate, and contains too many unaddressed variables to 
be considered at this time, for the following reasons: 

• The plan is hugely dependent upon an east-west collector road that would extend Fischer Road 
from the western boundary of King City through the heart of the proposed development area all 
the way westward to Roy Rogers Road. 

• This proposed road would necessarily cross the BPA powerline corridor at the eastern edge of 
the area. What has never been mentioned in any previous documents is that there is, within the 
same BPA property, a high-pressure petroleum line owned and maintained by Kinder Morgan 
Corp. They have repeatedly warned area residents about any vehicular crossing of the pipeline 
as even a tiny breach of the line could result in a catastrophic explosion affecting thousands of 
people. It is unknown what construction would be required to make a road crossing safe, even 
if Kinder Morgan agreed to an easement. 

• The planned route of the extended road would be northwest on the existing River Lane, 
extending it westward through currently roadless areas. This crosses an existing perpetual 
conservation area administered by Columbia Land Trust, putting that ecosystem at risk. 

• In August of 2018, Metro proclaimed success in the purchase of 100 acres of forest land in the 
Clackamas Bluff area. The success was based on the land's boundaries to another forested area 
and a parcel of land administered by Columbia Land Trust, thus ensuring that the land will be 
protected forever. How can you, then, advocate the building of a road through a similar piece of 
protected property administered by that same Columbia Land Trust? 

• Much of the URA is highly susceptible to erosion between 1soth Avenue and well past the 
eastern edge of the URA. Tualatin Riverkeepers has viewed and assessed the land and the 
situation along with their hydrologist and have determined that the erosion, which is extreme in 
some spots, is directly related to prior development on Bull Mountain. There are places along 
137th Avenue where the erosion has created a chasm over 10 feet deep along the roadway, 
threatening roadway collapse and breakage of a gas line. 

• Both Tualatin Riverkeepers and Columbia Land Trust have stated that extending Fischer Road 
through the proposed development area should not be considered as an option due to ongoing 
erosion issues and potential damage to sensitive areas, and that before any development is 
undertaken, the existing erosion problems must be mitigated. 
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If the Council agrees that the Fischer Road extension should not be considered and if King City is 
unable to propose an acceptable alternative, then perhaps the entire Beef Bend South Urban Area 
wasn't such a good idea after all. 

Ron Johnson 
13880 SW River Lane 
Tigard, OR 97224 

503-914-9467 
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Uity of King Uity 
15300 SW 11 6th Avenue, King City, Oregon 97224-2693 
Phone: (503) 639-4082 ·FAX: (503) 639-3771 
www.ci.king-city.or.us 

Dear Councilor Hughes and Members of the Metro Council, 

Thank you so much for working with King City as we have planned our vision for growth in the 
decades to come. This has truly been a collaborative process, and we want to take a moment to 
express our gratitude for all the assistance provided along the way by your team here at 
Metro. We have carefully reviewed the recommended conditions on our application, and would 
appreciate it if Metro Council would clarify a couple of the conditions. 

We agree with Metro Staff that there should be a more elaborate and robust feasibility study to 
determine whether a Main Streetff own Center designation under the 2040 plan is feasible at the 
scope and location designated in our Concept Plan. We would ask that if the proposed market 
feasibility study reaffirms our preliminary market study findings, that we be able to adopt that 
Comp Plan Designation for the area. We believe that was the intent of the Conditions put forth 
by the Metro Staff and the Council. However, Condition 4 provides that the expansion area be 
designated Neighborhood, which is why we wanted to ask for the clarification. For purposes of 
Clarity we would also request the ability to look at whether a Main Street designation under the 
2040 plan is feasible, at the same time that we are looking at the Town Center Feasibility. And, 
that we be able to adopt that designation if a Main Street designation is feasible, but a Town 
Center designation is not. 

Finally, we would like to commend the Metro Council aod Staff for all their hard work on 
affordable housing. We are excited to have the opportunity to contribute to the regional housing 
needs through this expansion. We have not previously looked at whether a city can apply 
conditions on a Home Owners Association, outside of the context of constitutionally protected 
rights. We wondered if it would be possible for the office of Metro's Counsel to draft sample 
language for us to adopt. We understand the intent, and recognize that there is a housing 
emergency in our region. Though, traditionally, Home Owners Associations and their members 
have had ability to contract with each other. We would like to adopt language that meets Metro's 
intent, but we would also appreciate assistance from Metro if the code sections are challenged. 

Again, we would Like to thank you for believing in us, and assisting us throughout this 
process. We believe that you'll be incredibly proud of the next phase of our city, and can't wait 
to welcome our new neighbors in the years to come. 

On Behalf of the Council and Residents of King City; Thank You!! 

~w~ Michael~. MPA 
City Manager 
King City, OR 
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Paulette Copperstone 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Faith Yates [fyates@pdx.edu] 
Thursday, December 06, 2018 4:59 AM 
Metro Council 
UGB Expansion 

I just wanted to say that I oppose the urban growth boundary expansion that is being proposed in Washington 
county. 

Thank you, 
Faith Yates 
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December 6, 2018Council meeting Minutes

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

Council President Tom Hughes called the Metro Council 
meeting to order at 2:02 p.m. 

Council President Hughes read a statement about the loss of 
Oregon Zoo elephant Lily and the tragedy of her passing. 

Council President Tom Hughes, Councilor Sam Chase, 
Councilor Betty Dominguez, Councilor Shirley Craddick, 
Councilor Craig Dirksen, Councilor Kathryn Harrington, and 
Councilor Bob Stacey

Present: 7 - 

2. Public Communication

There was none. 

Consent Agenda

A motion was made by Councilor Dominguez, seconded by 

Councilor Dirksen, that these items be adopted. The 

motion passed by the following vote:

Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Chase, Councilor 
Dominguez, Councilor Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, 
Councilor Harrington, and Councilor Stacey

7 - 

3.1 Resolution No. 18-4934, For the Purpose of Authorizing the Chief 
Operating Officer to Sell Certain Real Property as Part of the Natural Areas 
Program’s Disposition of Agricultural Lands Policy

3.2 Resolution No. 18-4935, For the Purpose of Authorizing Metro to 
Participate in the North American Wetland Conservation Act Grant 
Program

3.3 Resolution No. 18-4943, For the Purpose of Adding or Amending Existing 
Projects to the 2018-21 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program Involving Fourteen Projects Impacting Metro, ODOT, Portland, 
and TriMet (NV19-04-NOV)

3.4 Consideration of November 27, 2018 Minutes

3.5 Consideration of November 29, 2018 Minutes

2
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Ordinances (First Reading and Public Hearing)

4.1 Ordinance No. 18-1427, For the Purpose of Expanding the Urban Growth 
Boundary to Provide Capacity for Housing to the Year 2038 and Amending 
Metro Code to Conform

Council President Hughes called on Mr. Ted Reid and Mr. 

Roger Alfred, Metro staff, to provide a brief presentation on 

the ordinance. Mr. Reid gave an overview of the direction 

given to staff by Council regarding the growth management 

decision. He explained that Council had directed staff to 

prepare a final analysis that included four urban growth 

boundary expansions as proposed by the cities of 

Beaverton, King City, Hillsboro and Wilsonville as well as 

develop conditions of approval consistent with the Metro 

Chief Operating Officer recommendation to ensure 

appropriate mix of housing types in these expansion areas. 

Mr. Reid provided an overview of the process used for this 

growth management decision and highlighted important 

differences in this process including the adoption of policy 

that expansion must be preceded by a concept plan for how 

proposed expansion areas were to be developed. He 

highlighted Council’s leadership in fostering more 

productive discussion throughout the process on readiness 

to produce housing in addition to land supply. 

Mr. Reid stated that if Council adopted the decision as 

proposed it would lead to 95 percent of the region’s future 

housing being developed inside the existing urban growth 

boundary. He noted that this would result in a very efficient 

use of land already in the boundary. Mr. Alfred explained 

that correspondences from the Marion County Housing 

Land Advocates, 1000 Friends of Oregon and the State 

Department of Land Conservation and Development had 

been received. 

3
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Council President Hughes opened up a public hearing on 

Ordinance No. 18-1427 and requested those wishing to 

testify to come forward to speak.

Brian McVicker, Washington County: Mr. McVicker testified 

in opposition to the City of King City urban growth boundary 

expansion. He expressed his concern over the impacts of the 

expansion to the high school district boundaries and 

discussed how existing school district boundaries were not 

serving the community well. 

Council President Hughes explained that school district 

boundaries were outside Metro’s purview. Councilor 

Craddick encouraged Mr. McVicker to bring this issue to the 

attention of the school district. 

Mr. Paul Whitney, City of Tigard: Mr. Whitney, of Tualatin 

Riverkeepers, testified in opposition to the extension of 

Fisher Road in the City of King City urban growth boundary 

expansion proposal. He discussed four extreme erosion 

sites in the proposed Fisher Road extension and explained 

that the Tualatin Riverkeepers were hopeful that these 

issues could be addressed through the thoughtful planning 

in the expansion. 

Councilor Stacey asked whether the conditions Council was 

considering would address these erosion sites. Mr. Whitney 

stated that the alternative crossing did not address the 

erosion sites and explained that he was proposing that King 

City avoid the extension of Fisher Road altogether. 

Ian Sinks, Columbia Land Trust: Mr. Sinks, Stewardship 

Director of the Columbia Land Trust, testified in support of 

condition of Exhibit C, section E  of Ordinance No. 18-1427. 

He explained that the Columbia Land Trust owned a 

4
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conservation easement within the City of King City 

expansion area dedicated to protecting the river and 

watershed floodplain. Mr. Sinks stated that the language of 

the condition was clear and concise and that the Trust felt 

they could work with staff on future planning to address 

their concerns. 

Fran Warren, City of Beaverton: Ms. Warren, of the 175th 

Neighborhood Association, shared her concerns for lack of 

adequate transportation infrastructure to support the City 

of Beaverton expansion. She also discussed inadequate 

protections for natural habitat and riparian corridors on 

Cooper Mountain in the proposed ordinance and asked 

Council to include legislative tools that will enforce natural 

habitat protection. (Ms. Warren provided written materials 

as part of her testimony; please see the December 6 

meeting packet.) 

Bradley Bondy, City of Milwaukie: Mr. Bondy testified in 

opposition to the urban growth boundary expansion and 

discussed the dependence of suburban development on 

automobiles. He stated that if the region wanted to address 

climate change seriously it would need to radically change 

its land use patterns and urged Council to lead the way in 

transit oriented development.  

Lloyd Meyer, City of Beaverton: Mr. Meyer expressed his 

concern over the City of King City concept plan and 

explained that the plan included building three roads 

through his five acre farm. He discussed the impacts to his 

farming operation and urged Council to consider the current 

and future need for farmland.

Jennifer Sande, City of Beaverton: Ms. Sande discussed the 

impact of growth on the area on traffic, safety and livability 

5
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in the Cooper Mountain area. She explained that roads on 

Cooper Mountain were being used as thoroughfares and 

noted increased traffic accidents. Ms. Sande asked if there 

was a way for working families to submit public testimony. 

Council President Hughes directed those not able to attend 

the public hearings to submit written testimony. 

Mr. Ron Johnson, City of Tigard:  Mr. Johnson, President of 

the Rivermeade Community Club, testified in opposition to 

inclusion of Beef Bend Road South as part of the expansion. 

He stated that the extension of Fisher Road to Roy Rogers 

Road would cut through their community. Mr. Johnson also 

discussed the existence of a powerline that would make it 

difficult to build the road. (Mr. Johnson provided written 

materials as part of his testimony; please see the December 

6 meeting packet.)

Ms. Kris Balliet, Tualatin Riverkeepers: Ms. Balliet, Executive 

Director of Tualatin Riverkeepers, discussed major erosion 

sites occurring along the Fisher Road extension alternative 

and the impacts of the alternative to tributaries and 

wetlands. She urged Council to remove the alternative route 

from the expansion and asked Council to consider involving 

the River Keepers in the decision making process to protect 

the watershed. (Ms. Balliet provided written materials as 

part of her testimony; please see the December 6 meeting 

packet.)

Councilor Harrington asked whether the Tualatin River 

Keepers had shared this information with the clean water 

service or the City of King City. Ms. Balliet stated that they 

had not yet shared this information. 

Mr. Mike Weston, City of King City: Mr. Weston, City 

Manager of King City, stated that he was present on behalf 

6
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of Mayor Ken Gibson and thanked Council. He requested 

clarity on the neighborhood designation requirement 

portion of the conditions. He expressed support for the 

affordable housing elements of the conditions and asked for 

Metro’s support in implementing the requirements of the 

conditions. (Mr. Weston provided written materials as part 

of his testimony; please see the December 6 meeting 

packet.) 

Mary Kyle McCurdy, City of Portland: Ms. McCurdy, Deputy 

Director of 1000 Friends of Oregon, advocated for the 

strengthening of the conditions in the ordinance including 

technical changes to allow missing middle housing on every 

lot that allows single family housing, strengthening the 

conditions on home-owner’s associations (HOAs), 

strengthening the amendments to city codes to allow 

accessory dwelling units (ADUs) and the provision for 

affordable housing. She also recommended three additional 

conditions on transportation, climate and affordability. (Ms. 

McCurdy provided written materials as part of her 

testimony; please see the December 6 meeting packet.)

Councilor Chase highlighted the importance of components 

of the ordinance that addressed missing middle housing as it 

accommodated growth with more modest density. He asked 

for clarification on why Metro should require the cities to 

adopt the ADU and HOA conditions sooner. Ms. McCurdy 

stated that the ADU city codes should be amended 

immediately in compliance with state law. She explained that 

requiring the adoption of the HOA conditions earlier would 

inform potential developers of the changes. Ms. McCurdy 

discussed the undersupply of smaller housing types and the 

impact of housing development support transportation. 

Barbara Wilson, City of Beaverton: Ms. Wilson discussed the 

7
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impacts of expanding the urban growth boundary on 

potential land acquisitions for Cooper Mountain Park. She 

explained that the park had funds to acquire but could not 

find willing sellers. 

Traci Wheeler, City of Beaverton: Ms. Wheeler testified in 

opposition to the ordinance and expressed her concern over 

the impacts of expansion to liveability in the Cooper 

Mountain area. She urged Council to ask the City of 

Beaverton to reconsider the size of its expansion and lower 

density development. (Ms. Wheeler provided written 

materials as part of her testimony; please see the December 

6 meeting packet.)

Council President Hughes gaveled out of the public hearing.

Council President Hughes called on Mr. Alfred and Mr. Reid 

to respond to public comments. Mr. Alfred noted that the 

conditions on HOAs would only apply to future HOAs and 

expansion areas, not to all existing HOAs. Mr. Reid explained 

that the intent of neighborhood designation requirement 

was that Metro would work with cities to apply the 

appropriate 2040 design types whether it was a 

neighborhood or town center. Mr. Alfred discussed the 

proposed revisions to the conditions and recommended 

that staff prepare revisions for review to determine 

appropriate changes, if any, before the final hearing. 

Council Discussion: 

Councilor Harrington asked for clarification on the timing 

and form of public notification. Mr. Reid confirmed that in 

accordance with Metro code, written notice was provided to 

all households within one mile of the proposed expansion 

area 20 days before the evidentiary hearing and that 

8
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mailings were sent to approximately 26,000 households. 

Councilor Harrington asked staff to clarify if the City of 

Beaverton or Washington County would be leading future 

work on the Beaverton expansion. Mr. Reid confirmed that 

the cities would take the lead on completing the 

comprehensive planning and zoning designations with 

participation from Metro staff and the counties. 

Councilor Craddick asked for more details on the Fisher 

Road extension and its impact on the referenced erosion 

sites. Mr. Reid explained that extension would provide a 

second east-west connection for the proposed expansion 

area and the city had indicated that it would try to avoid that 

area to the extent possible. He stated that the extension 

would likely impact this area. Councilor Craddick asked 

whether infrastructure would be built to ensure protection 

of the area. Mr. Reid stated that was the intent of the 

condition. 

Councilor Craddick asked whether expansion and 

development would affect all neighborhoods in the 

expansion areas immediately. Mr. Reid explained that the 

impacts of development would depend on where people 

lived and that the process had been re-oriented to 

encourage housing production sooner than with past 

expansions. 

Councilor Stacey asked staff to confirm that Council would 

have modified conditions to review at the next meeting. 

Staff confirmed that revised conditions would be available 

before the next meeting. Councilor Stacey reiterated 

Metro’s commitment to reducing greenhouse gas emissions 

by 28 percent, explaining that this required enhancing the 

region’s transit system to become the primary mode of 

9
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transportation. He noted the importance of preparing for 

transit during planning and stated that each city should be 

able to describe the relationship of existing and planned 

transit service in the expansion area and how residential 

patterns and densities will support future transit. 

Councilor Chase discussed Metro’s role in managing the 

region’s growth, the feedback from the Citizen Review 

Advisory Group for the urban growth management decision 

and the need for missing middle housing. He thanked voters 

in the region for supporting the affordable housing bond. 

Councilor Craddick asked whether the conditions required 

ADUs to be built simultaneously with the development of 

single family housing. Mr. Reid stated that the conditions 

would require all single family zones to allow single family 

attached up to fourplexes. He explained this approach 

would allow for flexibility so that markets would provide 

housing choices. 

Councilor Dirksen discussed the State of Oregon’s 

requirement for 20 year land supply and explained Metro’s 

responsibilities regarding the growth management and 

expansion. He noted the challenges communities face as 

growth occurs and expansion becomes necessary.

Council President Hughes noted that the second public 

hearing, second reading, Council consideration and vote on 

Ordinance No. 18-1427 would take place on December 13, 

2018. 

Ordinances (Second Reading)

5.1 Ordinance No. 18-1425, For the Purpose of Removing the Sunset Provision 
of the Metro Construction Excise Tax That Funds the 2040 Planning and 
Development Grant Program and Making Other Amendments to Chapter 
7.04 of the Metro Code

10
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Council President Hughes stated that the first reading and 

public hearing for Ordinance No. 18-1425 took place on 

Thursday, November 29, 2018. 

Council Discussion: 

There was none. 

A motion was made by Councilor Craddick, seconded by 

Councilor Stacey, that this item be adopted. The motion 

passed by the following vote:

Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Chase, Councilor 
Dominguez, Councilor Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, 
Councilor Harrington, and Councilor Stacey

7 - 

5.2 Ordinance No. 18-1421, For the Purpose of Amending the 2014 Regional 
Transportation Plan to Comply with Federal and State Law and Amending 
the Regional Framework Plan

Council President Hughes stated that first reading and public 

hearing for Ordinance No. 18-1421 took place on Thursday, 

November 8, 2018. 

Council Discussion: 

Councilor Dirksen acknowledged the hard work of Council, 

staff and jurisdictional partners in building a shared regional 

vision for transportation in the 2018 Regional 

Transportation Plan. He thanked business and community 

leaders for their work in making the plan more innovative 

and equitable and thanked citizens for their input on making 

the transportation system healthier and more affordable. 

Councilor Dirsken commended staff and the planning team 

for their commitment to the work. 

Councilor Stacey reflected on the significant steps this 

transportation plan took including advancing racial equity in 
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transportation, enacting a vision zero policy and refining the 

project list based on a system performance and 

transportation equity evaluation. He commended staff and 

expressed his support for the plan. 

Councilor Harrington expressed her appreciation for the 

work of staff on the transportation plan including extensive 

community engagement, addressing a variety of 

transportation needs and serving neighborhoods historically 

disadvantaged by previous transportation plans.

Councilor Craddick shared her appreciation for the plan and 

specifically the transit strategy. She stated she looked 

forward to identifying the next major transit project. 

Councilors expressed their gratitude for Ms. Kim Ellis, Metro 

staff, for her exceptional work on the transportation plan. 

A motion was made by Councilor Dirksen, seconded by 

Councilor Stacey, that this item be adopted. The motion 

passed by the following vote:

Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Chase, Councilor 
Dominguez, Councilor Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, 
Councilor Harrington, and Councilor Stacey

7 - 

Resolutions

6.1 Resolution No. 18-4892, For the Purpose of Adopting the 2018 Regional 
Transit Strategy and Replacing the 2009 High Capacity Transit System Plan

Council President Hughes stated that Resolution No. 

18-4892, Resolution No. 18-4893, Resolution No. 18-4894 

and Resolution No. 18-4869 were related to the Regional 

Transportation Plan. 

Council Discussion: 

Councilor Stacey made a motion to adopt the resolutions 

12
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together as a group. Councilor Dirksen seconded. 

A motion was made by Councilor Stacey, seconded by 

Councilor Dirksen, that this item be adopted. The motion 

passed by the following vote:

Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Chase, Councilor 
Dominguez, Councilor Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, 
Councilor Harrington, and Councilor Stacey

7 - 

6.2 Resolution No. 18-4893, For the Purpose of Adopting the 2018 Regional 
Freight Strategy and Replacing the 2010 Regional Freight Plan

A motion was made by Councilor Stacey, seconded by 

Councilor Dirksen, that this item be adopted. The motion 

passed by the following vote:

Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Chase, Councilor 
Dominguez, Councilor Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, 
Councilor Harrington, and Councilor Stacey

7 - 

6.3 Resolution No. 18-4894, For the Purpose of Adopting the 2018 Regional 
Transportation Safety Strategy

A motion was made by Councilor Stacey, seconded by 

Councilor Dirksen, that this item be adopted. The motion 

passed by the following vote:

Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Chase, Councilor 
Dominguez, Councilor Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, 
Councilor Harrington, and Councilor Stacey

7 - 

6.4 Resolution No. 18-4869, For the Purpose of Adopting the 2018 Emerging 
Technology Strategy

A motion was made by Councilor Stacey, seconded by 

Councilor Dirksen, that this item be adopted. The motion 

passed by the following vote:

13
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Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Chase, Councilor 
Dominguez, Councilor Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, 
Councilor Harrington, and Councilor Stacey

7 - 

6.5 Resolution No. 18-4942, Resolution of the Metro Council, Acting as the 
Metro Contract Review Board, For the Purpose of Approving a Two-Year 
Extension of Contract #929780 to Operate Metro Central Transfer Station

Council President Hughes recessed the meeting of Metro 

Council and convened the Metro Contract Review Board. 

Council President Hughes called on Mr. Tom Chaimov, 

Metro staff, to provide a brief presentation on the 

resolution. Mr. Chaimov explained that all four major 

contracts for the solid waste disposal and operations of 

Metro’s transfer stations were set to expire in December 

2019 and stated that staff intended to conduct open 

solicitations for operations for both stations on a staggered 

timeline. Mr. Chaimov explained that the resolution would 

keep one major contract in place while the other three 

contracts expire and transition to new terms. He highlighted 

how the contractor, Recology, was an employee owned 

company and had recently adopted a $17 hour entry level 

wage. Mr. Chaimov also noted that Recology had endorsed 

a three way partnership with Metro, Recology and a 

community based organization to develop training 

curriculum for workers interested in pursuing careers in the 

solid waste industry. 

Council Discussion: 

There was none. 

Council President Hughes recessed the meeting of the Metro 

Contract Review Board and reconvened the meeting of the 

Metro Council.
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A motion was made by Councilor Chase, seconded by 

Councilor Craddick, that this item be adopted. The motion 

passed by the following vote:

Aye: Council President Hughes, Councilor Chase, Councilor 
Dominguez, Councilor Craddick, Councilor Dirksen, 
Councilor Harrington, and Councilor Stacey

7 - 

Chief Operating Officer Communication

Ms. Martha Bennett provided an update on the following 

events or items: the upcoming holiday events at the visitor 

venues and the Hanukkah celebration at Zoo Lights. Ms. 

Bennett acknowledged the significant work of the planning 

and development department had accomplished in the last 

year and commended their innovation and equity focus. 

Councilor Communication

Councilors provided updates on the following meetings: the

visit with the Board of Trustees and staff of the 

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and 

the Gabbert Butte open house to review the master plan. 

Adjourn

There being no further business, Council President Hughes 

adjourned the Metro Council meeting at 3:56 p.m. The 

Metro Council will convene the next regular council meeting 

on December 13, 2018 at 2:00 p.m. at the Metro Regional 

Center in the council chamber. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Sara Farrokhzadian, Legislative and Engagement 

Coordinator
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Council meeting agenda

Metro Regional Center, Council chamberThursday, December 6, 2018 2:00 PM

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

2. Public Communication

Consent Agenda

Resolution No. 18-4934, For the Purpose of Authorizing 
the Chief Operating Officer to Sell Certain Real Property as 
Part of the Natural Areas Program’s Disposition of 
Agricultural Lands Policy

RES 18-49343.1

Resolution No. 18-4934
Exhibit A to Resolution No. 18-4934
Staff Report

Attachments:

Resolution No. 18-4935, For the Purpose of Authorizing 
Metro to Participate in the North American Wetland 
Conservation Act Grant Program

RES 18-49353.2

Resolution No. 18-4935
Staff Report

Attachments:

Resolution No. 18-4943, For the Purpose of Adding or 
Amending Existing Projects to the 2018-21 Metropolitan 
Transportation Improvement Program Involving Fourteen 
Projects Impacting Metro, ODOT, Portland, and TriMet 
(NV19-04-NOV)

RES 18-49433.3

Resolution No. 18-4943
Exhibit A to Resolution No. 18-4943
Staff Report
Attachment 1 to Staff Report
Attachment 2 to Staff Report

Attachments:

Consideration of November 27, 2018 Minutes 18-51293.4

Consideration of November 29, 2018 Minutes 18-51303.5

Ordinances (First Reading and Public Hearing)
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Ordinance No. 18-1427, For the Purpose of Expanding the 
Urban Growth Boundary to Provide Capacity for Housing 
to the Year 2038 and Amending Metro Code to Conform

ORD 18-14274.1

Presenter(s): Ted Reid, Metro

Ordinance No. 18-1427
Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 18-1427
Exhibit B to Ordinance No. 18-1427
Exhibit C to Ordinance No. 18-1427
Exhibit D to Ordinance No. 18-1427
Exhibit E to Ordinance No. 18-1427
Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 18-1427
Staff Report

Attachments:

Ordinances (Second Reading)

Ordinance No. 18-1425, For the Purpose of Removing the 
Sunset Provision of the Metro Construction Excise Tax 
That Funds the 2040 Planning and Development Grant 
Program and Making Other Amendments to Chapter 7.04 
of the Metro Code

ORD 18-14255.1

Presenter(s): Roger Alfred, Metro
Lisa Miles, Metro
 
Ordinance No. 18-1425
Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 18-1425
Staff Report

Attachments:

Ordinance No. 18-1421, For the Purpose of Amending the 
2014 Regional Transportation Plan to Comply with Federal 
and State Law and Amending the Regional Framework 
Plan

ORD 18-14215.2

Presenter(s): Kim Ellis, Metro

Ordinance No. 18-1421
Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 18-1421
Exhibit B to Ordinance No. 18-1421
Exhibit C to Ordinance No. 18-1421
Exhibit D to Ordinance No. 18-1421
Staff Report

Attachments:
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Resolutions

Resolution No. 18-4892, For the Purpose of Adopting the 
2018 Regional Transit Strategy and Replacing the 2009 
High Capacity Transit System Plan

RES 18-48926.1

Presenter(s): Kim Ellis, Metro

Resolution No. 18-4892
Exhibit A Resolution No. 18-4892
Exhibt B to Resolution No. 18-4892
Staff Report

Attachments:

Resolution No. 18-4893, For the Purpose of Adopting the 
2018 Regional Freight Strategy and Replacing the 2010 
Regional Freight Plan

RES 18-48936.2

Presenter(s): Kim Ellis, Metro

Resolution No. 18-4893
Exhibit A to Resolution No. 18-4893
Exhibit B to Resolution No. 18-4893
Staff Report

Attachments:

Resolution No. 18-4894, For the Purpose of Adopting the 
2018 Regional Transportation Safety Strategy

RES 18-48946.3

Presenter(s): Kim Ellis, Metro 

Resolution No. 18-4894
Exhibit A to Resolution No. 18-4894
Exhibit B to Resolution No. 18-4894
Staff Report

Attachments:

Resolution No. 18-4869, For the Purpose of Adopting the 
2018 Emerging Technology Strategy

RES 18-48696.4

Presenter(s): Kim Ellis, Metro

Resolution No. 18-4869
Exhibit A to Resolution No. 18-4869
Exhibit B to Resolution No. 18-4869
Staff Report

Attachments:
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Resolution No. 18-4942, Resolution of the Metro Council, 
Acting as the Metro Contract Review Board, For the 
Purpose of Approving a Two-Year Extension of Contract 
#929780 to Operate Metro Central Transfer Station

RES 18-49426.5

Presenter(s): Tom Chaimov, Metro
 
Resolution No. 18-4942
Staff Report

Attachments:

Chief Operating Officer Communication

Councilor Communication

Adjourn
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 
 
 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF EXPANDING THE 
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY TO 
PROVIDE CAPACITY FOR HOUSING TO 
THE YEAR 2038 AND AMENDING THE 
METRO CODE TO CONFORM 

)
)
)
)
) 
) 

 ORDINANCE NO. 18-1427 
 
Introduced by Martha J. Bennett, Chief 
Operating Officer, with the concurrence of 
Tom Hughes, Council President 

    
WHEREAS, state law requires Metro to assess the capacity of the urban growth boundary (UGB) 

on a periodic basis and, if necessary, to increase the region’s capacity for housing and employment for the 
next 20 years; and 

 
WHEREAS, Metro’s previous growth management decision was made in 2015 when Metro 

adopted the 2014 Urban Growth Report (UGR) via Ordinance No. 15-1361, which forecasted population 
and employment growth in the region to the year 2035, inventoried the supply of buildable land inside the 
UGB, and concluded there was sufficient land capacity for the next 20 years; and  

 
WHEREAS, in adopting Ordinance No. 15-1361 the Metro Council included a directive to Metro 

staff to produce a new urban growth report within three years, rather than waiting six years as provided in 
state law; and 

 
WHEREAS, in adopting Ordinance No. 15-1361 the Metro Council also made a commitment that 

Metro would work with its regional partners to explore possible improvements to the regional growth 
management process; and 

 
WHEREAS, in furtherance of that commitment, in May 2016 Metro convened an Urban Growth 

Readiness Task Force consisting of 17 public and private sector representatives to develop 
recommendations for improving the growth management process; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Task Force met five times between May 2016 and February 2017, and ultimately 

presented a set of recommendations to the Metro Council for improvements that were accepted by the 
Metro Council via Resolution No. 17-4764 on February 2, 2017; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Task Force recommendations included three core concepts: (1) clarify 

expectations for cities proposing modest residential UGB expansions into concept-planned urban 
reserves; (2) seek greater flexibility for addressing regional housing needs; and (3) seek greater flexibility 
when choosing among concept-planned urban reserves for UGB expansions; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Task Force recommended that Metro adopt changes in its decision-making 

processes to implement the three core concepts by taking an outcomes-based approach to growth 
management focused on specific UGB expansion proposals made by cities; and  

 
WHEREAS, to implement the Task Force recommendations, Metro and its regional partners 

sought and obtained changes to state law via House Bill 2095 (2017), which allows Metro to make mid-
cycle residential UGB expansions by amending its most recent inventory and analysis of the regional 
buildable land supply based on specific residential growth proposals brought forward by cities; and  

  
WHEREAS, to further implement the Task Force recommendations, the Metro Council directed 

staff to work with the Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) on proposed amendments to the 
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Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP) that would implement the Task Force directives 
and House Bill 2095; and  

 
WHEREAS, over the course of 10 meetings between July 2016 and September 2017, Metro staff 

and MTAC prepared and refined proposed amendments to Title 14 of the UGMFP to implement the Task 
Force and Metro Council directives, and those proposed amendments were unanimously approved by the 
Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) on October 11, 2017; and  

 
WHEREAS, on December 14, 2017 the Metro Council adopted MPAC’s recommended 

amendments to Title 14 via Ordinance No. 17-1408, concluding that those amendments to the Metro 
Code “will effectively implement House Bill 2095 and the directive of the Urban Growth Readiness Task 
Force to create a more flexible and outcomes-based approach for future UGB expansions in the Metro 
region;” and   

 
WHEREAS, consistent with the new approach to regional growth management decisions, four 

cities submitted proposals to Metro for UGB expansions for housing by the May 31, 2018 deadline: the 
cities of Wilsonville, Hillsboro, Beaverton, and King City; and  

 
WHEREAS, the four city proposals were reviewed by Metro staff and by a City Readiness 

Advisory Group (CRAG) convened by the Metro President, and the cities made presentations to the 
Metro Council regarding their proposals at work sessions on June 12, 2018 and June 19, 2018; and   

 
WHEREAS, on July 3, 2018 Metro staff presented a draft 2018 Urban Growth Report (UGR) to 

the Metro Council, MPAC and MTAC, which provides a range forecast for future population and 
employment growth in the region, an inventory of buildable residential and employment land in the 
region, and an analysis of multiple growth scenarios involving different assumptions and permutations 
regarding population, redevelopment potential, and the four proposed expansion areas; and  

 
WHEREAS, the 2018 UGR concludes that the Metro Council has latitude to determine whether 

there is a regional need for some or all of the four proposed UGB expansion areas; and  
 
WHEREAS, Metro’s Chief Operating Officer (COO) issued a recommendation to the Metro 

Council on August 28, 2018 to expand the UGB in the four proposed areas with conditions of approval 
that encourage a mix of housing types, and the COO recommendation was unanimously endorsed by 
MPAC on September 12, 2018; and  

 
WHEREAS, on September 27, 2018 the Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 18-4914, which 

provided Metro staff with direction to expand the UGB in all four areas, consistent with the COO 
recommendation and MPAC endorsement, and to include conditions of approval that will ensure an 
adequate mix and supply of various housing types in the expansion areas; and 

 
WHEREAS, following the Metro Council direction in Resolution No. 18-4914, Metro staff 

completed a housing needs analysis that identifies a need for additional land in the UGB to address 
single-family housing needs for both attached and detached housing; and  
 

WHEREAS, the four proposed expansion areas will add approximately 2,181 acres of urban 
reserve land to the UGB and provide approximately 6,100 single-family housing units and approximately 
3,100 multifamily units, for a total of approximately 9,200 homes; and  

 
WHEREAS, Metro staff evaluated all land in the region designated as urban reserves for possible 

addition to the UGB based upon their relative suitability under the Goal 14 locational factors; and  
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WHEREAS, as part of this growth management decision the Metro Council is also adopting an 
administrative amendment to bring a 4.48 acre parcel of land in Washington County into the UGB to 
alleviate a significant public health hazard from a failing septic system, in order to allow existing 
commercial businesses on that property to connect to a City of Hillsboro sewer line; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Metro Council held public hearings on this ordinance on December 6, 2018 and 

December 13, 2018; now therefore  
 

 THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 
 

1. The UGB is amended to add the four areas shown on Exhibit A, attached and incorporated 
into this ordinance, to provide capacity for housing. 

 
2. The UGB is also amended to add 4.88 acres of land shown on Exhibit B, attached and 

incorporated into this ordinance, to alleviate a health hazard from a failing septic system. 
 

3. The conditions set forth in Exhibit C, attached and incorporated into this ordinance, are 
applied to the UGB expansion areas as indicated on that Exhibit.  

 
4. The Urban Growth Boundary and Urban and Rural Reserves Map in Title 14 of the Urban 

Growth Management Functional Plan, attached and incorporated into this ordinance as 
Exhibit D, is amended to reflect the UGB amendments shown on Exhibits A and B. 

  
5. The 2018 Urban Growth Report attached as Exhibit E to this ordinance is hereby adopted as 

support for the Metro Council’s decision to amend the Metro UGB to provide capacity for 
housing. 

 
6. The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law attached as Exhibit F to this ordinance are 

hereby adopted to explain how this ordinance is consistent with state law and applicable 
Metro policies, and to provide evidentiary support for this decision. 

 
7. The areas being added into the Metro UGB by this ordinance are also annexed into the Metro 

jurisdictional boundary as provided by ORS 268.390(3)(b), 
 
ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 13th day of December 2018. 
 
 
 

 
Tom Hughes, Council President 

 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
_______________________________________ 
Sara Farrokhzadian, Recording Secretary 

Approved as to Form: 
 
 

       
Nathan Sykes, Acting Metro Attorney 
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Paulette Copperstone 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ryan Dix [rk121597@hotmail.com] 
Wednesday, December 05, 2018 9:05 PM 
Metro Council 
UGB expansion testimony 

Council president and members of council, 

Thank you for taking the time to consider my testimony against the urban growth boundary expansion in Hillsboro. My 
family and I live in the proposed area and are firmly against the expansion. I felt the need to provide additional 
testimony in writing as the summary of testimony provided to the council and made publicly available did not accurately 
or fully reflect the concerns I stated to the city of Hillsboro or the Metro on line feedback I provided. 

The first reason we are against the expansion is our property is backed up against designated wetlands that also border 
the proposed expansion area and the current proposal has a road running right next to the area. We regularly see 
wildlife in this area and any road running through that area alongside the increased traffic and homes would 
undoubtedly impact the wetlands as well as the wildlife that utilize it. 

Secondly, South Hillsboro has not yet been built and one of the main thoroughfares where this traffic will go is TV Hwy. 
This highway already regularly backs up and will surely not be able to hold all the additional traffic from South Hillsboro 
let alone bringing in the proposed area. 

Thirdly, one of metro's criteria is that the proposals must consider affordable housing. The city's message on the types 
of homes that would be built certainly did _not match that despite what their proposal may say. They kept reassuring all 
the land owners that their would be nice homes and wouldn't be the same homes on tiny lots built all around us in any 
of the public meetings where the land owners raised concerns. Additionally, I believe the largest or one of the largest 
land owners in the proposed area is one of a team of investors that doesn't even live in the area. I can't imagine there 
are a lot of investors looking to sell for the low amount necessary to make low income housing something a builder 
would want to build. 

Furthermore the homes actually in Hillsboro and 500 yards up the street from the proposed expansion area are selling 
for around $600,000 which certainly is not affordable housing. The council would be foolish to think that someone 
would want to buy the proposed area to put in low income homes when there are $600,000 homes right down the 
street on miniscule lots. Additionally, a portion of the proposed area borders the Reserve golf course and again if the 
council believes any builder is going to use land anywhere near that to build affordable housing then again you are 
mistaken. One only has to look at the sign advertising the homes discussed above which states, "only 2 blocks from the 
street of dreams" as a way to justify their prices and to give you an idea of what would come if this expansion goes 

through. 

My last concern is that the city did not make available the housing needs analysis they based their entire decision on 
before the planning commission approved the proposal. I have included an image of an email I received after pointing 
that out in the planning commission meeting and after they had already rubber stamped the proposal. I would 
encourage the council to read or listen to a transcript of that meeting where one of the commissioners clearly hadn't 
read the analysis as he insisted it was on line and he had read it only to later admit in public session that it was in fact not 
online. If this is the level of attention to detail put into the Hillsboro proposal then you all should be concerned. 

Overall, I thank you for considering my testimony and I again urge you to deny the Hillsboro request to expand the urban 

growth boundary. 

Respectfully, 

1 
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Paulette Copperstone 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Metro Council 

Lisa Beaty [mlgandc@hotmail.com] 
Wednesday, December 05, 2018 10:35 PM 
Metro Council 
Ord 18-1427 

I am writing again in opposition to the proposed extension of the UGB, specifically in the area of Cooper Mountain in 
Beaverton. Roads in this area are not equipped to handle the massive amounts of traffic commuting from south of 
Cooper Mountain to areas of employment in Hillsboro and clustered around Highway 26. Surface streets are 
overwhelmed with cars, and safety has been greatly diminished. I believe that there were more than 30 auto collisions 
documented inthe Cooper Mountain 'commute zone' by CP06 during the time frame of September 1 to October 15 of 
this year. This morning a motorcyclist was killed in an overcrowded intersection made unsafe by the volume of traffic it 
handles during commute hours. 

Until infrastructure is built which can handle even current use, any and all discussion of future housing growth in this 
area needs to be discontinued. I hold Metro and the City of Beaverton responsible for poor planning, poor placement of 
housing in respect to places of employment, and for many of the auto collisions which are happening with increasing 
frequency. I would fully support the plaintiffs if a lawsuit were brought against Metro and Beaverton for negligent 
planning, leading to loss of property and (as today) life. 

Lisa Beaty 

1 
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(503} 588-5212 

(503) 588-5237-FAX 

BOARD OF 
COMMISSIONERS 

Janet Carlson 

l<evin Cameron 
Sam Brentano 

CHIEF 
ADMINISTRATIVE 
OFFICER 

John Lattimer 

Marion County 
OREGON 

Board of Commissioners 

Metro Council President Tom t lughes 
Metro Councilors 
Metro Planning 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 

December 5, 2018 

RE: 2018 UGB Growth Managemc11t Decisiou - Marion County Public Comment 

Dear Metro Council President Hughes and Metro Councilors: 

Marion County is greatly concerned that growth in the Metro region is having a variety of 
negative impacts on Marion County, its many communities, and the Mid-Valley region as a 
whole. Those concerns include the protection of farmland and our agricultme and food processing 
industries (Goal 3); housing impacts due to the lack of adequate housing stock in the Metro region 
to accommodate its workforce and demograph ics (Goa l 10); transpo1tation impacts (Goal 12); 
inadequate urban efficiency measures to avoid or reduce negative urbanization impacts (Goal 14); 
inadequate analysis and coordination of public services (Goal 11 ); and a lack of factual basis, 
analysis and findings (Goal 2) !'elated lo Metro's growth management. 

In particular, Marion County is concerned that Metro's plans for urbanization rely on drawing 
from water from the Willamette River system. The potential for reduced annual water in the 
Cascade Range is not addressed. The current draft proposal moving forward at the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to reallocate water storage and free-flow river water 
resources in the Willamette River system in a manner to supersede the existing system of water 
rights is not analyzed or addressed. With existing demands on the Willamette River's water 
supply, it is increasingly unlikely that Metro cities will be able to guarantee a reliable water 
supply. While the Corps' reallocation, in theo1y, could provide Metro cities with additional water, 
it wou Id come at the expense of other cities' water. Metro cities with down-stream water 
withdrawals are relying on an undetermined re-allocation of water from other j urisd ietions (and 
existing water users) with water righls outside !he Metro region. Planning that relies on !hat 
theoretical reallocation has not adequately included the affected jurisdictions as required. 

Marion County should be a vital ly involved stakeholder since Metro cities' water Llsage is very 
likely Lo partially or fu lly dry up several smal l cities in Marion County and cause significant 
economic damage to the specia lty crops and food processing industries that rely on water from the 
North Santiarn River, which is part of the Willamette River system managed by lhe USACE. 

Goal 2 requires: Inventories and otherfonns of data are needed as the basis for the policies and 
other decisions set forth in the plan. This factual base should include data on the /off owing as 
they relate to the goals and other provisions of the plan: (a) Natural resources, their capabilities 

cmd limitations. 

555 Court Street NE, 511
' Floor• P.O. Box 14500 • Salem, OR 97309-5036 • www.co.mario11.or.us 



METRO-1157

Page2 
December 5, 2018 
Metro President and Metro Counci l 
2018 UGB Growth Management Decision 
Marion County Public Comment 

Goal 11 planning guidelines specify: Plans providingforpublicfacilities r,md services should consider as a major 
deter111i11a11t the carrying capacity of the cii1~ land and 111aler resources oft he planning area. T11e land conservation 
and development action provided f or by such plans should not exceed the ca/'Jying capacity of such resources. 

Metro's planning exceeds the carrying capacity of resources within its planning area: several of U1e UGB expansion 
proposals reference using Willamette River water, not local groundwater or water from the Bull Run watershed. 
Consequently, Metro has no! adequately addressed UGl3 bounda1y location factors (3) Comparative environmental, 
energy, economic and social consequences; and (4) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby 
agriculhll'al and forest activities occw·1·ing on farm and fores/ land outside the UGB. 

There are several possible remed ies available. Metro is required to take ap1)ropriate actions within its urban growth 
bounda1y and impose requirements on any new additions or urban reserve areas. For example: 

• Rezone of large single-family Jots in Portland and other Metro cities to increase the close-in land supply for 
affordable housing, and simultaneously reduce the amount of water used for large lawns associated with 
inem cient lot coverage; 

• Set a cap on the imbalance of the j obs-housing ratio Lo reduce the pressure to urbanize more land which wi IJ 
require more water; 

• Select urban growth boundary locations that roly on waler resources that are not appropriated from other 
cities; and 

• Create a range of means-tested alternative efficiency measures so that the burden of compliance does not fall 
on the region's less well-to-do cities and neighborhoods. 

Marion County stretches from the Willamette River lo the Cascade Mountains encompassing nearly l,200 square 
miles. There arc 20 incorporated cities and nine unincorporated communities in Marion County. As reported by the 
20 I 0 Census, the total population of Marion Coun ty was 315,900. Agriculture and food processing are important to 
lhe courlly's economy, us art: lumber, mw1ufa1,;luring, ctnd educatio11. Marion County is Lhti leader in agdcultL1rn l salt:s 
among all other Oregon counties, thus our great concern over the Metro discussions over the VOB expansion. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Cameron, Vice Chair 

~- o-;:~ 
Samuel A. Brentano, Commissioner 

555 Court Stl'eet NE, s'" Floor• P.O. Box 14500 · Salem, OR 97309-5036 • www.co.marion.or.us 
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Dregon 
Kate Brown, Governo r 

December 5 2018 

Metro Council President Hughes 

Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Ave 
Portland, OR 97232-2736 

Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150 

Salem, Oregon 97301-2540 
Phone: 503-373-0050 

Fax: 503-378-5518 
www.oregon.gov/LCD 

G8 
Sent via email 

Subject: 2018 Urban Growth Management Decision 

Dear President Hughes and Council Members, 

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) has completed a preliminary 
review of Metro's draft urban growth management decision and the assumptions regarding the 
housing needs analysis and residential growth assumptions that underpin that decision. On the 
presumption that the urban growth boundary(UGB) expansion adopted by Metro will be 
greater than 100 acres, Metro's decision must be approved by the DLCD director or, if referred 
by the director or appealed, by the Land Conservation and Development Commission 
(commission). The department, and potentially the commission, will review a variety of statutes, 
goals and administrative 1rules assuming Metro adopts a UGB expansion greater than 100 acres in 
size. 

Metro's Urban Growth RE~port should provide the calculation of identified need for housing in the 
region. Goal 14 requires a local government to find, prior to an expansion of a UGB, that the 
housing need identified "cannot reasonably be accommodated on land already inside? the urban 
growth boundary." Metro will be relying on concept plans prepared by the four cities that have 
submitted proposed expainsions of the Metro UGB and its own housing needs analysis (HNA) to 
make this determination. In addition, Metro will need to determine that the identified need cannot 
be reasonably accommodated by other cities within Metro that have not submitted concept plans 
for UGB expansions. While it is appropriate for Metro to concentrate its attention on the cities that 
have submitted a concept plan for a UGB expansion when looking at this provision of Goal 14, 
Metro will need to provic:le findings that demonstrate that all the cities within Metro have adopted 
measures within the UGB which will reasonably accommodate as much of the demonstrated 
housing need as is feasible. 

Metro has received and is recommending all four concept plans for UGB expansion, from 
Wilsonville, Beaverton, Hillsboro and King City. All of these concept plans appear complete and 
thorough. However it is important, given Oregon's housing supply and affordability issues that the 
concept plans and findings specifically address how the housing types and densities proposed will 
help to provide greater affordable housing supplies for the Portland Metro area. 
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The draft Housing Needs .Analysis (HNA) included as Appendix SA identifies a need for additional 
land in the UGB to address single-family attached and detached housing demand. The HNA 
expresses this need in terms of ranges, both in terms of population growth and "capture rate" (the 
amount of need that will be satisfied within the boundary of Metro instead of nearby cities). 
However, Metro must express the 20-year housing need for units in terms of a point, not a range. 
We recommend that Metro choose that point within the described range of outcomes, and adopt 
findings justifying the use of that particular point in the range. The approximately 6,100 single
family attached and detached units are approximately at the mid-point of the range set forth in the 
draft HNA, and thus their justification should be reasonably straight-forward. 

In addition to taking actions to satisfy the 20-year residential land need, Metro and local 
jurisdictions within Metro are obligated to meet the provisions of the Metropolitan Housing Rule 
(OAR 660-007). Most relevant to this decision, jurisdictions within Metro must satisfy the "50-
percent" rule,1 and the "15-8-10 rule ."2 

1 OAR 660-007-0030 provides, in part: 

(1) Jurisdictions other than small developed cities must either designate sufficient buildable land to provide the 
opportunity for at least 50 percent of new residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family 
housing or justify an alternative percentage based on changing circumstances .... 

2 OAR 660-007-0035 provides: 

The following standards shall apply to those jurisdictions which provide the opportunity for at least 50 percent of 
new residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family housing: 

( I) The Cities of Cornelius, Durham, Fairview, Happy Valley and Sherwood must provide for an overall density of 
six or more dwelling units per net buildable acre. These are relatively small cities with some growth potential (i.e. 
with a regionally coordinated population projection of less than 8,000 persons for the active planning area). 

(2) Clackamas and Washington Counties, and the cities of Forest Grove, Gladstone, Milwaukie, Orngon City, 
Troutdale, Tualatin, West Linn and Wilsonville must provide for an overall density of eight or more dwelling units 
per net buildable acre. 

(3) Multnomah County and the cities of Portland, Gresham, Beaverton, Hillsboro, Lake Oswego and Tigard must 
provide for an overall density of ten or more dwelling units per net bui:ldable acre. These are larger lfrbanized 
jurisdictions with regionally coordinated population projections of 50,000 or more for their active planning areas, 
which encompass or are near major employment centers, and which are situated along regional transportation 
corridors. 

(4) Regional housing density and mix standards as stated in OAR 660-007-0030 and sections(!), (2), and (3) of this 
rule do not apply to small developed cities which had less than 50 acres ofbuildable land in 1977 as determined by 
criteria used in Metro's UGB Findings. These cities include King City, Rivergrove, Maywood Park, Johnson City 
and Wood Village. 
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Application of OAR 660-007-0030 means that Metro must ensure the four cities meet the following 
requirements: 

• Beaverton, Hillsboro, and Wilsonville must show through a residential buildable lands 
inventory that the entire city complies with the requirement that at least SO percent of new 
residential units to be attached single family housing or multiple family housing. 

• Alternatively, Beaverton, Hillsboro and Wilsonville may show that the area to be added to 
the UGB complies. within the requirement that at least SO percent of new residential units to 
be attached single family housing or multiple family housing. 

• King City is a "developed city," exempt from the provisions of OAR 660-007-0030, and thus 
residential mix within the existing city is irrelevant. However, the department interprets this 
rule to require King City, since it is proposing to expand onto urbanizable lanc:ls, to show that 
the area to be added to the UGB complies with OAR 660-007-0030. 

Application of OAR 660-007-003S means that Metro must ensure the four cities with proposed UGB 
expansions meet the following requirements: 

• Beaverton and Hillsboro must show through an analysis that they are providing for an 
overall density of ten or more dwelling units per net buildable acre within residentially 
designated lands in the entire city. Alternatively, these cities may show that the area to be 
added to the UGB complies with this density requirement. 

• Wilsonville must show through an analysis that it is providing for an overall demsity of eight 
or more dwelling units per net buildable acre within residentially designated lands in the 
entire city. Alternatively, Wilsonville may show that the area to be added to the UGB 
complies with this density requirement. 

• Based upon the department's interpretation of this rule, King City must show that it is 
providing for an overall density of eight or more dwelling units per net buildable acre within 
residentially designated lands in the area to be added to the city. The eight units per net 
acre requirement is derived from the standard set for Washington County unincorporated 
areas. Since King City is designated as a "small developed city" by OAR 660-007-003S, 
densities within the existing city are irrelevant to compliance with this rule. 

A final note regarding multi-family development in the proposed additions to the Metro UGB: while 
Metro has not identified a 20-year land need for multiple-family housing, the provisions of OAR 
660-007-0030 require local jurisdictions to plan for single-family attached and multiple-family 
housing within their boundaries (potentially at least SO percent of total new units). Thus the areas 
to be added to the UGB must necessarily include provision for multiple-family housing, as collateral 
to satisfying the single-family housing need. 
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In addition to the specific matters mentioned above, the department reiterates its previous 
recommendations from oiur August 14, 2018 letter to COO Martha Bennett regarding priorities in 
the selection of UGB expansion areas: 

• Choose expansions from cities proposing higher overall residential densities, a greater range 
of affordable housing types, or a commitment to provide affordable housing in the 
expansion area; 

• Consider adding conditions of approval that require concept plan areas to achieve higher 
overall residentia~ densities than proposed and require a higher percentage rnix of housing 
types such as attached row houses and multifamily that are more affordable; or 

• Require cities submitting expansion proposals with lower residential densities to make 
offsetting increases in residential densities or affordable housing commitments elsewhere 
within their existing urban areas. 

We appreciate being involved in the entire Metro UGB expansion process. We expect that this 
process will yield an outcome that meets the region's needs and addresses the top housing 
priorities of Oregon. 

CC: Martha Bennett, Metro COO 
Elissa Gertler, Metro Planning Director 
Ted Reid, Metro !Principal Regional Planner 

Tim O'Brien, Metro Principal Regional Planner 
Carrie Maclaren, DLCD Deputy Director 
Gordon Howard, DLCD Community Services Manager 
Jennifer Donnellv, DLCD Metro Regional Representative 
Anne Debbaut, DLCD Metro Regional Representative 
Kevin Young, DLC:D Senior Urban Planner 
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December 5, 2018 
 
Metro Council President Hughes 
Metro Council  
600 NE Grand Ave 
Portland, OR 97232 
 
Re:  Proposed Ordinance No. 18-1427 
 UGB Expansion 
 
Dear President Hughes and Council Members: 
 
Proposed Ordinance No 18-1427 would expand the metropolitan area urban growth boundary 
(UGB) by approximately 2200 acres adjacent to four cities – Beaverton, Wilsonville, King City, 
and Hillsboro. 1000 Friends of Oregon appreciates that the Ordinance, and in particular Exhibit 
C, the Conditions of Approval,1 reflect many of the comments that 1000 Friends and others 
submitted upon reviewing the individual expansion proposal of each city.  Below we discuss 
particular Conditions we support; however, in each case we also recommend that they be 
strengthened. We also recommend some additional Conditions. 
 
Expansion Area Conditions 
 
 Condition 2 requires that each city allow certain categories of “missing middle” housing in 

all areas that permit single-family (SF) housing in the expansion areas.  However, to be 
consistent with the Council’s direction, and to comply with statewide planning Goal 10, the 
“needed housing” statutes,2 and Metro Code, this condition should be revised to state 
something like this:   

 
 “The four cities shall allow, at a minimum, single-family attached housing, including 
 townhomes, duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes, on all lots on which a SF house is 
 allowed.” 
 
 Condition 3 requires each city to amend its code to ensure that future homeowner 

associations (HOAs) in the expansion areas will not regulate housing types.  We support 

                                                 
1 Metro has the authority to require, as part of an ordinance approving a UGB expansion, that the relevant city 
amend its comprehensive plan and zoning codes to meet the directives and conditions the Metro Council choses to 
include in the ordinance, and to take enforcement action if they do not.  MC 3.07.810; 3.07.850; 3.07.1110(d); 
3.07.1120(c).  Among other things, Metro has the authority to require:1 

 “design type designations assigned by the Metro Council in the ordinance adding the area to the UGB” 
 “[p]rovisions that ensure zoned capacity for the number and type of housing units, if any, specified by the 

Metro Council” 
 “[p]rovisions for affordable housing” 

2 ORS 197.303-.312 
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this.  However, to be consistent with Goals 10 and 14 and Metro code, this we request that 
you revise this condition as follows: 
 

o The cities should adopt this code change within one year (not four), or no later than 
the date on which there is an acknowledged plan and code adopted for the 
expansion area, whichever occurs first.  

o The Metro condition should also require that HOAs cannot restrict future density 
changes. The code change should apply citywide, to all future HOAs. 

o Metro should commit to adopting the same requirement Metro-wide. 
 
 Condition 4 should also be changed to one year from four, or no later than the date on 

which there is an acknowledged plan and code adopted for the expansion area, whichever 
occurs first. 

 
Citywide Conditions 
 
 Condition 1 requires the four cities to bring their citywide codes into compliance with Metro 

Code and state law to allow accessory dwelling units (ADUs) in SF zones, and to include a 
prohibition on requiring off-street parking.  However, this should be done immediately.  The 
current proposal would allow these cities to delay this ADU step until they amend their 
plans to include the expansion areas.  It is not clear when this will happen, but since the 
ADU code would be citywide, it should be done immediately.  And, these cities have been 
out of compliance with the Metro ADU code3 for 20 years; there is no excuse to not 
immediately adopt a complying code. 

 
 Condition 2 requires the four cities to amend their plans to demonstrate compliance, 

citywide, with the clear and objective provisions of ORS 197.309 for affordable housing.  
This condition must be revised in order to comply with state law.  ORS 197.309 is not limited 
to affordable housing, and it has been a statutory requirement for four decades.  Therefore, 
this step also must be taken immediately, and citywide. 

 
The Ordinance and conditions would benefit throughout from a clear statement of Metro’s 
enforcement authority, including a description of the steps Metro will take to address any lack 
of compliance. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
3 Metro Code Title 1, section 3.07.120 has required, since 1997 (with some revisions along the way), the following 
regarding ADUs: 
 (g) A city or county shall authorize the establishment of at least one accessory dwelling unit for each 
detached single-family dwelling unit in each zone that authorizes detached single-family dwellings. The 
authorization may be subject to reasonable regulation for siting and design purposes. 
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Additional Conditions 
 
In addition, we recommend the Metro Council adopt three conditions to be consistent with 
Metro’s adopted Climate Smart Communities (CSC) strategy and Six Desired Outcomes.  
 
Almost 40% of the state’s greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) come from the automobiles we all 
drive, and the Metro CSC demonstrated that provision of transit and alternatives to driving, 
including safe and accessible walking and bicycling infrastructure, will bring the Metro region 
significantly closer to reaching its GHG reduction target.  Yet, the word “climate” appears 
nowhere in the proposed Ordinance.   
 
Therefore, we first recommend that Condition #6, regarding transportation in the expansion 
areas, be replaced. It is weak, merely stating that the four cities shall “coordinate” 
“transportation strategies” with the appropriate county and transit provider.  
 
Instead, the Metro Council should require that each city demonstrate how its concept plan – 
including in, but not limited to - housing type, density, location, and connectivity to other uses, 
is capable of supporting transit, at a minimum, at 15-minute commute-time headways.  Each 
city should be required to describe the relationship of existing and planned transit service to 
the expansion area; how the proposed residential patterns and densities will support future 
transit; how access to transit stops and other key locations will be provided by walking and 
bicycling facilities; the identification and protection of physical requirements to accommodate 
transit; and the location of walkable connections between transit and the entire expansion 
area, etc. 
 
Second, Metro was required by the state to develop and adopt, which it has, its Climate Smart 
Communities Strategy to reduce per capita greenhouse gas emissions from cars and small 
trucks by 20 percent by 2035.  Each city should be required to demonstrate how the expansion 
area concept plans – including housing densities and locations, local active transportation plans, 
and the planned multi-modal transportation system – will accomplish a meaningful decrease in 
driving by current and future residents and employees. 
 
Third, the Metro Code requires that local governments establish voluntary affordable housing 
production goals, and report on progress towards those goals.4  The Metro Code also requires 
that cities include—in their plans and ordinances—strategies that “ensure a diverse range of 
housing types” and implementation measures that “maintain the existing supply of affordable 
housing as well as increase the opportunities for new dispersed affordable housing within their 
boundaries.”5  Metro emphasized the need to integrate and disperse diverse and affordable 
housing in the expansion areas in its specific instructions for this UGB expansion.6  These 
                                                 
4 MC 3.07.710, .740 
5 MC 3.07.730(a), (b). 
6 “[Whether the] housing needs of people in the region, county and city have been considered: 

 Is the city planning for a variety of housing types that can address the needs of diverse household sizes and 
incomes in the proposed expansion area?” 
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requirements were not addressed in the submissions as far as we could tell, either citywide or 
in the expansion areas. Therefore, complying with this should be a condition prior to a city 
amending its comprehensive plan to incudes the expansion area. 
 
Thank you for consideration of our recommendations. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Mary Kyle McCurdy, Deputy Director 

                                                                                                                                                             
Additional Metro Code requirements supporting a more diverse range of housing options in these expansion areas 
includes MC 3.07.730(a)–(c) and MC 3.07.740 (regarding affordable housing). 
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From: Kathryn Harrington
To: Sara Farrokhzadian; Ted Reid; Roger Alfred
Subject: Fwd: Incomplete Staff Report Analysis - Ordinance No. 18-1427
Date: Thursday, December 06, 2018 7:44:18 AM

Kathryn Harrington, Metro Councilor District 4

Composed & sent from my little keyboard smartphone -  Please ignore typos.

-------- Original message --------
From: Karl S <kfshl12@gmail.com>
Date: 12/5/18 9:11 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Craig Dirksen <Craig.Dirksen@oregonmetro.gov>, Kathryn Harrington
<Kathryn.Harrington@oregonmetro.gov>, Shirley Craddick
<Shirley.Craddick@oregonmetro.gov>, Bob Stacey <Bob.Stacey@oregonmetro.gov>, Sam
Chase <Sam.Chase@oregonmetro.gov>, Tom Hughes <Tom.Hughes@oregonmetro.gov>
Cc: Metro Council <MetroCouncil@oregonmetro.gov>
Subject: Incomplete Staff Report Analysis - Ordinance No. 18-1427

The staff report is clearly deficient in acknowledging and documenting opposition to proposed proposed UGB
expansions.  The Rivermeade neighborhood has documented opposition to any UGB expansion for over 20
years.  That fierce opposition included the specific King City expansion proposal under this ordinance.

The majority of land owners within the King City expansion proposal are in opposition to the King City
proposed UGB expansion.  The fact that a majority of the stakeholders are in opposition was not adequately
considered when Metro passed Resolution No. 18-4914

The staff report does state that a conservation land trust and other stakeholders are concerned that a
conservation easement over a property in the proposed King City expansion area needs to be honored.  The
fact that King City willfully ignored stakeholders concerns during public meetings, where the King City
Manager stated that eminent domain would be used to remove the conservation land trust and force their
concept plan on area stakeholders regardless of their documented opposition, shows the entire public
process was little more than a sham.  Metro review and COO recommendation in support were simply a
shameful rubber stamp on a poorly planned expansion in an area with identified development challenges,
documented opposition, and obvious topographic issues.

Please register my opposition into the public comment record for Ordinance No. 18-1427.

Karl Swanson
14065 S.W. River Lane
Tigard, Oregon 97224       
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Paulette Copperstone 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

JANET L ROBERTSON [zags40@comcast.net] 
Wednesday, December 05, 2018 4:30 PM 
2040 
Urban Growth Boundary 

Please include my 16 acres in the new Urban Growth boundary, Stafford and Kahale road 

Janet Robertsonzags40@comcast.net 
503-515-3505 

1 
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Metro Council President Hughes      05 Dec 2018 
Metro Council  
600 NE Grand Ave 
Portland, OR 97232 
 Re:  2018 Growth Management Decision 
 
My name is Fran Warren, I live at 17830 SW Outlook Ln, Beaverton, OR, 97007.  I am president of 175th Neighborhood 
Association and have come to represent the traffic safety concerns of those 400 homes which have 175th as their only access 
to the outside world.  And I am also representing the 285 residents who signed an informal petition opposing the Beaverton 
UGB Plan as it stands today.  Amongst these 285 people, there are at least 31 unwilling sellers representing 135 acres of the 
potential 600 acres of usable land in the expanded UGB.  I can furnish this signature sheet if needed. 

My testimony today is focused on the current plan for Beaverton Application for UGB expansion. 

1. TRANSPORTATION:  I agree with many of the values presented for Cooper Mountain by 1000 Friends and of the City 
Readiness Group (CRAG) and the (CPO6) Community Participation Organization (see Exhibit 1). These groups 
represent a lot of people in total.  These organizations are all telling you that the Transportation System is not ready 
to take on yet another load.  The current mobility in this area is already overloaded – and SCM isn’t even built yet!  
See next page for excerpts from their previously-submitted testimonies. The developers have been able to submit 
applications for development and get funding a lot faster than can the transportation agencies in this sector.  It will be 
many years before the transportation agencies of the High Growth Communities can build a whole new safe, flat, all-
weather corridor to free up the stalemate on Scholls Ferry as well as the slow-downs and dangerous weather that 
overwhelms 175th and Grabhorn on many days.  A key point to consider these days is “safe evacuation routes.”  In the 
case of a disaster in the area, there could be many casualties as people are stuck in their cars or buses on Scholls Ferry 
– or with a crash somewhere on Cooper Mountain. 

2. INCENTIVES:  The Ordinance you intend to pass needs provisions to reward current residents for 
preservation/stewardship of natural resources and farm properties.  The tree canopy on a few parts of Cooper 
Mountain has grown exponentially since 2001 and the wildlife populations have changed with the improved 
ecosystems particularly on mid-to-North Cooper Mountain.  North Cooper Mountain houses many oaks and mid 
Cooper Mountain residents have been good land stewards so the tree canopy has increased – this improves the air 
for the surrounding area as well as water retention and water quality on the mountainside below.  The trees and 
shrubs are great for carbon storage and hold back the water run-off which is important here as most of mid-Cooper 
Mountain is silt and loam with high water tables.  Developers can be incentivized to design communities which don’t 
bisect known wildlife corridors and reward those who design around existing natural resources.  I should think that 
there are accredited environmental scientists in the Metro Region who could help identify these appropriate 
incentives as well as rules or restrictions.   

3. ENFORCEMENT: It has been made clear this week by the acceleration of the decision-making process that this UGB 
Expansion on Cooper Mountain will most likely be approved.  I realize the pressures that you are under to meet the 
state’s goals for socio-economic growth so I am not here to ask you to stop all of this work. My request (and that of 
the existing residents on Cooper Mountain) is that when and if the there is a Metro Ordinance to expand the UGB, it 
should also include Conditions of Approval including mandating the update of existing (City/County) regulations to 
ensure that natural resources are protected in line with the plan’s identified goals and objectives.  For example, since 
Page 52 of the approved South Cooper Mountain Community plan states:  

 

“A basic premise of the scenarios and of this planning effort is that the natural resources within the planning 

area are among the most important amenities and should be protected and enhanced as much as possible.   
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Then, I would suggest that The Metro UGB Expansion Ordinance needs enforceable verbiage such as: 
• The City/County shall designate all areas currently identified as potential natural resources and provide evidence 

of adherence to the national directive of “No Net Loss” of wetlands. 
• There must be corroborated evidence that the City/County (or developer) has pursued the national directive of: 

• 1.  Avoidance first choice 
• 2.  Mitigation in the same watershed at an amortized rate, not current values (since it takes many years to 

reach current levels of benefits) 
•  3. Restoration only as a last resort. Such preservation may include required dedication of the restored area 

to the City/County’s own inventory and thus out of the hands of the private sector. 
• If needed, modify the City/County’s ordinances to include allowance for new local wetland inventory 

observations and natural resources to be added to the Local Wetland Inventory. 
•  It is essential to use regulations consistent with the goals, policies, and implementation measures of 

Conservation of Natural Resources for developments – with appropriate sizable amortized PENALTIES for not 
meeting those conditions – and there should be no exceptions!!  The Ordinance needs objective, comparable 
penalties for transgression. 

• Bottom line, we have participated in, and seen, idealistic “Community Plans” drawn up by well-meaning 
City/County Planners and staff, but then the Planning Commission(s) end up approving whatever exceptions are 
requested by Developers (or even Planning Staff) - because the regulatory Planning Commissions have no 
tools/policies in the Ordinances to empower them to say “No.”  I have Casefiles to cite where South Cooper 
Mountain wetlands have been filled in (or plan to be compromised), wildlife corridors and connectivity are being 
bisected in new development plans rendering them virtually ineffective in the future.  There are several upland 
habitats, streams and wetlands in the Mid-Cooper Mountain area which are earmarked as part of neighborhood 
developments and this edge habitat has no real protection.  The contiguous habitat is essential to the ecosystems 
and water management. 

• Note that there is scientific consensus that the median time to restore a small area is approximately 25 years and 
more like 50 years to restore a forested area.  At this time the SCM developments are not required to restore any 
of the lost habitat, compromised soil or “dry wetlands.” 

 
4. I am just one single volunteer who has been working with tireless scientists and agencies investing time and money - 

all striving to implement a Conservation Strategy for Oaks and Prairies as well as a Strategic Action Plan for 
documenting and conserving wildlife corridors and connectivity.  This documentation and strategy is essential to 
retain the abundance of birds, pollinators, predators and reptiles in the Portland-Vancouver region – and certainly it 
also applies to all of Cooper Mountain including the Nature Park as well as the US Wildlife Preserve in Tualatin.  
Exhibits 2-7 may help you envision the wildlife corridors on Cooper Mountain and the potential problems ahead.  The 
lack of enforceable verbiage in preceding Urban Growth Boundary ordinances and the Community Plans has led to 
ambiguity and thus significant loss of tree canopy, corridors and natural resources whenever challenged by 
development.  We need to change this direction to ensure healthy managed growth. 

5. Help save wetlands in the Willamette Valley.  Researchers have shown that what may appear as an old wetland (“dry 
wetland”) is often one of the best riparian wildlife habitats.  We’re learning new things all the time and this is why it is 
essential that the natural resource evaluations are kept current.  I have made a small attempt at synthesizing the 
information from about 100 articles I’ve read these past few months since my Sept 2018 23-page report to you which 
documented  the above issues – if you would like more detailed information, I will be glad to furnish.   

To be clear, we are not asking that our governing agencies stop all economic growth, we are merely stating that the 
ordinances and policies need to have firm decisive language to ensure that the spirit of the law is met with the letter 
of the law.  And to ensure that the infrastructure is not so far behind development that issues such as transportation 
become hazardous to the public’s safety, physical and mental health.  We need mandates, not guidelines. 

Thank You, Fran Warren 
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1000 Friends of Oregon  

Letter to Metro 17 Sept 2018 

EXCERPT: 

Transit 

 Metro Desired Outcome 3 envisions: “People have safe and reliable transportation choices that enhance their quality of life.”  
Metro’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the embedded Active Transportation Plan (ATP) require planning that supports 
decreasing reliance on single-occupancy vehicles and increasing opportunities for transportation choices.  The ATP plans facilities 
and investments in walking, bicycling, and transit facilities.  
 While the submissions addressed trails, parks, and bikeways, there was not much discussion about transit readiness.  The proposals 
should describe the relationship of existing and planned transit service to the expansion area; how the proposed residential patterns 
and densities will support future transit; what planning has the city done with all relevant transit providers to extend transit service 
into the proposed expansion area during the build-out period; the  identification and protection of physical requirements to 
accommodate transit; location of walkable connections between transit and the entire expansion area, etc.  We recommend Metro 
send back any proposal that does not include at least this degree of future transit planning tied to housing locations and densities.  
This task can still be accomplished within the time period for this UGB expansion. 

 Climate Change 

 Metro Desired Outcome 4 envisions: “The region is a leader on climate change, on minimizing contributions to global warming.” 
 The responses to the Metro “Desired Outcome” related to global warming are mostly focused on energy conservation, solar 
development, building efficiency, etc.  While these are good steps, almost 40 percent of the state’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
are generated by cars and small trucks, i.e., driving.  Metro was required by the state to develop and adopt, which it has, its Climate 
Smart Communities Strategy to reduce per capita greenhouse gas emissions from cars and small trucks by 20 percent by 2035.  
Major factors in accomplishing this include strategies to increase transit, bicycling, and walking and reduce vehicle miles traveled by 
cars.  Increasing density is essential, and ADUs are also important.  Every city and county in the region endorsed the Climate Smart 
Strategy.  One cannot tell from the proposal what contribution they will make to achieving this mandate, or whether they will 
actually detract from it, which could happen since single-family, detached housing zones contribute far more to VMT and thus GHG 
emissions than compact, walkable, transit-density neighborhoods.  The proposals should address how the proposed UGB 
developments will result in a meaningful decrease in driving by current and future residents and employees. 

Sightline, Backyard cottages fighting climate change, https://www.sightline.org/2018/06/28/listen-in-public-news-service-on-
backyard-cottages-fighting-climate change/, June 28, 2018 

 

City Readiness Advisory Group (CRAG) comments on UGB expansion proposals  
Wednesday, July 18, 2018  
EXCERPT 
Several themes and issues arose in the discussion of each of the four proposals. These are listed  
below for the Council’s consideration: 
· The proposals did not show a connection between their Housing Needs Analysis and the  
amounts, types, tenancy, and price ranges of the housing proposed in their concept plans. 
· CRAG members desired a greater mix of housing types to address housing needs and create  
a more diversified housing supply. 
· The net residential densities proposed in these concept plans would be unlikely to support  
transit. 
· The proposals did not discuss if or how affordable housing would be incorporated into the  
proposed expansion areas or list strategies for how that could be accomplished.  
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Tree Cover Loss is 
identified when 
trees are removed 
and not replanted – 
the forested area is 
not restored.  

Tree Cover Loss is identified when trees are removed and not 

replanted – the forested area is not restored.   

 

 

 

Gross Tree 

Cover Loss 

PROJECT SITE:  HTTP://GLOBALFORESTWATCH.ORG 

Exhibit 2 – Oregon/Washington County 

Historical Tree Loss 
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areas have gained tree cover 
as they replant for harvest 

• Portland (Multnomah 
County), especially to the 
east, has stayed level, or 
gained tree cover over the 
past 10 years 

• Washington County has lost 
29% of tree cover over these 
past 16 years! 

Observations based on data: 

• Tillamook and other forestry areas have gained tree cover as they 

replant for harvest 

• Portland (Multnomah County), especially to the east, has stayed level, or 

gained tree cover over the past 10 years 

• Washington County has lost 29% of tree cover over these past 16 years! 
 

Tree Cover in some 

areas of Oregon are 

under greater threat 

than others 

PROJECT SITE:   

HTTP://GLOBALFORESTWATCH.ORG 
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PROPOSED NEIGHBORHOODS PER BEAVERTON SCM CONCEPT PLAN 

Note:  East Hills slated for 830 residences; net density = 7.1 

Exhibit 3 – 

BEAVERTON  

SCM PLANNED 

NEIGHBORHOODS 
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NEED LEGAL PROTECTION – MANDATES – PENALTIES 

 “should be protected” isn’t working. 

Exhibit 4 –  

WILDLIFE HABITAT ENDANGERED 

BY  

BEAVERTON 

SCM PLANNED NEIGHBORHOODS 

These areas have the 
heaviest tree cover – and 
edge habitat for wildlife, 
yet are all earmarked for 
development (East Hills 
Neighborhood) – with zero 
protection of the natural 
resources. 

The SCM Community Plan 
Pg. 52 has the following 
statement: 

“A basic premise of the 

scenarios and of this 

planning effort is that the 

natural resources within 

the planning area are 

among the most important 

amenities and should be 

protected and enhanced as 

much as possible.” 
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Exhibit 5 – BEAVERTON  

SCM KNOWN WILDLIFE 

CORRIDORS 

 

 

SCM CONCEPT PLAN IDENTIFIED WILDLIFE CORRIDORS 

– YET THIS CANNOT PREVENT DEVELOPMENT FROM SEVERING 
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PROBLEM STATEMENT – BUT METRO CAN HELP: 

INADEQUATE LEGISLATIVE PROTECTION  

OF WILDLIFE CORRIDORS AS NATURAL RESOURCES  
 

The red line indicates 
current wildlife 
corridor – from 
Cooper Mountain 
Nature Park via pond 
and meadow area 
through Outlook 
Woods – across 175th 
to Siler Ridge (pond) 
– and then down to 
Federal Wildlife 
Refuge. 

 
The proposed 
“Vineyards” 
development will 
place 297 homes 
across this corridor 
with a multi-
purpose trail 
alongside the 
creek. 

 

Mountainside High 
School has already 
bisected this 
corridor when they 
mitigated the 
wetland for more 
artificial turf sports 
fields.   
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Paulette Copperstone 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi, 

S Fernandez [sfernandez3189@gmail.com] 
Tuesday, December 04, 2018 9:02 PM 
2040 
Ordinance No. 18-1427 - Comments 

I am unable to go to the public hearing but I wanted to express my concerns regarding this 
proposal. I have been a resident of Wilsonville for over 11 years. I first moved to the 
other Wilsonville planned neighborhood called Villebois. I was a witness on how unrealistic 
the traffic studies performed by the city's consultant were. The traffic in IS got 
increasingly worse around Wilsonville. A lot of that traffic spills into some of the main and 
minor roads around the city and towns around it. This was after the improvements that the 
city made to the IS and Wilsonville intersections. The traffic problems are not pnly an 
inconvenience, they are dangerous with people changing two and three lanes to cut in line to 
turn into the freeway or turning right around a median to enter the freeway. 
Speeding and running red lights is a big problem confronted by the city and discussed many 
times during the city council meetings. 

The added pressure that this big development will have on the Stafford Road and the spilled 
traffic that this will have on the country roads around Stafford will have an impact on the 
quality of life and safety of these roads that are already seeing and increase of speed and 
accidents. 

The city's own study in 2008 recognized that the city biggest problem was traffic. The 
funding and effectiveness of the city's solution to the problem is uncertain. 

DKS Associates, consultant company hired by the city to analyze the impact on traffic of a 
recent proposal from the city to build out the nearby town center determined that Wilsonville 
can absorb the traffic this project will generate. This seems to always be their conclusion 
to all the city's new projects but the reality for the people living in the city is 
different. The reaction of city council Starr is shared by many residents including myself. 
From the local newspaper: 

"It's mind-boggling to me," Starr said at the work session. "If we put in Frog Pond, we're 
already backed up where Chase Bank is right now trying to go west and our solution is to put 
in a ton more people to overload the system? Wow." 

On a side note the town center project will also include additional housing for Wilsonville. 
It will be a mixed used project with housing and more commercial space. This is addition of 
various housing developments happening around the city currently. Including the Villebois 
neighborhood that is still not finished. 

The city started planning for this neighborhood before Villebois was completed and while 
other developments are taking place around the city. There is already another 116 acres of 
land that the city just started to prepared adjacent to this area. The city estimates it will 
take them around 7 years to develop this area. What is the hurry then? The city is not 
running out of land or options to develop and the request to add this land to the urban 
boundary is premature. 

The city can wait another two or four years to make this request. 
That way we would have a chance to see if Wilsonville has been successful in providing the 
adequate infrastructure for the amount of housing and residents. 
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Other concerns to consider: 
- The new primary school created for the Villebois neighborhood was at capacity before the 
neighborhood was done. 

-Wilsonville has accepted changes to the original designed of the neighborhood which changed 
their initial plans and promises. 

-The criminality has also increased since the development of Villebois. 

I believe it is premature request from the city to add this land to the urban boundary at 
this point. The city has other opportunities for housing development before we consider 
adding more land to the urban boundary. 

Thank you, 

SF 
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December 4th, 2018 
 
Re: Ordinance No. 18-1427 
 
Dear Members of the Metro Council, 
 
I am a professor of urban planning at Portland State University, where I teach the class Regional 
Planning & Growth Management among other land use planning classes. My research expertise is 
in land use planning, food systems, farmland preservation, and social justice. 
 
I write this letter to record my concerns with the passage of Ordinance No. 18-1427, and to the four 
proposed UGB expansions. I know that my informed opinion does not align with the 
recommendations from Metro’s Chief Operating Officer, the Metro Technical Advisory Committee, 
or Metro staff. I respect their conclusions and the effort put in by proposing cities in their proposals. 
Nevertheless, I hope my input will influence future decision-making on UGB expansions and also 
the future comprehensive planning process for the four proposals under consideration. 
 
As Chief Operating Officer Bennet noted in her recommendationi, “Managing the urban growth 
boundary (UGB) is one of Metro’s most important responsibilities.” As such, any decision to 
expand the UGB should be made with great attention to all the likely impacts. In 2015, Metro 
decided to not expand the UGB. I argue the same decision should be made in 2018. In justifying 
their 2015 decisionii, Metro stated that “The Council’s decision reflects communities’ success 
around the region in planning for growth and supporting investment in vacant or neglected 
properties in downtowns and along major transportation routes. It also reflects changing needs of 
households in the region... In short, we have enough land.” 
 
The 2015 conclusion remains true in 2018. Metro staff noted in their reportiii that “No UGB 
expansion is required to accommodate multifamily housing growth.”  It would make more sense in 
terms of the region’s goals for compact development and reduced automobile travel to incentivize 
new multifamily housing in areas within the existing UGB that are already well-served by transit 
and that have many of the ingredients for so-called 20 minute neighborhoods, rather than the 
expansion zones on the fringe of the region. For example, Metro should be encouraging infill and 
multifamily housing development along the recently constructed Orange MAX line and along the 
proposed SW Corridor MAX line, following on the success of Orenco Station. 
  
This year, Metro attempted an outcomes-oriented approach to its UGB expansion decisions.iv The 
four proposals do not meet the five outcomes identified by Metro. While the proposals vary, they all 
in one way or another lack: 

 a significant response to regional needs for affordable housing (well documented in Metro’s 
Regional Snapshot on Affordable Housingv); 

 a thorough inventory of all development costs and a detailed plan to pay for the costs 
without burdening existing or future residents or detracting from other potential city 
investment; 

Nohad A. Toulan School of Urban Studies & planning 
 
Post Office Box 751 503-725-5946 

Portland, Oregon 97207-0751 mhorst@pdx.edu 
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 commitment to mixed use, walkable communities (rather, the proposals perpetuate a 
reliance on automobile travel and segregated land uses far from existing commercial 
centers); 

 indication of city support and resources for both private market and publicly subsidized 
affordable housing for lower-income residents; and 

 demonstration of meaningful engagement of communities of color and other historically 
marginalized communities and advancement of specific social equity outcomes. 

 
The proposals also fail to demonstrate alignment with Metro’s Six Desired Outcomes, adopted in 
2008 to anchor regional planning.vi In particular, the expansion proposals are likely to lead to an 
increase in automobile travel which will exacerbate both air pollution and global warming. The 
proposals do not offer mixed use neighborhoods nor a range of transportation choices. The 
proposals do not fully address all the potential negative environmental impacts of new development 
(including destruction of habitat, wetlands, or farmland), nor do they indicate a strong commitment 
to best practices around green stormwater management or protection of healthy ecosystems. 
Perhaps the biggest failure, considering the urgency of the need for more affordable housing in the 
region, is that the proposals are unlikely to provide housing that will be affordable to our region’s 
lower income residents. In fact, the 6,000+ new single family housing units, with high estimated 
development costs and anticipated high transportation cost burdens, will likely be only accessible to 
upper income residents, further exacerbating existing economic inequities in our region. It also may 
will likely not be housing that makes sense for the growing aging population or for the growing 
number of 1 and 2-oerson households. 
 
It seems likely that Metro will require certain conditions of approval that will result in a better 
mixture of housing, including more attached single family housing and accessory dwelling units, in 
these proposals. While good steps, these conditions do not adequately address my full range of 
concerns with the proposals. While the addition of about 9,000 housing units is important  
 
This was the first time Metro used an outcomes-based approach, and it was an important 
improvement over past expansion decision processes. In the future, I suggest that Metro consider 
clearer and more detailed criteria so that both cities and proposal reviewers have a clear sense of 
Metro’s goals with potential UGB expansions, and to ensure alignment with our regional planning 
goals. I also strongly urge Metro to more aggressively pursue transit-oriented development, with 
major priorities for affordable housing, in all of its future regional planning efforts. 
 
Sincerely, 
Megan Horst, PhD, AICP, Assistant Professor 
Nohad A. Toulan School of Urban Studies and Planning 
P.O. Box 751 Portland, Oregon 97207 
                                                 
i https://www.oregonmetro.gov/news/metro-coo-recommends-council-approve-four-ugb-
expansions-2018 
ii https://www.oregonmetro.gov/sites/default/files/2016/01/15/Growth-management-factsheet-
20160115.pdf  
iii https://oregonmetro.legistar.com/View.ashx?M=F&ID=6805175&GUID=ACE16EB3-E114-
40F5-963B-1D544D4FBDB5  
iv https://www.oregonmetro.gov/public-projects/2018-growth-management-decision/city-proposals 
v https://www.oregonmetro.gov/news/you-are-here-snapshot-greater-portlands-need-affordable-
housing  
vi https://www.oregonmetro.gov/six-desired-outcomes 
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Housing Land Advocates 
BY EMAIL 

December 4, 2018 

President Torn Hughes and Metro Councilors 
600 NE Grand A venue 
Portland, OR 97232 

Re: UGB Expansion Proposals 

Dear President Hughes and Metro Councilors, 

As Metro considers proposals to expand the urban growth boundary, Housing Land 
Advocates ("HLA") believes that it is imperative that Metro recommit to providing present and 
future urban Clackamas, Washington, and Multnomah County residents with greater access to 
affordable housing. By Metro's authority within Oregon's statewide land use system, and 
pursuant to state and federal requirements as set forth below, HLA believes the time for Metro to 
integrate these obligations into any plans to expand the urban growth boundary is now. Please 
include this letter in the record. 

I. Federal Case Law 

As the elected body to represent and govern regional planning for more than 1.5 million 
Oregonians, Metro sets policies that profoundly affect local governments that are federal funding 
recipients. To support local entities in efforts to obtain funding for affordable housing endeavors 
and sustain grants, Metro must undertake all necessary measures to ensure that zoning 
ordinances and policies do not impede access to affordable housing. 

Under the federal Fair Housing Act ("FHA"), it is unlawful to "otherwise make 
unavailable ... a dwelling to any person because of race, color, religion, sex familial status, or 
national origin." 1 Pursuant to the decision in Metropolitan Housing Development Corp. v. 
Arlington Heights ("Arlington Heights ")2 effect, rather than motivation, has long been the 

I 42 USC §3601. 
2 616 F .2d 1006 (7th Cir. 1980). The procedural background in Arlington Heights included the Supreme 
Court' consideration of whether the zoning decision at issue could be construed as violating the Equal 
Protection Clause. Arlington Heights v. Metropolitan Housing Development Corporation, 429 U.S. 252 
(1977). The Supreme Court ruled that no federal constitutional violation occurred because under its then
recent decision in Washington v. Davis, 426 U.S. 229, 240-242 (1976), as no intent to discriminate was 
shown. The Supreme Court remanded the case to the 7th Circuit to consider whether discriminatory 
effect violates the FHA. The case was subsequently settled; however, the Seventh Circuit set out four 
factors to analyze the effects of housing discrimination that could not be shown to be intentional. These 
factors were effectively adopted by the Supreme Court in Texas Dept. of Housing and Community A,ffairs 
v. Inclusive Communities Project, Inc., 576 U.S._, 135 S.Ct. 2507, 192 L.Ed.2d 514 (2015). 

www. Housi ngLan dAdvocates. org 
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touchstone in determining whether a government entity has denied individuals housing on the 
basis ofrace or interfered with the right to equal housing opportunities under the FHA. 3 

In Arlington Heights, the defendant city's zoning ordinance prohibited the Metropolitan 
Housing Development Corp. from building new low-cost housing that would be available to 
racial minorities. On remand the 7th Circuit held that if the challenged zoning ordinance had the 
ultimate effect of keeping members of protected classes out of the predominantly white suburban 
city, the defendant city was obligated under the FHA to refrain from implementing the zoning 
ordinance. As the City of Portland similarly noted in its June 17, 2011, Fair Housing Plan 
Analysis of Impediments, zoning that excludes or deters multi-family housing might result in the 
concentration of protected classes in particular areas of a city,4 and as Arlington Heights 
indicated, such zoning ordinances might result in an FHA violation. Therefore, Metro's 
obligation does not end with simple policy choices. Rather, Metro unquestionably has an 
affirmative duty to alleviate discriminatory effects of its member jurisdiction's historic zoning 
decisions as they move forward to create modem plans. 

Further, under Executive Order No. 12892, recipients of federal funding for "all 
programs and activities related to fair housing and development" have an affirmative duty to 
fmther fair housing.5 The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development ("HUD") has 
defined three elements that certify a recipient in affirmatively furthering fair housing ("AFFH") 
and therefore in compliance with criteria crucial for maintaining or receiving such funds. The 
three elements to obtain certification are: (i) an Analysis of Impediments ("AI") to Fair Housing 
Choice; (ii) actions to overcome the effects of any impediments identified through the analysis; 
and (iii) records reflecting the actions taken in response to the analysis. As a recipient of federal 
transportation dollars, Metro must ensure that these three elements are being met, at least to the 
extent that Metro is responsible for reviewing and approving transportation and land use plans of 
member jurisdictions, and allocation of federal transportation funding throughout the region. 

More recently, in United States Anti-Discrimination Center of Metro New York v. 
Westchester County ("Westchester County"), the county was found liable because its AI failed to 

3 See also U.S. v City of Black Jack, Missouri, 508 F2d 1179, 1181 (8th Cir. 1974) (holding that a local 
ordinance that was shown to have racially discriminatory effect, and was not justified by a compelling 
government interest, violated the FHA). 
4 "Fair Housing Plan 2011: An Analysis oflmplements to Fair Housing Choice and the Strategies to 
Address Them." City of Portland, Gresham, and Multnomah County. Available at 
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/phb/article/653 I 84 (Accessed November 29, 2018) . 
5 Executive Order 12892, LEADERSHIP AND COORDINATION FOR FAIR HOUSING IN FEDERAL 
PROGRAMS: AFFIRMATIVELY FURTHERING FAIR HOUSING. 

" ... [A]ll executive departments and agencies shall administer their programs and activities 
relating to housing and urban development (including any Federal agency having regulatory or 
supervisory authority over financial institutions) in a manner affirmatively to further the purposes 
of the [Fair Housing Act] . . . the phrase programs and activities shall include programs and 
activities operated, administered, or undertaken by the Federal Government; grants; loans; 
contracts; insurance; guarantees; and Federal supervision or exercise ofregulatory responsibility 
(including regulatory or supervisory authority over financial institutions)." 

See also 24 CFR Parts 5, 91, 92, 570, 575, 576, and 903. 

www. Hou si nglan dAdvocates. org 
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include any mention or analysis of impediments to fair housing by race and ethnicity.6 In 
December 2010, HUD rejected the county's revised AI for failure to "make any material link 
between those imf ediments [to fair housing choice] and the actions the County will take to 
overcome them." As a result, in addition to identifying impediments to fair housing choice in 
their Als, counties must show a "material link" between the impediments and their proposed 
recommendations to ameliorate the impediments. Although the second and third AFFH 
requirements were not at issue in the Westchester County case, Metro must take affirmative and 
concrete steps to overcome impediments, and to keep records reflecting the actions taken. Metro 
should remember this instruction when undertaking its planning and coordination functions. 8 

II. Metro Authority - Oregon Statutory Obligations 

Metro has an affirmative duty to ensure that the comprehensive plans of cities and 
counties within its jurisdiction address their respective affordable housing needs. 9 Existing law 
gives Metro the authority to conduct reviews of local jurisdictions' comprehensive plans and to 
propose changes to bring these plans into compliance with Statewide Planning Goals, including 
Goal 10, 10 which requires a local jurisdiction to conduct a housing needs analysis ("HNA") and 
adopt a plan to accommodate cmTent and future housing needs. 11 

6 United States Anti-Discrimination Center of Metro New York v. Westchester County, 668 F.Supp.2d 
548, 562- 65 (S.D.N.Y.2009). 
7 HUD Priv. Lrt. Rule (Dec. 21, 20 I 0) Available at https://prrac.org/pdf/12-21-
20 I O_HUD _Response_to_ Westchester_ AT.pdf (Accessed November 29, 2018). 
8 HUD's Fair Housing Planning Guide defines an AI as "a comprehensive review of a jurisdiction's laws, 
regulations, and administrative policies, procedures, and practices affecting the location, availability, and 
accessibility of housing, as well as an assessment of conditions, both public and private, affecting fair 
housing choice." "Impediments to fair housing choice are any actions, omissions, or decisions taken 
because of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national origin that restrict housing 
choices or the availability of housing choices, or any actions, omissions, or decisions that have [such an] 
effect." Fair Housing Planning Guide at 4-4. Available at https://prrac.org/pdf/12-21-
2010_HUD _Response_to_ Westchester_AI.pdf (Accessed December 4, 2018). 
9 Metro Code (Or.) §3.07.730. Cities and counties within the Metro region shall ensure that their 
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances: 

A. Include strategies to ensure a diverse range of housing types within their jurisdictional 
boundaries. 

B. Include in their plans actions and implementation measures designed to maintain the 
existing supply of affordable housing as well as increase the opportunities for new 
dispersed affordable housing within their boundaries. 

C. Include in their plans actions and implementation measures aimed at increasing 
opportunities for households of all income levels within individual jurisdictions in 
affordable housing. (emphasis added). 

10 Goal I 0 provides for "[b ]uildable lands for residential use shall be inventoried and plans shall 
encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges and rent levels 
which are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon households and allow for flexibility of 
housing location, type and density." 
11 In 2010, Ordinance No. 10-1233B and Ordinance No. I l-1252A demonstrated Metro's 
acknowledgement of its responsibilities and prescribed Metro's compliance procedures and Regional 
framework plan. 

www.HousinglandAdvocates.org 
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For the greater Portland metropolitan area, Metro manages the shared urban growth 
boundary for the 24 cities in the area, which includes Beaverton, Hillsboro, King City, and 
Wilsonville. Prior to any Urban Growth Boundary ("UGB") expansion, a local jurisdiction needs 
to demonstrate its current compliance with that HNA and how it will continue to comply with 
that HNA and with the proposed UGB expansion. Metro must use its authority to require cities 
and counties to change their comprehensive plans and land use regulations to comply with the 
FHA.12 

Goal 14 also requires Metro to demonstrate how the region's housing needs under Goal 
I 0 are being met within the current UGB and how they will continue to be met if the UGB is 
expanded. 13 This includes housing "at price ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with 
the financial capabilities of Oregon households and allow for flexibility of housing location, 
type, and density." 14 

Metro's own studies in preparation for its January 2010 urban growth report confinned 
that these affordable housing needs were not being met. To meet demand, Metro's Regional 
Framework Plan called for the establishment of affordable housing production goals to be 
adopted by local governments. 15 Metro and local governments are required to issue a biennial 
affordable housing inventory to demonstrate their continued dedication to reaching affordable 
housing goals. This report must include not only the number and types of affordable housing 
units preserved during the reporting time, but also the number of new units built and the county 
resources committed to the development of these affordable housing units. 

Metro also has the power to create and enforce Functional Plans 16 and direct changes in 
city or county plans and land use regulations as needed to bring them into compliance with such 

12 Metro ' s authority under ORS 268.390 is greater than the authority of individual counties under ORS 
195, allowing them to recommend them to "recommend or require cities and counties, as it considers 
necessary, to make changes in any plan and any actions taken under the plan substantially comply with 
the district's functional plans adopted under subsection (2) of this section and its urban growth boundary 
adopted under subsection (3) of this section ... " (emphasis added). 
13 Goal 14 requires that "[p]rior to expanding an urban growth boundary, local governments shall 
demonstrate that needs cannot reasonably be accommodated on land already inside the urban growth 
boundary." 
14 In addition, the "Statement of Purpose" for OAR 660-007-0000 states, "OAR 660- 007-0030 through 
660-007-0037 are intended to establish by rule regional residential density and mix standards to measure 
Goal 10 Housing compliance for cities and counties within the Metro urban growth boundary, and to 
ensure the efficient use ofresidential land within the regional UGB consistent with Goal 14 
Urbanization." 
15 Metro Code (Or.) §3.07.740 (2011). 
16 Metro Code (Or.) §3.07.850. 

A. The Metro Counci 1 may initiate enforcement if a city or county has failed to meet a 
deadline for compliance with a functional plan requirement of if the Council has good 
cause to believe that a city or county is engaged in a pattern or a practice of decision
making that is inconsistent with the functional plan. 
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Functional Plans. 17 In addition to the existing Regional Solid Waste Management Plan and 
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, of which voluntary affordable housing production 
goals are a subsection, Metro should implement, compel and enforce a separate affordable 
housing functional plan on a uniform level. HLA continues to believe that a distinct Functional 
Plan addressing regional shortfalls in needed housing would establish clear expectations and 
elicit more robust compliance with needed housing goals. 

Further, the Metro Code sets out Metro's responsibility to oversee local compliance with 
statewide planning goals and Metro's power to enforce compliance by issuing orders in 
accordance with its own Functional Plan.18 If the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission ("LCDC"), charged with overseeing statewide compliance with planning goals, so 
detennines that compliance with planning goals is lacking, it may order a local government - a 
term that expressly includes Metro as well as the cities and counties within Metro's boundaries -
to bring its plans and land use regulations in compliance. 19 Taken together, HLA believes that 
Metro's state-delegated authority and statutory obligations demonstrate that Metro has a duty to 
implement affordable housing initiatives, and that Metro's duty should not be taken lightly 

III. Metro Authority - UGB Expansion 

Jn addition to Metro's duty to oversee the compliance of cities and counties in 
conjunction with its regional framework plan, Metro itself must address local affordable housing 
concerns when it decides to ex~and the Urban Growth Boundary ("UGB"). Metro is subject to 
the mandates of ORS 197.296. ° Consequently, Metro must take into account the region's 
housing needs when establishing buildable lands within the UGB. 21 

Jn 2010, Metro adopted two ordinances that each reflected Metro's responsibility to 
account for affordable housing during UGB expansion: Ordinance 1O-l252A and Ordinance I 0-
1244B. 22 The Staff report for Ordinance 10-1252A stated that its purpose was to "[h]elp ensure 
opportunities for low-income housing types throughout the region so that families for modest 
means are not obligated to live concentrated in a few neighborhoods," because concentrating 
poverty is not desirable for the residents or the region.23 Furthermore, Ordinance 10-1244B 
reinforced that goal and stated that "particular attention" will be given to affordable housing 
when expanding the UGB, and that Metro would seek agreement with local governments to 

17 Id. 
18 ORS 268.390. 
19 ORS 197 .320. The Land Conservation and Development Commission shall issue an order requiring a 
local government, state agency or special district to take action necessary to bring its comprehensive plan, 
land use regulation, limited land use decisions or other land use decisions into compliance with the goals, 
acknowledged comprehensive plan provisions or land use regulations if the commission has good cause 
to believe. 
20 GMK Developments, LLC v. City ofMadras, 225 Or. App. l (2008). 
21 ORS 197.296 
22 See MC 3.07.1120 Planning for Areas Added to the UGB. 
23 Metro, Or., Staff Report for Ordin. 10-1252A (Dec. 29, 2010). 
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improve affordable housing.24 Together, these ordinances plainly announced Metro's intention to 
implement affordable housing initiatives throughout Clackamas, Washington, and Multnomah 
counties. 

A. Housing Land Advocates v. City of Happy Valley 

In Housing Land Advocates v. City of Happy Valley,25 the City of Happy Valley approved 
an application for the zoning reduction of a previously zoned Mixed Use Residential property to 
a 31-lot subdivision allowing development of detached single-family residential dwellings on 
individual lots.26 HLA appealed the city's decision, arguing that the city failed to show how the 
31 single-family homes would meet the housing needs of current and future Happy Valley and 
Portland-area residents of all income levels. 27 HLA specifically cited the city's responsibility 
under Title 1 of Metro's Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, specifically Metro Code 
Section 3.07.120(e), which requires a local government to "maintain or increase its housing 
capacity" in line with "a compact urban form and a 'fair share' approach to meeting housing 
needs. "28 Without an adequate housing analysis, the city, HLA claimed, failed to comply with 
statewide planning goals, namely Goal 10 and the Needed Housing Statutes at ORS 197.295 to 
.314.29 In response to HLA's claims, the city argued that the zone change produced a reduction 
of "a mere .004 percent."30 The city concluded that this reduction was "negligible," which the 
city argued conformed to the standard established under Metro Code Section 3.07.120(e). 

While the Land Use Board of Appeals ("LUBA") agreed that this zone reduction 
"qualifies as negligible," LUBA dete1mined that the comparison used by the city to calculate this 
reduction was not the comparison required under MC 3.07 .120(e). The reason being the city's 
findings "neither identifies what the minimum zoned residential capacity of the subject property 
is nor how much that minimum zoned residential density is reduced by the challenged 
amendment."31 LUBA concluded that the city would instead need to compare the reduction of 
the minimum zoned capacity of the property to the city's overall minimum zoned residential 
capacity.32 Ultimately, LUBA upheld the standard under the acknowledged MC 3.07.120(e) that 
only "negligible" reductions were pe1mitted when a city reduced the minimum zoned capacity of 

24 Metro, Or., Exhibit A to Ordin . I 0-1244B Section 1.3.10 (Dec. 16, 2010). 
25 Housing Land Advocates v. City of Happy Valley, LUBA No. 2016-031-105 (Mar. 24, 2017). 
26 Id., at 3. 
27 Housing Land Advocates v. City of Happy Valley, LUBA No. 2016-031-105 at 3, 6. 
28 MC §3.07.120 ("Housing Capacity"). 
29 ORS 197.307(3) provides, "When a need has been shown for housing within an urban growth 
boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels, needed housing shall be permitted in one or more 
zoning districts or in zones described by some comprehensive plans as overlay zones with sufficient 
buildable land to satisfy that need." ORS 197.307(4) provides, "Except as provided in subsection (6) of 
this section, a local government may adopt and apply only clear and objective standards, conditions and 
procedures regulating the development of needed housing on buildable land described in subsection (3) of 
this section. The standards, conditions and procedures may not have the effect, either in themselves or 
cumulatively, of discouraging needed housing through unreasonable cost or delay." 
30 Housing Land Advocates v. City of Happy Valley, LUBA No. 2016-031-105 at fn. l 0. 
31 Id., at 23-24. 
32 Id., at 23 . 

www.HousingLandAdvocates.org 
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a single lot or parcel.33 As a result, LUBA remanded the case and ordered the city to include in 
its findings the "methodology and math" used to calculate the percent reduction in minimum 
zoned residential capacity. 

Under the Happy Valley case, Metro needs to give the "negligible" loss standard means 
on a region-wide basis. Otherwise, we face the same battle and die the death of a thousand cuts. 
A 1 % cumulative reduction could qualify as "negligible," as could 100 units (depending on the 
capacity of the jurisdiction). This should be a prerequisite Metro-wide prior to considering any 
boundary expansion, including the one proposed for the four cities involved in this round. 
Further, at this time, none of the four city proposals include findings that demonstrate that they 
meet the standard under the acknowledged MC 3.07. I 20(e) that only "negligible" reductions are 
permitted. That code section must be interpreted consistently with the Goals it implements, 
specifically Goals 10 and 14, under 197.829(1)(c) and (d). A new expansion of the UGB must 
show compliance and, particularly, demonstrate compliance with the "orderly and efficient" 
accommodation of land uses within a UGB under Goal 14. The mechanisms to assure 
compliance must be within the Metro Actions allowing for the boundary expansion. Moreover, 
we assert that the evaluation of the UGB amendments cannot be limited to the four candidate 
areas for the boundary expansion, but must include the entire UGB as amended in order to 
demonstrate compliance with the statewide planning goals. In addition, Goal 2 requires that the 
plans shall be the basis for specific implementation measures. These measures shall be consistent 
with and adequate to carry out the plans. 

While HLA can point to the specific shortcomings of these proposals, these cities, not 
HLA, have a legal duty to show that they are in compliance with MC 3.07.120(e). Moreover, 
Metro also has a legal duty to hold these cities to the standard upheld by LUBA and the very 
codes that Metro adopted in its Functional Plan. Until then, Metro will continue to be in 
violation of its own code and state laws. 

B. Deumling v. City of Salem 

In 2016, the City of Salem enacted Ordinance No. 14-16, which amended the Salem/ 
Keizer regional urban growth boundary (UGB) to add approximately 35 acres of land located in 
Polk County and zoned for exclusive farm use (EFU) to the city's UGB. 34 The ordinance also 
adopted an exception to Statewide Planning Goal 15 (Willamette River Greenway),35 in 
connection with a new bridge over the Willamette River.36 The petitioners argued that the city's 
proposal violated OAR 660-004-0018(4)(a). Under OAR 660-004-0018(4)(a), when a local 
government adopts a reasons exception to a goal, "plan and zone designations must limit the 
uses, density, public facilities and services, and activities to only those that are justified in the 
exception." The land subject to the Goal 15 exception was entirely within the city's UGB as it 

33 Id. 
34 Deumling v. City of Salem, LUBA No. 2016-126, 5-6 (August 9, 2017). 
35 Goal I 5 is "to protect, conserve, enhance and maintain the natural, scenic, historical, agricultural, 
economic and recreational qualities of lands along the Willamette River as the Willamette River 
Greenway." 
36 Deumling v. City of Salem, LUBA No. 2016-126, at 3. 

www.HousingLandAdvocates.org 
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existed prior to the ordinance adoption.37 In response, the city claimed that the existing:Rlan and 
zoning designations would be maintained for the land subject to the Goal 15 exception. 8 

LUBA determined that the city failed to explain why the existing plan and zoning 
designations limit the uses "public facilities and services, and activities" to only those justified in 
the exception.39 For this reason, LUBA remanded the case and required the city to "more clearly 
explain" why the existing plan and zoning designations for the land subject to the Goal 15 
exception satisfied those requirements in OAR 660-004-0018(4)(a).40 

In addition to the rep01iing requirements under MC 3.07.120(e), the four cities proposing 
expansion to the UGB must also clearly explain how they will be in compliance with statewide 
planning goals, as discussed above. Should one of these local governments adopt a reasons 
exception to a statewide planning goal to expand the UGB, that city's plan and zone designations 
must limit the uses, density, public facilities and services, and activities to only those that are 
justified in that exception. For this reason, Metro must be remain cognizant of this case as it 
considers the four UGB expansion proposals. 

IV. HLA Questions Whether Metro Will be able to Make Adequate Goal IO Findings 

The local government, Metro in this case, must demonstrate that its actions do not leave it 
with less than adequate residential land supplies in the types, locations, and affordability ranges 
affected. See Burk v. Umatilla County, 20 Or LUBA 54 (1990). The regional housing crisis is 
well-known. Yet, Metro has done little to proactively contribute to solving the problem. 
Instead, it attempts to make the decision here without any explanation of its compliance with 
Goal 10. 

Goal 10 findings are not only required by the goal, but are necessary as a practical matter 
so a record of the ability to provide needed housing throughout the region is made under Goal 2, 
Land Use Planning. Already one of the most expensive suburbs in the region, Happy Valley, 
was let off the hook in complying with Goal 10 in the downzone case described above, and the 
need for affordable housing across the region grows. For example, see Exhibit 1, a letter 
submitted in the Happy Valley record showing that needed housing for all income levels was not 
provided within that city or urban Clackamas County. which are both within Metro's jurisdiction. 

Jn Washington County, and the City of She1wood, the story is very similar to the 
Clackamas County/Happy Valley situation where Sherwood is a less economically integrated 
suburb of Washington County. According to the Washington County Consolidated Plan, 
She1wood residents make the highest income of all cities within the county limits, and has the 
highest median income levels. See Exhibit 2, page 1. Failure to analyze the impacts of this 
proposed urban growth expansion across the region calls into question Goal 10 compliance of a 

37 Id., 30. 
38Id. 
39 Id. 
40 Id., at 31. 

www.HousingLandAdvocates.org 
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narrow UGB expansion that does not address the exclusive zoning in member cities like the 
cities of Happy Valley and Sherwood. 

Metro has created its own problem to figure out how to make Goal 10 findings in this 
case. On November 28, 2007, Metro's Chief Operating Officer ("COO") issued a letter to 
member local jurisdictions suspending reporting requirements related to housing and 
employment accommodation (then 3.07.120(D)), and housing choice for the affordable housing 
supply under Metro Code 3.07.740(B). See November 28, 2007 COO Letter attached as Exhibit 
3. HLA has no knowledge that the suspension described in the November 28, 2007 letter has 
been lifted, despite years of advocating for a lift of the suspension. So far as we are able to 
ascertain, there was no Metro Council action to undertake this suspension. Unfortunately for 
Metro and the cities seeking the expansion here, a IO-year "temporary suspension" may mean 
that making Goal IO findings are more difficult.41 If the member jurisdictions had submitted 
reports on meeting their fair share of affordable housing, then the public would be able to 
analyze whether expanding the UGB to include the proposals here makes sense in the context of 
the Statewide Planning Goals and regional compliance with Goal I 0. 

Metro must ensure that a decision to expand the boundaries in Beaverton, King City, 
Hillsboro, and Wilsonville does not, in effect, push off onto other cities within the region a 
housing responsibility it is required to assume. Gresham v. Fairview, 3 Or LUBA 219 (1981 ). 
Nowhere in the record is there any evidence concerning a reasoned analysis of Goal 10, Metro's 
regional buildable lands inventories, housing need projections, fair share allocations, housing and 
coordination policies, or of their application to this proposed UGB amendment. This is 
particularly concerning given that Sherwood had initially considered participating in the current 
expansion, but as soon as affordable housing was mentioned as part of the expansion goals, the 
city abandoned its plan to apply. Metro did not even take a step to insist that Sherwood needs to 
take steps to address affordability, thus, exclusionary zoning in Sherwood continues. 

Ill Ill Ill 

41 While Metro may try to avoid the direct application of the legislative UGB amendment criteria, by 
claiming its adoption of criteria in MC 3.07.1428 is the exclusive process for reviewing this expansion, 
nothing in the code states that the criteria under its own legislative decision making under 3.07.1525 do 
not apply (rather only direct compliance with Goal 14 is directly resolved). In any event, Metro's own 
code should provide context for the necessary evaluation that needs to take place in any UGB expansion, 
particularly MC 3.07.1425(c)(5) that requires Metro to consider, "Equitable and efficient distribution of 
housing and employment opportunities throughout the region." (emphasis added). 

www.HousinglandAdvocates.org 
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Above are the results of our research and show Metro's legal duty to require the cities of 
Beaverton, King City, Hillsboro, and Wilsonville to incorporate changes to their housing plans 
prior to the proposed land coming inside the UGB. We look forward to working with Metro to 
assure that it meets its obligations under the statewide planning goals. Please add Housing Land 
Advocates to the notice list, Housing Land Advocates, c/o Jennifer Bragar, 121 SW Morrison 
Street, Suite 1850, Portland, OR 97204. 

cc: (by e-mail) 
Taylor Smiley-Wolfe 
Anna Braun 
Gordon Howard 
Roger Alfred 
Paulette Copperstone 

Jennifer ragar 
13~ 

President, Housing Land Advocates 

www. Ho usi nglan dAdvoc ates. org 
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City of Happy Valley 
Planning Commission 
16000 SE Misty Drive 
Happy Valley, OR 97086 

January 19, 2016 

RE: "EAGLES LOFT ESTATES" 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP/ZONING MAP AMENDMENT (CP A-14-15/LDC-15-
15); 31-LOT SUBDIVISION (SUB-03-15); AND VARIANCE (V AR-08-15) 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

This letter is jointly submitted by the Fair Housing Council of Oregon (FHCO) and Housing 
Land Advocates (HLA). Both FHCO and HLA are Oregon non-profit organizations that 
advocate for land use policies and practices that ensure an adequate and appropriate supply of 
affordable housing for all Oregonians. 

For the reasons set forth below, we request that the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning 
amendments be denied, together with the subdivision and variance applications that depend on 
those amendments. 

1. The proposed amendments do not comply with Oregon's Needed Housing Statutes, 
with Oregon's Statewide Housing Goal (Goal 10) and Planning Goal (Goal 2), or with 
LCDC's interpretive rules. 

ORS 197.307(6) provides that local governments cannot adopt standards that have the effect, 
either in themselves or cumulatively, of discouraging needed housing through umeasonable cost 
or delay. 

ORS 197.303(3) provides that, when a need has been shown for housing of particular ranges and 
rent levels, such needed housing shall be permitted in one or more zoning districts or in zones 
described by some comprehensive plans as overlay zones with sufficient buildable land to satisfy 
that need. 

The record lacks evidence sufficient to enable the city to determine, among other things, the 
city's current state of compliance or noncompliance with these statutes, such as the city's 
housing needs, the relevant buildable lands inventories, how the current designation addresses 
existing and projected needs, the city's fair share ofregional housing needs and supplies, and 
other information necessary to establish that the proposed amendments will not have the effects 
proscribed by ORS 197.307(6) and that city will either remain in compliance or not slip further 
out of compliance as a result of the proposed amendments and variances. 

The City's decision does not comply with Goal 10 requirements that land use regulations related 
to housing must be based on an inventory of buildable lands. Goal 10 requires the city: 



METRO-1193

"To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state. Buildable lands for 
residential use shall be inventoried and plans shall encourage the availability of 
adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges and rent levels which 
are commensurate with the financial capabilities of Oregon households and allow 
for flexibility of housing location, type and density." 

Goal 10 requires local governments to inventory their buildable land, identify needed 
housing, and designate and zone enough build able land to satisfy the identified housing 
need. Burk v. Umatilla County, 20 Or LUBA 54 (1990). See also, Mcintyre-Cooper Co. 
v. Board of Comm. Washington County, 2 Or LUBA 126, 129 (1980), affd, 55 Or App 
78, rev den, 292 Or 589 (1981). The burden of proving that housing needs are met by 
the land use regulation rests with the City. Gann v. City of Portland, 12 Or LUBA 1, 4 
(1984). 

When a city with an acknowledged comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances 
amends its implementing ordinances to downzone or impose other substantial restrictions 
on lands within its acknowledged Goal 10 land supplies, the city must demonstrate that 
its actions do not leave it with less than adequate supplies in the types, locations, and 
affordability ranges affected. Opus Development v. City of Eugene, 28 Or LUBA 670 
(1995) (Opus I); 30 Or LUBA 360, 373(1996) (Opus II), aff'd 141 Or App 249, 918 P2d 
116 (1996) (Opus III); Volny v. City of Bend, 37 Or LUBA at 510-11; Mulfordv. Town of 
Lakeview, 36 Or LUBA 715, 731 (1999) (rezoning residential land for industrial uses); 
Gresham v. Fairview, 3 Or LUBA 219 (same); Home Builders Assn. of Lane County v. 
City of Eugene, 41 Or LUBA 370, 422 (2002) (subjecting Goal 10 inventories to tree and 
waterway protection zones of indefinite quantities and locations). 

Further, OAR 660-008-0010 provides LCDC's interpretation of Goal 10 Housing specific 
to Portland Metro and its planning jurisdictions: 

"The mix and density of needed housing is determined in the housing needs 
projection. Sufficient buildable land shall be designated on the comprehensive 
plan map to satisfy housing needs by type and density range as determined in the 
housing needs projection. The local buildable lands inventory must document the 
amount of buildable land in each residential plan designation." 

LCDC's generally-applicable housing interpretive rule defines "housing needs 
projection" as: 

"[a] local determination, justified in the plan, as to the housing types, amounts and 
densities that will be: (a) Commensurate with the financial capabilities of present 
and future area residents of all income levels during the planning period; (b) 
consistent with OAR 660-007-0010 through 660-007-003 7 and any other adopted 
regional housing standards; and ( c) consistent with Goal 14 requirements for the 
efficient provision of public facilities and services, and efficiency ofland use." 
OAR 660-007-0005(5) 
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OAR 660-007-0005(6) defines "Multiple Family Housing" as "attached housing where 
each dwelling unit is not located on a separate lot." 

OAR 660-007-0005(7) defines "Needed Housing" as follows: 

'"Needed Housing' means housing types determined to meet the need shown for housing 
within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels, including at 
least the following housing types: 

(a) Attached and detached single-family housing and multiple family housing for 
both owner and renter occupancy; ... ' 

Nowhere in the record is there any evidence concerning or reasoned analysis of these 
statutes, goals, and rules, of Happy Valley or Portland Metro's buildable land inventories, 
housing needs projections, fair share allocations, housing and coordination policies, or of 
their application to these proposed amendments and entitlements. 

Such analysis and evidentiary support is essential. In one of its earliest affordable 
housing opinions, Kneebone v. Ashland, 3 LCDC 131 (1979), the LCDC remanded a 
City of Ashland ordinance downzoning needed residential lands because the city's record 
failed to demonstrate that the downzoning would not reduce Ashland's supply of lands 
for needed housing in violation of the statewide housing goal. In its opinion, LCDC 
reminded Oregon's local governments that 

"Planning decisions must meet the standards set by the goals. Insofar as 
compliance depends upon specific, ascertainable fact, compliance must be shown 
by substantial evidence in the record. Insofar as compliance depends upon value 
judgments and policy, compliance must be shown by a coherent and defensible 
statement of reasons relating the policies stated or implied in the goals to the 
policies of the planning jurisdiction." 3 LCDC at 124 

LCDC's Metro Housing Rule, at OAR 660-008-0060, provides as follows: 

"(2) For plan and land use regulation amendments which are subject to OAR 660, 
Division 18 [Post-Acknowledgment Plan and Zoning Amendments, or PAP As], the local 
jurisdiction shall either: 

(a) Demonstrate through findings that the mix and density standards in this 
Division are met by the amendment; or 

(b) Make a commitment through the findings associated with the amendment that 
the jurisdiction will comply with provisions of this Division for mix or density 
through subsequent plan amendments." 

The city has not made, and almost certainly cannot make, either the demonstration called for in 
subsection (a) or the commitment called for in subsection (b), both of which would require a 
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showing of surpluses in supplies over projected needs, supported by the kind of reasoned 
analysis and evidentiary support that LCDC required in Knee bone. Given the current shortage of 
buildable, available, affordable lands planned and zoned for multi-family housing in Happy 
Valley, its sub-region, and Portland Metro as a whole, FHCO and HLA do not believe that the 
requisite demonstrations can be made at this time or in the foreseeable future. 

2. The proposed amendments do not comply with the intergovernmental coordination 
requirements of LCDC's statewide Goals 2 (Land Use Planning) and 10 (Housing) because 
the city failed to coordinate its actions with all other affected governmental units. 

There is no evidence in the record of this proceeding that the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development, Portland Metro, as regional coordinator, or other nearby 
jurisdictions such as Gresham, Portland, Clackamas County, and Oregon City, have 
agreed to increase their share of comparably planned, zoned, serviced, and located land 
or that Happy Valley has made any efforts to coordinate with them concerning their 
ability and willingness to accommodate the reallocation of housing need effected by the 
proposed amendments. See Creswell Court v. City of Creswell, 35 Or LUBA 234 
(1998); 1,000 Friends of Oregon v. North Plains, 27 Or LUBA 371, ajf'd 130 Or App 
406, 991 P2d 1130 (1994). 

3. The proposed amendments and variances are inconsistent with the City of Happy 
Valley's Comprehensive Plan. 

Applicable Happy Valley Comprehensive Plan Policies that are not addressed adequately or at 
all to date include the following: 

Policy 8: To assume proportionate responsibility for development within the City of 
Happy Valley consistent with projected population for the City. 

Policy 42: To increase the supply of housing to allow for population growth and to 
provide for the housing needs of a variety of citizens of Happy Valley. 

Policy 43: To develop housing in areas in areas that reinforce and facilitate orderly and 
compatible community development. 

Policy 44: To provide a variety of lot sizes, a diversity of housing types including single 
family attached (townhouses) duplexes, senior housing and multiple family and range of 
prices to attract a variety of household sizes and incomes to Happy Valley. 

Policy 45: The City shall encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed 
housing units at price ranges and rent levels that are commensurate with the financial 
capabilities of Oregon households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type and 
density. 

Policy 46: The City shall provide a range of housing that includes land use districts that 
allow senior housing, assisted living and a range of multi-family housing products. This 
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range improves housing choice for the elderly, young professionals, single households, 
families with children, and other household types. 

Before the city can approve the amendments and the related subdivision and variance entitlements, you 
must be able to find that the applicant has proven by a preponderance of the evidence that all of the above 
policies have been satisfied. HLA simply does not believe this is possible given the current state of 
affordable housing need and supply in Happy Valley, its sub-region of Portland Metro, and Portland 
Metro as a whole. 

4. The proposed amendments and variances are inconsistent with Metro's Functional 
Plan. 

The applicant has not demonstrated compliance with Title I of the Metro Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan, which requires each city to maintain or increase its housing capacity. FHCO and HLA 
do not believe that the applicant can meet this requirement because the requested zone change would 
reduce the city's housing capacity with respect to scarce needed housing types, densities, location, and 
affordability ranges. 

5. The proposed amendments risk violation of federal fair housing requirements. 

HLA believes that any action by the City that results in a reduction in housing diversity and 
affordability could violate the city's obligation to affirmatively further fair housing under them 
Federal fair Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 5304(b)(2), 5306(d)(7)(B), 12705(b)(l5), 1437C
l(d)(l6). 

The Fair Housing Act (the Act) declares that it is "the policy of the United States to provide, 
within constitutional limitations, for fair housing throughout the United States." It does so by 
prohibiting discrimination in the sale, rental, and financing of dwellings, and in other real estate
related transactions because of race, color, religion, sex, familial status, national origin, or 
disability. In addition, the Fair Housing Act requires that HUD administer programs and 
activities relating to housing and urban development in a manner that affirmatively furthers the 
policies of the Act. 

Courts have examined the legislative history of the Fair Housing Act and related statutes. They 
have found that the purpose of the affirmatively furthering fair housing mandate is to ensure that 
recipients of Federal housing and urban development funds do more than simply not 
discriminate: recipients also must address segregation and related barriers for groups with 
characteristics protected by the Act, including segregation and related barriers in racially or 
ethnically concentrated areas of poverty. In the 1972 Supreme Court case, Trafficante v. 
Metropolitan Life Insurance Company, 409 U.S. 205, 211 (1972), the Court quoted the Act's co
sponsor, Senator Walter F. Mondale, in noting that the Fair Housing Act was enacted by 
Congress to replace the racially or ethnically concentrated areas that were once called "ghettos" 
with "truly integrated and balanced living patterns." In 2015, in Texas Department of Housing 
and Community Affairs v. Inclusive Communities Project, Inc., 576 U.S. _ (2015), the 
Supreme Court again acknowledged the Fair Housing Act's continuing role in moving the 
Nation toward a more integrated society, holding that disparate impacts on protected classes, 
whether intended or not, can result in violations of the Act. 
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High concentrations of wealth appear to be a proxy for exclusionary zoning practices in Happy 
Valley. As reported on June 23, 2015, in the Oregonian, Happy Valley is the "richest town" in 
Oregon. See Exhibit A attached here. This raises concerns about the city's ability to comply 
with the Act. The Clackamas County Consolidated Plan ("Con Plan" available at 
http://www.clackamas.us/communitydevelopment/docwnents/conplan final.pelf- pages referred 
to below are attached as Exhibit B) shows that Happy Valley's population growth between 2000-
2010 was 208%, and in 2010, 76% of the population was white. See Con. Plan p. 26 and 31. 
Poverty has increased in the County by 10.4% between 2000 and 2010 and nearly halfoffemale 
householders with young children under 5 (a protected class) lived in poverty. Id. at 53. 
Notwithstanding this crisis, Happy Valley's housing supply consists almost exclusively of single 
family units. Id at 55. Downzoning the subject property will continue the trend of ignoring the 
need for affordable housing in areas of opportunity, such as Happy Valley. 

Thank you for your consideration. Please provide written notice of your decision, to FHCO and 
HLA, c/o Louise Dix, at 1221 SW Yamhill Street, Portland, OR 97205. 

Louise Dix 
Fair Housing Council of Oregon 

GSB:7496250.1 [30187.00129) 

Jennifer Bragar, President 
Housing Land Advocates 



METRO-1198

'Richest town in Oregon' may surprise you I OregonLive.com 
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The website 2417 Wall St recently pored through Census data to come up with a list of the richest towns in each state. For their 

list the site's editors stuck to only incorporated towns with 25.000 or fewer residents. (Sorry. Lake Oswego and West Linn.) 

Even so, the town at the top [http://247wallst.com/special-report/2015/06/17 /the·rlchesMown·ln·each·state/9/] will 

likely surprise a lot of people. Happy Valley has more often been in the news for its unprecedented over-development just before 

the Great Recession. and subsequent reai estate collapse. Images of empty subdivisions are rooted in many Oregonians' minds 

when it comes to Happy Valley. 

But 2417 Wall St. found Happy Valley's median income of $92.773 to be tops in Oregon. At the other end of the spectrum: 
Prineville (http://247wallst.com/special·report/2015/06/05/the-poorest-town·in·each·state/9/) . long one of the areas 

with the highest unemployment in the state, and a median income of $29.959. 

The gap between richest small town and poorest small town puts Oregon about in the middle of the pack nationally, the website 

said. 

-- The Oregonian/Oregonlive.com 

Registration on or use of this site const1tutes acceptance of our User Agreement and Privacy Policy 

© 2015 Oregon Live LLC. All rights reserved (About Us). 
The material on this site may not be reproduced. distributed. transmitted. cached or otherwise used, except with the prior written permission 

ot Oregon Live LLC. 

Community Rules apply to all content you upload or otherwise submit to this site. Contact interactivity management. 
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CHAPTER 1 

p.4 

HOUSEHOLDS AND FAMILIES 
According to the 2012 ACS data, there were 200, 160 households in Washington County, 
of which approximately 134, 176 ( 67 .0%) were considered "family" households. The 
remainder (33.0%) was "non-family" households, consisting of individuals living alone 
or unrelated individuals living together. Of the 134, 176 family households, 79.0% 
consisted of a male or female householder living with a spouse, including those with 
children or other related family members. The remaining families consisted of a male 
(6.0%) or female (15.0%) householder living with children or other family members but 
not with a spouse. 

In 2012, the average household size for the county was 2.63 persons. There was a 
significant difference between the average household size for the county's Latino 
population (4.30 persons) and that of the non-Latino population (2.34 persons) in 2012. 
Table 3-99 in Chapter 3 provides infonnation on the average household size for all cities 
in the county for 2012, the most recent year for which this information is available. This 
table shows that the average household sizes for the cities with all or a portion of their 
land within Washington County ranged from 3.57 persons (Cornelius) to l .57 persons 
(King City). More current data on average household sizes (from the five year 2008-
2012 American Community Survey) show the household sizes for the following cities: 
Banks, (3.26 persons), Sherwood (2.97 persons), Forest Grove (2.72 persons), Hillsboro 
(2.94 persons), Tualatin (2.65 persons), Tigard (2.50 persons), Beave11on (2.45 persons) 
and Durham (2.25 persons). 

INCOME AND POVERTY 
In 2012, the county's cost of living was among the highest in Oregon. The median 
household income in Washington County was $64,375. The standard for self-sufficiency 
in Washington County, as reported by Worksystems, is $65,800 for a four-person 
household, which is currently the highest self-sufficiency standard in Oregon. The 
cities in the county with the highest median income were Sherwood ($82,257), Durham 
($65,313) and Banks ($65,000). The lowest median household incomes were in King 
City ($36,446), Forest Grove ($45,892) and Cornelius ($50,977). The per capita income 
in Washington County in 2012 was $31,4 76, with the highest in Durham ($41,490). The 
lowest per capita income was in Cornelius ($17,582). 

Median household incomes in Washington County grew by $12,253 from 2000 to 2012, 
an increase of23.5%. 

In 2000, 7% of residents had incomes below the pove1ty rate; by 2012, the pove1iy 
rate had increased to 10.9%. All told, between 2000 and 2012, the number of people in 
poverty in Washington County grew by 76%. Pove11y rates were lowest in Sherwood 
( 4.6%) and Banks ( 5. l % ). Poverty rate was highest in Cornelius (16. 9%) and Forest 
Grove (19.6%). The poverty rate in Forest Grove grew by almost percentage points 
since 2007. 

County-wide, over half of the residents below the pove1ty level were White, although 
the percentage of all White residents who were below the poveiiy level was lower than 
any other ethnic group. The highest poverty rates in 2012 were found among residents 
who defined themselves as having some other race (25.8%), American Indian or 
Alaska Native residents (25.5%) and Black or African American (l 8.6%). The poverty 
rate for the Latino population was 24.1 %. All of these ethnic and racial groups bear 
a disproportionate percentage ofpove11y. See Table l-4 for a full description of the 
percentages of persons living in poverty in Washington County by race and ethnicity. 

2015-2020 Washington County Consolidated Plan I Community Profile 
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The demand for low-cost affordable housing far exceeds the supply. In addition 
to market-rate units that serve low- and moderate-income households, there were 
approximately 7,000 subsidized rental housing units and 2,700 households with rental 
housing vouchers in Washington County in 2011, based on information in the Regional 
Affordable Housing Inventory prepared by Metro and data related to Section 8 vouchers 
from the Washington County Department of Housing Services. Since some vouchers 
are used in subsidized units, there are an estimated 7,000 - 9,000 households living 
in subsidized rental housing in Washington County, which represents 3.6% - 4.6% 
of all housing units in the County. Based on the estimates of available housing for 
households with incomes below 50% of the area median, there is an estimated need 
for 14,000 - 23,000 units for households with incomes below 50% of median available 
through private market (unsubsidized) and subsidized housing units and/or vouchers 
for subsidized units. This represents approximately 7 to 11 % of all households in 
Washington County. 

Ethnic and racial minorities comprise a disproportionate percentage oflower income 
households and are concentrated in specific areas. For example, 38% of Latino 
households have extremely low- or low-incomes, in comparison to 17% of all 
households in the County. In addition, there are 9 Census Tracts in the County that have 
concentrations of racial or ethnic minorities or "Minority Concentrations". Minority 
Concentrations are defined as those Census Tracts that have a percentage of racial or 
ethnic minority households from the 2010 Census that is at least 20% higher than the 
percentage for that racial or ethnic minority population across the whole County overall. 
All but two of these Census Tracts represent a concentration of Latino residents. 

A significant number of households in the County also have special needs, including 
older adults, people with substance abuse problems, survivors of domestic violence, 
people with AIDS, ex-offenders, people with physical and mental disabilities, 
farmworkers and the homeless. Data on these populations are presented later in this 
section. These needs are presented in tabular form in Table 3-12. 

The following is a table showing the population and household growth in Washington 
County between 2000 to 2011 utilizing data from the 2000 Census and 2007-2011 ACS. 

TABLE 3-3 Housing Needs Assessment Demographics 

Demographics Base Year: 2000 Most Recent Year; %Change 2011 
Population 443,906 520,562 17% 

Households 168,543 197,364 17% 

Median Income $52,054 $63,814 23% 

Source:: 2000 Census (Base Year), 2007-2011 ACS (Most Recent Year) 

2015-2020 Washington County Consolidated Plan I Housing Market Analysis & Needs Assessment 
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As noted in the regulation at 9 l.205(b )(2), a ''dispropo1tionately greater need" exists when 
the percentage of persons in a categ01y of need who are members of this paiticular racial 
group is at least 10 percentage points higher than the percentage of low income persons 
in Washington County with one or more of the four housing problems: : lacks complete 
kitchen facilities; lacks complete plumbing facilities; more than one person per room; or 
housing cost burden is greater than 30% of household monthly income. Three racial or 
ethnic groups have dispropo1tionately greater needs, as identified in Tables 13 - 16 across 
income levels ranging from 0% to 100% of the Area Median Income (AMI) derived from 
2007-2011 CHAS data. Those racial or ethnic groups include: persons who are Black or 
African American, Pacific Islanders and persons who are of Asian descent. 

As indicated in Table 3-17, 86% of persons in the 0-30% Area Median Income (AMI) 
range reported having one or more of four housing problems: lacks complete kitchen 
facilities; lacks complete plumbing facilities; more than one person per room; or housing 
cost burden is greater than 30% of household monthly income. Of the described racial 
and ethnic categories, Pacific Islanders showed a disproportionately greater need in that 
100% of persons in this category of need (0-30%AM1) rep01ted having one or more 
housing problems (14 percentage points higher than the County as a whole). While not 
quite exceeding the 10 percentage points higher than threshold to meet the regulatory 
definition of"disproportionately greater need", it should be noted that 93% of American 
Indian/Alaska Natives (7 percentage points higher than the County as a whole) and 95% of 
Hispanic or Latino persons (9 percentage points higher than the County as a whole) in the 
0-30% AMI income range rcp01tcd having housing problems. 

As indicated in Table 3-18, 84% of all persons in the 30-50% AMI range reported having 
one or more of four housing problems. Of the described racial and ethnic categories, Pacific 
Islanders showed a disprop01tionately greater need in that 100% of persons in this category 
of need (0-50% AMI) reported having one or more housing problems ( 16 percentage points 
higher than the County as a whole). While not quite exceeding the 10 percentage points 
higher than threshold to meet the regulatory definition of"disprop01tionately greater need", 
it should be noted that 91 % of Hispanic or Latino persons in the 0-50% AMI range reported 
having housing problems (9 percentage points higher than the County as a whole). 

Table 3-19 shows that 53% of all persons in the 50-80% AMI range reported having one 
or more of the four housing problems. Of the desc1ibed racial and ethnic categories in this 
categ01y of need (50-80% AMI), Black or African Americans, Asians and Pacific Islanders 
all showed a disprop01tionately greater need. 82% of persons who are Black or African 
American reported having one or more of the four housing problems (29 percentage points 
higher than the County as a whole). 64% of persons who are Asian reported having one 
or more of the four housing problems (11 percentage points higher than the County as a 
whole). 80% of persons who are Pacific Islanders reported having one or more of the four 
housing problems (27 percentage points higher than the County as a whole). 

Table 3-20 shows that 35% of all persons in the 80-100% AMI range reported having one 
or more of the four housing problems. Of the described racial and ethnic categories in 
this category of need (80-100% AMI), persons who are Asian showed a disproportionately 
greater need. 52% of persons who are Asian reported having one or more of the four 
housing problems (17 percentage points higher than the County as a whole). 64% of 
persons who are Asian reported having one or more of the four housing problems (11 
percentage points higher than the County as a whole). 80% of persons who are Pacific 
Islanders reported having one or more of the four housing problems (27 percentage points 
higher than the County as a whole). 39% of Hispanic or Latino persons reported having one 
or more of the four housing problems (only 4 percentage points higher than the County as a 
whole, but the only other racial/ethnic category that indicates a greater percentage of need 
in the 80-100% AMI range. 

2015-2020 Washington County Consolidated Plan I Housing Market Analysis & Needs Assessment 
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Number of Housing Units 
Total Housing Units 
There were an estimated 212,386 housing units in Washington County in the year 2012. 
The number of housing units has grown approximately 19% from 2000 to 2012. (2000 
figures were based on 2000 decennial Census data, 2012 figures were estimated based on 
2008-12 ACS data). 

TABLE 3-66 Total Housing Units, Washington County 2012 

Housing %ofhousing 
units units ' Name of Area 

Banks 576 0.3% 

Beaverton 38,957 18.3% 

Cornelius 3,474 1.6% 

Durham 568 0.3% 

Forest Grove 7,946 3.7% 

Gaston 293 0.1% 

Hillsboro 34,639 16.3% 

King City 2,046 1.0% 

Lake Oswego (part) 0 0.0% 

North Plains 852 0.4% 

Portland (part) 778 0.4% 

Rivergrove (part) 15 0.0% 

Sherwood 6,244 2.9% 

Tigard 20,257 9.5% 

Tualatin (part) 9,465 4.5% 

Wilsonville (part) 297 0.1% 

Subtotal Incorporated 126,407 59.5% 

Unincorporated 85,979 40.5% 

TOTAL 212,386 1t>0.0% 

Source: 2008-2012 ACS 

• The largest cities in tenns of number of housing units arc Beave1ton (18.3%), 
Hillsboro (16.3%) and Tigard (9.5%). Combined, the three cities contain 44.3% of all 
housing units in the County. 

• Unincorporated areas contain 40.5% of all housing units. 

• The remaining 15.4% of housing units are dispersed among the smaller communities. 

• The City of She1wood experienced the fastest growth rate in the area, with an increase 
in housing units of 40% (l,788 units) between 2000 and 2012. 

• Hillsboro added the most absolute units, constructing an estimated 7,447 housing units 
between 2000 and 2012. 

2015-2020 Washington County Consolidated Plan I Housing Market Analysis & Needs Assessment 
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Table 3-69 Distribution of Subsidized Housing highlights where the 7,030 regulated and 
unregulated units are located in Washington County. 

TABLE 3·69 
Distribution of Subsidized Housing, Washington County 

(2011) 

Juri,sc:liction Number of uor~llh•ted ·. ·. ·. 'Resw~~ 
· sitElS ·.·ifnits · •·.units 

Beaverton 34 11 501 512 

Cornelius 10 0 10 10 

Durham 0 210 210 

Forest Grove 31 7 597 604 

Hillsboro 62 4 2,196 2,200 

North Plains 0 33 33 

Sherwood 7 96 97 

18 10 632 642 

Tualatin 3 0 604 604 

Source: 2011 Metro Affordable Housing Inventory Report 

A significant percentage of the units (almost a third) are located in Hillsboro. Tigard, 
Tualatin, Forest Grove and Beaverton each include nearly 500 or more units. A 
substantial number of units in the inventory are also located in unincorporated portions 
of the County. In comparing t11ese numbers to the proportion of the population living in 
these areas of the County, Hillsboro, Forest Grove and Tualatin appear to have higher 
concentrations of units compared to their share of County population. 

The Washington County Department of Housing Services (DHS) manages public 
housing units owned by the County and administers the Section 8 vouchers. HUD 
directly administers the Section 811 and 202 housing assistance programs. 

Altogether, there are 7,030 subsidized housing units and 2,784 households with 
housing vouchers in Washington County. Some households with housing vouchers 
live in subsidized housing units and some live in private market units. There are about 
7,000- 9,000 households living in subsidized housing in Washington County, which 
represents 3.6% 4.6% of all housing units in the County. As discussed in the following 
section, this supply of subsidized housing does not necessarily meet the demand for 
it, particularly for those in Washington County who are earning less than 30% AMI, 
given that there are approximately 29,000 low- and moderate-income households in 
Washington County that are ''cost-burdened" (spend more than 30% of their income on 
housing). 

2015-2020 Washington County Consolidated Plan I Housing Market Analysis & Needs Assessment 
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Rental Costs: Per the 2008-12 ACS data, the median gross rent countywide was $961. 
During that same time, the median contract rent was $839. The difference in amount can 
be attributed most likely to monthly utility costs. Gaston had the lowest median gross 
rent ($627) while Sherwood the highest ($1,212). The median gross rent in Washington 
County grew at.an estimated 2.4% per year between 2000 and 2012. This is roughly the 
rate of inflation during that period. Median gross rents are lowest in some of the smaller 
outlying communities (e.g., Banks, Gaston and Forest Grove) and highest in Sherwood, 
Tualatin and King City. 

TABLE 3.73 Median Rents~ Washington County (2012) 

Banks 869 

Beaverton 920 

Cornelius 920 

Durham 844 

Forest Grove 756 

Gaston 627 
·~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Hillsboro 1,023 

North Plains 

Sherwood 

Source: 2008-2012 ACS 

TABLE 3-74 
2014 HOME Program Monthly Rent Limits for 

Washington County (inclusive of utilities) 

984 

0 

939 

684 

0 

1,212 

2015-2020 Washington County Consolidated Plan I Housing Market Analysis & Needs Assessment 
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TABLE 3.75 Housing Affordability 

30% HAMFI 1,691 No Data 

50% HAMFI 7,994 2,080 

80% HAMFI 39,810 5,973 

100% HAMFI No Data 17,398 

Total 49,495 25,451 

Source: 2007-2011 CHAS 

Home Ownership Costs: In 2012, median monthly homeownership costs (for 
homeowners with a mortgage) were $1,888 for Washington County. In 2000, the 
median costs were $1,358, which represents an increase of 3.2% per year. This increase 
outpaced inflation during that time. 

TABLE 3-76 Median Homeownership Costs, Washington County (2012) 

Banks 

Beaverton 

Cornelius 

Durham 

Forest Grove 

Gaston 

Hillsboro 

0 

North Plains 

Sherwood 

0 

n/a 

Source: 2008-2012 ACS 

In 2012, ownership costs (with a mortgage) were highest in Rivergrove (partial) at 
$2,076 and lowest in King City ($1,148). Similar to rental costs, owner costs were also 
relatively lower in several smaller outlying communities (e.g., North Plains, Gaston, 
Comelius and Forest Grove). 

Housing Market Analysis & Needs Assessment I 2015-2020 Washington County Consolidated Plan 
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GOO NORTHEAS1 GRAND AVE NU( I PORTLAND, OREGON 972 2 2736 

TFL 503 797 1700, FAX S03 797 1797 

METRO 

November 28, 2007 

TO: Mayors and County Commission Chairs 
City and County Administrators 
Planning Directors 

FROM: Michael Jordan, Chief Operating Officer 

RE: Integrating Urban Growth Management Fun ti al Plan Compliance and 
Performance Measures 

The Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, original! dopted unanimously by the Metro Policy 
Advisory Committee and the Metro Council in 1996, regulates how local governments implement the 
2040 Growth Concept. Local governments in the region are required to comply with the Plan's provisions 
and each year Me.tro is required to submit a compHance report to the Metro Council detailing each local 
government's compliance with the Functional Plan. 

Elected officials and staff from throughout the region have identified several issues with the current 
approach to compliance. 

• Compliance requirements tend to be focused more on reporting rather than a more substantive 
evaluation of whether and how 2040 is being implemented. 

• Many of the requirements in the Functional Plan are prescriptive. Local governments want more 
flexibility to meet regional goals. 

• Local governments in the region have limited staff resources. 

With the New Look at Regional Choices/Making the Greatest Place and Performance Measures projects 
underway at Metro, now is an appropriate time to revisit how Metro approaches compliance. During the 
next two years, Metro will be working with you through the Metro Polley Advisory Committee and with 
your staff through the Metro Technical Advisory Committee to integrate compliance with performance 
standards. The goal of this endeavor is to develop and use performance standards to evaluate progress 
in implementing the 2040 Growth Concept. 

As a result, Metro will suspend certain Functional Plan reporting requirements, revise Functional Plan 
titles as needed, continue current compliance requirements for the most recent changes including Title 4 
{Industrial and Employment Areas) and Title 13 (Nature In Neighborhoods), and change the annual 
compliance report. These changes and what local jurisdictions need to do are detailed in the attached 
sheet. 

I believe that integrating compliance with performance measures will result in a more meaningful 
evaluation and assessment of how the region as a whole is achieving the goals set out in the 2040 
Growth Concept. I look forward to continuing our work together. 

n c ( )" C / r i/ f'.r fl<' I 

1N1,t.1vv.rnetco-regiori.org 

lDD 791 1804 
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Attachment 1 - Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Compliance Changes 

Functional Plan Title Requirement Action 
Title 1 Annual dwelling unit and job capacity report - Temporarily suspend report - local governments do I Housing and Employment Accommodation Metro Code 3.07.120(D} not need to send in annual report 

i 
: 

Local governments must continue to submit proposed 
zone chanoes to Metro for review 

Title 1 Biennial report on actual density of new residential density Temporarily suspend report- local governments do 
Housino and Emolovment Accommodation oer net developed acre - Metro Code 3.07.140(0) not need to send in biennial report 
Title2 Annual report on number and location of new parking Temporarily suspend report - local governments do 
Reqional ParkinQ Policy spaces- Metro Code 3.07.220(0) not need to send in annual reoort 

; Title 3 Metro staff will continue to work with the three 
i Water Quality and Flood Management jurisdictions that are not in compliance with the Water 

Qualitv PerfonTlance Standards 
Title4 Protection of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas - limit Deadline for action was July 22, 2007 for jurisdictions 
Industrial and other Employment Areas , size and location of retail commercial uses that have Regionally Significant Industrial Areas. 

Metro Code 3.07.420 Those jurisdictions must either submit information 
showing they have met requirement or submit a 
reouest to extend the deadline to Metro 

Title4 ' Protection of Industrial Areas - limit new buildings for Deadline for action was July 22, 2007 for jurisdictions 
Industrial and other Employment Areas retail commercial uses - that have Industrial Areas. Those jurisdictions must 

I Metro Code 3.07.430 either submit information showing they have met 
requirement or submlt a request to extend the 
deadline to Metro 

Title4 Map Amendment Process - 1 Continue requiring amendments to the Title 4 I Industrial and other Emolovment Areas Metro Code 3.07.450 Emolovment and Industrial Areas mao 
6 Development strategy - Eliminate December 31, 2007 deadline - Metro staff 

i Central City, Regional Centers, Town Centers and Station Metro Code 3.07.620 will be working with local government staff to assist 
j Communities and evaluate development strateoies 

Title 6 Biennial progress report - Suspend reporting requirement - Metro staff will be 
Central City, Regional Centers, Town Centers and Station Metro Code 3.07.650 working with local government staff to evaluate 
Communities centers orooress 
Title 7 Affordable Housing Supply - Temporarily suspend reporting requirement 
Housina Choice Metro Code. 3.07.740(8) 
Title 11 . Concept planning - Continue concept planning for all areas brought into 
Plannina for New Urban Areas Metro Code 3.07.1120 the UGB since 2002 

. Title 13 Application to Riparian Habitat and Upland Wildlife Areas Maintain compliance deadlines of March 13, 2007 for 
Nature in Neighborhoods and Comprehensive Plan Amendments - Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating 

Metro Code 3.07.1330 Committee (TBNRCC) members and January 5, 2009 
for non·TBNRCC members I 

Title 13 : Report on progress fn using voluntary and incentive Move deadline to March 15, 2008 to correspond wrth 
, Nature in Neighborhoods \ based education, acquisition, and restoration habitat DEQ TMDL deadline 
I orotection - 3.07.1360(C! 
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Paulette Copperstone 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Christopher Merz (chris@cjmmetro.com) [chris@cjmmetro.com] 
Tuesday, December 04, 2018 9:43 PM 
2040 
Front Pond East 

I am all for the UGB to be expanded to Frog Pond East! Let's continue the growth of 
Wilsonville and the entire Portland metro. 

Best, 

Chris Merz 
971.221.2631 
CJM Metro Holdings 

Sent from my iPhone 

1 
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Paulette Copperstone 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sandra Wilson [mypurrkins1@gmail.com] 
Monday, December 03, 2018 10:51 AM 
2040 
Beef Bend South expansion 

I am against King City annexing this property. They are a small city and I feel should have stayed a senior 
community. They have annexed and built up several developments. I don't believe that the "planning board" 
does a through job of overseeing the developments they approve. Our area has had water coming down into 
their back yards from the new development and King City says it is not their problem. I am not sure but when a 
new development was put in across from our horseshoe shaped Jordan Way area the new area which has no way 
out is called Jordan Way also and I think should be a Place or Court .... we get large trucks and delivery trucks in 
our area looking for those addresses. I don't believe King City can take care of all the land they are wanting. 
They needed to be a senior only city with their swimming pools, activities, library and buildings which are only 
for the KCCA members. This expansion will destroy a community on SW 137th that has been there for many 
years and a 140 some year old farm and land. A lot ofthis area is unbuildable and wetlands I believe. I have 
lived in both King City proper and our Bedford Glen annexed area. I am against this proposal. Thank You. 

Sincerely, 

Sandra Wilson 

1 
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Paulette Copperstone 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Erica [elbinelli@yahoo.com] 
Monday, December 03, 2018 10:39 PM 
2040 
Sven Louis 
Ordinance No. 18-1427 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I am requesting a printed copy of the proposal relating to this expansion. My house directly 
abuts the beginning of this expansion area, and naturally I have several concerns. First and 
foremost, the impact to the environment and the river at the back of these parcels of land, 
not to mention the hundred year old sequoias which will be decimated to build yet another 
PUD. The expansion and development of properties below my home's value adversely impacts me -
on the resale value, as well as the fact I will now have a giant home right next to mine. The 
trees right next to my property, I feel, should be left as is. Not only have these trees been 
here for generations, they create beauty in this overbuilt area. They are good for the 
environment and help with noise from a very busy River Rd. Removal of natural habitats for 
animals is detrimental. I plan to fight their removal diligently. 

In addition, I find it suspect you would hold a meeting where the "permissible use of my 
property" will be discussed at 2 pm on a weekday - downtown. This seems an attempt to hinder 
attendance so this measure can be pushed right on through. I live in Hillsboro, obviously. 
Why is this not being held in the town it effects? And why at a time where those of us with 
full time jobs and kids in school (dismissed around this time) cannot attend? Should I be 
expected to take my leave time to attend? Again, this seems a deliberate tactic and is 
unconscionable. 
I would like to know how the property I rightfully purchased and own can suddenly be not 

permissibly used. How will this impact our property taxes? How do you think the current 
infrastructure will handle more homes in this area? The traffic on River Rd and adjacent 
roads is horrible. This will be further exacerbated by the 8000 homes being built in South 
Hillsboro. TV 8 cannot withstand the growth, so how does the proposal address this? Perhaps 
hold a meeting when it's mutually convenient to those impacted and in the locality where this 
will occur. Does this office even investigate these myriad issues being that you are 20 miles 
outside this neighborhood? 

Please provide the information requested and please advise how I may file a formal complaint 
or issue comments on the proposal. 

Thank you, 
Erica Binelli 
3824 SE McKenzie Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Sent from my iPhone 

1 
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Paulette Copperstone 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi, 

Cindy Schendel [cindyandethan@frontier.com] 
Monday, December 03, 2018 9:29 PM 
2040 
Cooper Mountain Urban Reserve Proposal 

I received a notice regarding a ugb proposal to include the Cooper Mountain Urban Reserve. 
The hearings are scheduling during work hours and I am therefore unable to attend. What 
option is available for my voice to still be heard through this process? I am especially 
concerned given the impacts that the South Cooper Mountain expansion has already had on 
travel safety across the Mountain. Additional expansion will only amplify that. 

Appreciate any information you can provide. 

Best, 
Cindy 

Please excuse typos 
Sent from my iPhone 

1 
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