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METRO COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING 
November 30, 1995 
Thursday 
6:00 p.m.
Council Chamber

7.

7.1

7.2

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

INTRODUCTIONS 

CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS 

CONSENT AGENDA

Consideration of Minutes for the November 16, 1995, Metro Council Meeting.

ORDINANCES - FIRST READING

Ordinance No. 95-625, Amending the Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives, and Adopting Metro 2040 Growth Concept and Metro 2040 
Growth Concept Map

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Held Pursuant to ORS 192-660 (l)(e) To Conduct Deliberations With Persons 
Designated By the Governing Body to Negotiate Real Property Transactions.

RESOLUTIONS

Resolution No. 95-2238, For the Purpose of Authorizing the Executive Officer to 
Purchase Property Within the Newell Creek Target Area.

Resolution No. 95-2236, For the Purpose of Authorizing an Exemption to Metro 
Code Chapter 2.04.041(c), Competitive Bidding Procedures, and Authorizing 
a Sole-Source Contract with Waste Recovery, Inc. for Recycling of Waste 
Tires from Metro’s Solid Waste Facilities.

Presenter

Washington

Kvistad

For assistance/Services per the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), dial TDD 797-1804 or 797-1540 (Council Office) 

* All times listed on the agenda are approximate; items may not be considered in the exact order listed.
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Approx. 
Time * Presenter

6:45 PM 
(5 min.)

6:55 PM 
(5 min.)

7:00 PM 
(5 min.)

7:10 PM 
(60 min.)

8:10 PM 
(60 Min.)

9:10 PM 
(10 Min.)

9:20 PM

7.3 Resolution No. 95-2232, For the Purpose of Endorsing the Oregon Department of 
Transportation I-5/Highway 217 Subarea Transportation Plan.

8. ORDINANCES - SECOND READINGS

8.1 Ordinance No. 95-624, For the Purpose of Adopting the Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan.

8.2 Ordinance No. 95-621-A, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Code Chapter
5.01 to Establish Licensing Standards for Yard Debris Processing and Yard 
Debris Reload Facilities.

9. PROPOSED URBAN GROWTH GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
AMENDMENTS

9.1 PUBLIC HEARING

10. 2040 (iROWTH CONCEPT MAP

10. PUBLIC HEARING

11. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS

ADJOURN

Kvistad

Kvistad

McLain

McLain

McLain

All times listed on the agenda are approximate; items may not be considered in the exact order listed.
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Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, November 30, 1995

4.1 Consideration of Minutes for the November 16, 1995, Metro CouncU Meeting.



Present;

METRO COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING OF NOVEMBER 16. 1995 

MINUTES

Presiding Officer Ruth McFarland, Assistant Presiding Officer Rod Monroe, 
Councilor Patricia McCaig, Councilor Susan McLain, Counciior Don 
Morissette, Councilor Ed Washington

Presiding Officer Ruth McFarland called the meeting to order at 2:05 p.m. The Meeting was 
held in the Metro Council Chamber.

1. INTRODUCTIONS: None

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS:

Robert Thomas, 2563 Pimlico Drive, West Linn OR 97058 presented testimony. *7 have 
been on the Metro mailing list and have tried to keep abreast of developments. One of the 
things that I am very much concerned about is the direction of Metro and the concerns that 
we, as citizens have about the powers and the charter and the future of Metro. /, for one, 
am very much concerned that Metro is becoming what / and many others view as a future 
fast track of approval for development applications; in some ways, a governmental arm of 
the Metropolitan Home Builders Association in effecting their agenda and in following the 
pressures they bring to bear, not only on the legislature in Salem but on all our local 
jurisdictions and therefore, / would encourage all of you Metro Councilors to obtain copies 
of the July and August Home-building News. / believe they are very informative as to who 
is leading who in regard to growth and the policies of growth in Oregon and particularly in 
the Portland metropolitan area. / have some suggestions that I think would be constructive. 
If our present Executive Officer, Mike Burton,' would be more concerned about citizen input 
and also the Council, of our concerns about the costs of growth and who is going to bear 
these costs and not be concerned about whether the home builder's association or various 
entities who want to have their lands placed with in the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) so 
that they can make a lot of money by selling their lands to developers, rather listen to we 
citizens because we are afraid we are going to be stuck with billions of dollars worth of 
infrastructure to serve this invited new growth and that we want Executive Officer Burton 
and the Metro Council to let the home builders sue Metro. / would rather see my tax dollars 
be used in pointing out and letting the public become aware of who is really trying to push 
the agenda for the future of the metropolitan area and / would like to see my city do the 
same. We apparently have representatives who are afraid to be sued and this is one of 
their main concerns, it seems, in the past, of knuckling under to people who threaten 
lawsuits. We have had a very bad legislative session this last year in changing the laws 
that concern appeals of development applications and the whole process, taking it and 
making it much more difficult for citizens: taking it further away from them and so / would 
like to see Metro listen to our pleas and listen to the citizens much more than you are 
listening at the present. We have just organized in West Linn to stop having to subsidize 
growth for developers and we have been successful in turning back a water rate increase 
which we are convinced is to serve developers and so I think the way I sense it is that this 
is a region-wide concern. People are beginning to wake up and so / would very much 
encourage you to look at what the home builders want to do with SDCs, primarily not do 
anything with them; keep thern where they are or even reduce them, make it much more 
difficult to raise the .them and make it much more difficult for people and citizens to have 
any control of their local boundaries of their local cities and so / appeal to Metro to hear our 
plea and to hear our calls and / think you could be an organization that would help us
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instead of listening so much to what we consider 'not the best interests and the interests 
that are not, in the long run, in the best interests of the Portland metropolitan area in regard 
to growth. I thank you."

Presiding Officer McFarland thanked him and pointed out that the Metro Councilors had 
given him an opportunity to speak. She said the Council does listen.

Councilor McCaig stated that she struggles with responding to speeches like Mr. Thomas'.
It is, in her belief, a disservice to leave an impression like that. Councilor McCaig 
questioned the information that Mr. Thomas had that lead him to believe that Metro Council 
is not listening, has made decisions which are contrary to his position, or that Metro Council 
is a pawn of the home builders. Councilor McCaig stated that Metro Councilors care deeply 
about this issue, have spent endless hours in public hearings, and the Council is dedicated 
to finding a solution for the challenge of the growth that is coming.

Presiding Officer McFarland said she would underline what Councilor McCaig had said. She 
said we (the Metro Council) really have made an effort to listen to the public. She pointed 
out the number of people in attendance at the Council Session at that moment to respond 
to the issues that are on the Council. Agenda. By this, you can determine they (the Council) 
have listened a lot, at the Council Meetings, on the phone, and through the mail. Presiding 
Officer McFarland said the Councilors had received a lot of information from the public. 
She said there has not yet been a decision made, and the Council is trying to respond.

Councilor Morissette suggested to Mr. Thomas that the decisions Metro Council is facing 
are not so easy to make as some might suppose. The metropolitan area is projected to 
grow by approximately 600,000 people based on current trends. It is impossible to stop 
people from coming here without destroying the economy and requiring other people not to 
have the same opportunities you have enjoyed while you have had while you have been 
here. One-third of the 600,000 people are your and my children. Planning for the future 
for them as well as other people are all exactly what other people did for you before you 
were here and that part of the process is difficult to understand but it is one of the 
challenges we face and it is always difficult when you change something for somebody and 
I do not suggest that anyone does not have a valid point that we need to consider. But 
coming up with no answer or not ever being able to face up to a tough decision is also not 
a good position for someone to be in and each and every one of the people we have heard 
all enjoy what they have and not allowing someone else to enjoy it in the future is very 
frustrating to hear constantly.

Robert Thomas said he disagrees very much with Councilor Morissette. He said there are 
solutions. He said he has offered and will offer solutions. He said people like Councilor 
Morissette do not want to listen. Mr. Thomas said he never criticizes unless he. has a 
suggested solution. He said this goes for Councilor McCaig, too. He disagrees that Metro 
is as listening and as objective and. as impartial as they (the Councilors) would claim.

Presiding Officer McFarland thanked Mr. Thomas, again, for his contribution. She said we 
(the Council) appreciated his coming forward. She added, "We have room for 
disagreement."

3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS: None

4. CONSENT AGENDA



Metro Council Regular Meeting 
November 16, 1995 
Minutes 
page 3

4.1 Consideration of the Minutes for the November 9, 1995 Metro Councii Meeting.

Motion: Councilor Monroe moved for acceptance of the November 9, 1995 
Metro Council Meeting Minutes.

Vote: The minutes of the November 9, 1995Meeting of the Metro 
Council were accepted unanimously accepted with a vote of 7/0.

Presiding Officer McFariand set the November 2, 1995 Work Session Minutes aside for 
response after the Councilors had the opportunity to review them. Presiding Officer 
McFarland said the November 2, 1995 Work Session Minutes would be placed on the 
November 30, 1995 Agenda.

5. INFORMATIONAL ITEM

5.1 Report: Update on Zoo Capital Proposal

Councilor McCaIg indicated that Doug Butler and Casey Short would be making a 
presentation of the proposal. The Finance Committee requested the Executive put together 
a proposal about potentially putting a measure on the ballot in November 1996. The 
Executive, along with Sherry Sheng, the Zoo Director, has worked diligently at putting 
together a proposal meeting the Finance Committee's criteria. One of the important pieces 
of the criteria was that it would be revenue neutral. Also, the measure needed to be 
between fifteen and thirty-five million dollars, considering the other projects that had been 
reviewed by the Council.

Presiding Officer McFariand asked about a statement in the material which said, "If we 
make these changes in the Zoo, then the new operational costs will cost no more than the 
old operational costs." She asked if this is what "revenue neutral" meant..

Doug Butler responded that his impression of what "revenue neutral" 
additional operational costs will be offset by additional new revenues.

meant that any

Doug Butler, Director, Administrative Services Department, said the purpose of their 
appearance today was to present to the Council a recommendation from Executive Officer 
Mike Burton. Mr. Burton was out of town, and unable to present this himself. Mr. Butler 
referenced Mr. Burton's letter that was in the packet of information for the Councilors. This 
project went to the Regional Facilities Committee some time ago. There were a number of 
options discussed. They were asked to bring back a proposal that met the two criteria, the 
revenue neutral criteria and the. one of staying within the fifteen to thirty-five million dollar 
range. The Executive Officer put together a task force consisting of the Zoo Director, 
Sherry Sheng, Kathy Kiaunis, and Dennis Pate (representing the expertise at the Zoo), 
Casey Short, Heather Nelson, and Doug Butler. They were given the charge to put together 
a recommendation. Mr. Butler said they went back to the beginning and reviewed 
everything done to date, and so, yvhat is presented may look similar to what has been seen 
before. Mr. Butler said, "No rock was left unturned." He said everything had been re­
assessed to believability, better numbers, asking if it contains the rationale. The Executive 
Officer added several criteria: To meet the objects of the great Zoo concept that is included 
in the adopted master plan for the Zoo. There are a number of physical features the team 
tried to accommodate, including a better sense of arrival and orientation, a more logical and
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complete circulation pattern dealing with the replacement of outmoded facilities to the 
degree that they could within the budget, and making better use of un- and under-utilized 
land. There was also the objective of providing better linkage, meaning this is a phase of a 
total master plan development, and what is wanted is for it to feel complete and functional. 
Also, you want it to provide a logical link for future development so that things do not need 
redoing or undoing is not necessary in the future. It needed to include a contact area, the 
Children's Petting Zoo had been lost and was felt to be important to include in future 
concepts. We were to do our best in trying to reduce the cost from the original thirty-six 
million dollar proposal which had been discussed at one time. The team has reached a 
consensus that the Executive Officer recommends. It is a thirty and one-half million dollar 
project.

Casey Short, Analyst, Administrative Services Department, said that as they worked to 
develop a proposal to bring to the Executive and the Council, there went through a lot of 
questions and information-gathering. The team developed four alternatives to get some 
preliminary numbers put on in terms of construction cost, attendance projections, costs of 
operating, and what the revenues would be from completing such a project. The numbers 
offered are preliminary. There will be an opportunity to refine the numbers in the coming 
months before there is a formal document or resolution brought before the Council for 
submittal to the ballot at whatever date Council chooses. Mr. Short said it was his 
understanding the ballot measure was being considered for putting before the voters in 
November 1996. The construction costs would be in the neighborhood of thirty and one- 
half million dollars. These figures were obtained from the project architect who had worked 
with the Zoo in developing preliminary estimates for the Oregon Territory, a new entrance 
project, a year ago. The architect was asked to develop some estimates, for construction 
costs for the four alternatives that were put together. The architect did this, and came 
forth with the thirty and one-half million dollars for the option chosen. The team also asked 
a consultant who had been asked earlier on attendance projections for the Zoo in the 
conjunction with the master planning process tor put together estimate of attendance 
increases which are included in the report present to Council. Table shows the figures the 
team obtained from the consultant which are a little different from the figures in the next 
table because the figures were based on Zoo attendance, only, not including special events 
and school groups. The figures below take those items under consideration. The 
consultant estimates a twenty-five percent increase on the lower base in the first year, with 
smaller increases after that. Total attendance, based on this projection, is twenty percent. 
The break even attendance would need to be ten percent, which is half of the estimate. 
The attendance increases in conjunction with the opening of the last two exhibits, the 
Africa and the Africa Rainforest, which were at twenty-three and thirty-one percent. The 
table on page nine shows how the attendance would affect the profitability and what those 
profitability numbers would be if the high figure the consultant projected was hit. The Zoo 
would then be looking at four hundred sixty thousand dollars in extra revenue, above 
operating costs for the Zoo to be able to support their other programs in the first year. This 
Would increase in subsequent years.

Sherry Sheng, Director, Metro Washington Park Zoo, said the Executive Officer's 
recommendation will allow the Zoo to improve some of the existing conditions that include 
completing a pedestrian loop, linking Africa Rainforest with the Penguin Plaza area, 
therefore, improving circulation internal to the Zoo. It will move the Zoo's entrance to a 
better location for the entire parking lot and future linkage with the light rail station. It 
includes various central facilities for revenue generation including restaurant, catering, and 
gift shop. It will further consolidate the existing animal collection toward the zoogeographi.c
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approach arranging and displaying animals by the regions of the world. This proposal 
includes a new lion exhibit, relocating the lion from the current feline complex to the 
entrance to Africa'. It includes, also, the proposal for a new Oregon Exhibit, which will 
showcase the region's ecosystem. The Zoo has had for fifty years a mixed species second 
growth forest within its boundaries, which has never had full access or use for visitors. 
This ecosystem exhibit featuring Oregon will have a forest exhibit component that will take 
the visitors to see the forest from the top of trees (the canopy layer) to below the ground 
and everything in between. Adjacent to the forest will be an Oregon coast exhibit, 
featuring close-up encounters with tide pool creatures and marine mammals. The 
mammalian species to be included in this (Oregon) exhibit will be mountain goats, black 
bears, cougars, wolverines, bats, sea lions, seals, and sea otters. Birds included will be the 
Spotted Owl, Great Blue Heron, egrets, and a variety of songbirds. Amphibians being 
included will be frogs, turtles, salamanders, reptiles, a variety of snakes. Fish to be 
included are salmon and trout. Invertebrates will include sea anemones, sea stars, and 
insects. In addition, the exhibit will include a farm to provide animal contact experience 
with cows, sheep, ducks, rabbits, and other animals currently in the petting collection. 
The Zoo staff has been very integrally involved in the review process. The Zoo staff is very 
supportive of this project and is very excited with the vision the Executive Officer has 
brought forth.

Councilor Kvistad asked if Friends of the Zoo were comfortable with where the Zop was in 
the process. He asked if they were comfortable with the proposal.

Sherry Sheng said there had been two presentations with Friends of the Zoo 
representatives. One had been made in the process of the review and the second after the 
Executive Officer had formulated his recommendation. Ms. Sheng reported she had spoken 
with John Inskey, President of Friends of the Zoo, this morning. She said Mr. Inskey is very 
supportive and very happy the team has gone through this review, which has allowed even 
more people to become more familiar with the concept. He is excited they are moving 
forth.

Councilor Kvistad said he just wanted it on the record that they (Friends of the Zoo) were 
active, involved and supportive.

Doug Butler added that this was presented to the full Board of Friends of the Zoo. He said 
while tfiere was no formal vote, it seemed to be consensus that they were uniformly 
supportive of this approach.

Councilor Monroe said this will require a public vote for the bonding for the thirty million 
dollars, with the vote occurring one year from now in November 1996. He asked if there 
was the possibility of a vacant election day in May 1996 of the timeline being moved up. 
He asked if the timeline move would be rushing things too much.

Councilor McCaig urged that this be a discussion among Council. She indicated the team 
had been given the November date. She said if the Council would like to have a 
discussion, along with the Executive, it would be terrific. This was discussed briefly at the 
Finance Committee and concluded that it was in the best interest of the Zoo and its ability 
to put a successful campaign together to go with November. She said that if there is a 
reason to re-examine that date, that it can be done in the process of looking at the 
proposal. She said one of their hopes was to give some certainty to the process by the 
different constituencies who have been forward by giving them a ballot date certain so that
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could start organizing and putting their proposals together. If we're going to begin to 
second guess that November decision, we ought to do it pretty quickly.

Councilor Monroe said the reason he had asked the question is because the project they 
had scheduled for proposal in May could in fact go on the ballot in May. There is significant 
new evidence that lends them to believe that it may require a later date. This would mean 
the May date may be available. The reason the Zoo people were given the November date 
is because we thought the May date would already be taken up by another project. This 
may not be the case, and this is the reason for the question. Councilor Monroe said he 
would defer to Councilor McCaig in terms of discussion of the matter by Council. He was 
asking if the Zoo Director thought that if that date was available there would be enough 
time for the campaign to be put together and for the effort to be done successfully so that 
the timeline could be sped up for project completion.

Presiding Officer McFarland said she believed this was an appropriate topic for the Finance 
Committee.

Councilor Monroe responded that he would defer on the public response, 
share her opinion with him in private.

Ms: Sheng could

Councilor Washington said he would like to thank Ms. Sheng and her staff, the Friends of 
the Zoo, Mr. Butler, and Mr. Short for all of their hard work. He said he felt they were 
pretty close to where they really need to be. He reflected on his perusal of the project, 
saying it looked and smelled good. He requested that after the Finance Committee had 
reviewed it once again, they could then refer it to Regional Facilities so they could see what 
to do about getting action on it as soon as possible. He reiterated his appreciation.

Councilor Morissette said to Ms. Sheng that it would be helpful for him to see the Friends of 
the Zoo Board take formal action on this.

Councilor McCaig said she would support moving this to Regional Facilities where the 
proposal can be looked at more in-depth and have the other Councilors there if they wanted 
to go through it piece by piece. The issue of its election date can be brought up as all of 
the election dates in the Finance Committee are talked about without the specific proposal 
in front of them. She said the question is that in the Finance Committee all of the election 
dates they are looking at over the next two years and the lineup of the things they would 
like to go to the ballot. For purposes of keeping this moving, the hope would be to get it to 
Regional Facilities, get a proposal the Council agrees upon, while at the same time having a 
little more discussion about the date in the Finance Committee.

Presiding Officer McFariand said this would be scheduled in as a discussion item in the next 
Regional Facilities Committee as soon as it can be processed into it. This would be 
responsive to the concerns of the people here. She said a challenging set of instructions 
had been given to the staff the last time they were in front of the Finance Committee. She 
said she was exceedingly pleased how well, how accurately, and how quickly staff 
responded to those instructions.

Councilor Washington conveyed his appreciation to Executive Officer Burton through his 
staff.
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Councilor McCaig said it was a good job, thanked the team, said it worked out, and she 
would see them next week. She requested a meeting with the team. Presiding Officer 
McFarland, and Deputy Presiding Officer Monroe for that evening at 7:00 p.m.

6. ORDINANCES - FIRST READINGS

6.1 Ordinance No. 95-624 For the Purpose of Adoptiiiq the Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan

The clerk read the Ordinance by title, only.

Councilor Kvistad said the upcoming Solid Waste Meeting of the next week is one he thinks 
is very important in terms of the matters for discussion. Not only will they discuss the Solid 
Waste Management Plan, the Solid Waste franchise, the RSWM, recycling fees, and 
demonstration projects. He requested the Councilors to make time on their calendars for 
the meeting because there are important things the Councilors need to be up to speed on 
that are critical. He said he could not do this on a one to one basis with staff for the 
Councilors.

7.

7.1

ORDINANCES - SECOND READINGS

Ordinancft No. RS-fi16. Amending the FY 1995-96 Budget and AppropriatioilS
Schedule for the Purpose of Reorganizing the Staff of the Council Office. Creating
New Positions. Reducing Staffing Levels for the Office of Citizen InVQlvemgnt.-aad
Declaring an Emergency

Presiding Officer McFarland moved, with the consent of the Council, the Second Reading of 
Ordinance No. 95-616 to the end of the Agenda. This was to allow the audience to testify 
and leave if they wanted.

8.

8.1

RESOLUTIONS

Resolution No. 95-2172A. For the Purpose of Authorizing Issuance of RFP No.
17A-REM for a Phase 1 Commercial Food Waste Collection/Processing Project

The clerk read the Resolution by title, only.

Motion: Councilor Kvistad moved for adoption of Resolution No. 35-2172A

Councilor Kvistad reported there was quite a lot of history in terms of a program that 
existed for a composting project with food waste. There was a Composter on a project for 
waste in general that did not go too well. This is a different kind of proposal which is 
talking about a demonstration project to move forward to see whether or not the 
composting of food waste as opposed to yard debris is viable. This is a phase one. There 
has been lively discussion of it by the .Regional Environmental Management Committee. It 
has been discussed more than once, and it was sent back to staff for further review. He 
invited Councilor McLain and Presiding Officer McFarland to embellish any points of their 
choosing. Councilor Kvistad said this is a proposal worth trying and he recommended it to 
the Council for approval.
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Councilor McLain said she believes the committee supported this particular pilot project for 
a couple of very good reasons. Wet wastes in our waste stream that composes one of the 
final types of waste we are unable to recycle or reuse in a productive way. We cannot do 
better in this region on our recycling rate unless we attack this particular part of the waste 
stream. This pilot has been developed into two phases. She said the listener could look at 
Request for Proposals, Phase 1, on page two for greater detail. This indicates this is a 
project to test the collection and recovery of the commercial pre-consumer vegetable food 
waste excluding meat and dairy products. This is very specific about what it is collecting 
and the routine and procedure as far as siting and what the folks vvould do as far as finding 
the actual sources for the waste and having a place to dispose of the waste in a fashion 
different than done in the status quo which is to take it to the landfill. This is a situation 
Which is a very good test project that is going to help us to be better recyclers and reach 
our rate we are mandated by law to reach by the State of Oregon and our own goals 
through our RSWM Plan. Councilor McLain said she supports it and hopes the remaining 
Councilors would support it, as well.

Councilor Morissette said one hundred seventy-five thousand dollars for a test to recycling 
seemed like an awful lot of money to him and that he is very concerned about this. He said 
he would hope something could have tested something and found out whether it worked at 
much less impact in relation to cost. He said he is very hesitant to support this. He said he 
does wholeheartedly support efforts in finding ways to recycle better, but thinks the money 
amount is extreme.

Councilor McLain responded by saying consideration is needed for what it costs to take it to 
the landfill. Also consideration is needed for what it costs to maintain a contract of that 
nature for the amount of tonnage taken to the landfill. If one offsets what the possibilities 
are with this test, this is not first level testing. We are at a second and third level of test. 
We have had almost eighteen months to two years' worth of talking to the industry, dealing 
with experts in other areas. We have had workshops. This is the next step. Without this 
step, we cannot get into this area of recycling and reuse.

Presiding Officer McFarland added that earlier the staff brought to Council a version of this 
proposal, and Council sent them back to the drawing board. Staff made every effort, 
concerted and real, to meet the concerns of Council and to bring it to Council in a way that 
is totally acceptable to her. She said she appreciates the effort made by staff. Earlier on, 
the first test was referred to when the Composter fell on hard times before. We know quite 
a bit about the things we do, and do not want to do at this point. We still need to have 
someone try out a commercial approach with Metro's help. This is not picking up the 
whole tab for it, but just a partial and helpful part of it.

Vote: The vote was 6/1 in favor of passing Resolution No. 95-2172A, with
Councilor Morissette providing the dissenting vote.

8.2 Resolution No. 95-2233A. For the Purpose of Providing Comments on the
Preliminary Regional Water SuddIv Plan

The clerk read the Resolution by title, only.

Motion: Councilor McLain moved for adoption of Resolution No. 95-2233A



Metro Council Regular Meeting 
November 16, 1995 
Minutes 
page 9

Councilor McLain said we have had one public hearing on the Regional Water Supply Plan. 
Metro is one of twenty-seven jurisdictions that have worked on the supply plan for over a 
two-year period. This is the second stage of that plan. We want a toughening and 
tightening up of language and implementation of comprehensive, aggressive regional water 
conservation and water pricing, investigation for future source options such as dual systems 
and other ways of doing the system differently. We are talking about making sure we 
maintain a regional scope of the study, maintain regional flexibility and options for future 
water supply, initiate a formal regional consortium of water providers and other participants 
to implement this Regional Water Supply Plan. These items are especially important to the 
originators, especially in the area of water conservation. We need to recognize that this 
public review is only the beginning of a very long process of public input that will be used in 
the development of the final actual water supply plan.

John Fregonese presented the memo from Executive Officer Mike Burton, who sent his 
regrets. Mr. Burton basically supports the decision of the Council on the Resolution. The 
Executive is making the points of the three key areas that he believes we need to make:

1. Conservation must be the region's number one water source.

2. We need an ongoing formal regional consortium of water providers and other 
participants for the successful implementation. Clearly, Metro is a part of that 
consortium.

3. Service and ground water must be protected to preserve our livability and provide high 
water quality supply options in the future.

The two items he closes with are: A level one reliability which is one hundred percent 
reliability of the water source at all times may not be feasible or desirable. We should 
investigate and have a discussion about level two and level three, which are ninety-eight 
and ninety-five percent reliability. Ninety-eight percent reliability is two years out of a 
century you would have summer drought restrictions. The difference between ninety-eight 
percent and one hundred percent reliability may be something that is quite desirable when 
you consider it. People ought to weigh those options.

Councilor Kvistad said that both he and Executive Officer Burton serve on the Water Policy 
Leadership Group, with Councilor McLain on WRPAC, which is their Advisory Committee, 
and so they are both up on water issues. He said he wanted to be clear on the Willamette 
since both the source option location is in his district as well as several of the jurisdictions 
that would be moving forward with that. He said he also has a concern about a Willarhette 
source option. He said this has been discussed and they will continue to discuss it at the 
Leadership Group, which are the elected officials from the jurisdictions that actually control 
the water resources in the region. He said he thinks the Council will need to have a 
discussion as staff discussions about this when it comes forward. He said he is glad the 
Executive has highlighted that particular problem or concern, he thinks this is something the 
Council will need to be up to speed on as this moves forward.

Presiding Officer McFarland said there is no doubt in her mind that there was a great deal of 
public response to the inclusion of the Willamette as a source of potable water. She said 
her personal response agrees with the vast majority of the people that talked to her. She 
said someone said to her that it should be made a potential water source, and then we'll 
clean it up. That's the cart before the horse. Let's first talk about cleaning it up before we
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even consider it in reference to a potable water source. She said to Councilor McLain that 
she assumes that if this resolution is passed that does not necessarily say that the Council 
is in. favor of drinking water that makes deformed fish.

Councilor McLain responded that would be correct. Flexibility has been asked for as they 
review the technology, and to look at other resources including conservation as the number 
one resource. There are three or four areas listed out which are thought to be good 
options.

Vote: The vote was unanimous, 7/0.

Presiding Officer McFarland asked that the record show Resolution No. 95-2233A was 
unanimously adopted.

8.3 Resolution No. 95-2226. For the Purpose of Amending the ContracLBetween MetCQ
and BRW. Inc. (Contract No. 9029621 For the Purpose of Correcting the Contract
Budget Amount for Consultant Services Associated with the Completion of the
South/North Transit Corridor Study

The clerk read the Resolution by title, only.

Motion: Councilor Washington moved for adoption of Resolution No. 95-2226

Councilor Washington reported the purpose of the amendment is to pay an additional 
twenty-three thousand nine hundred thirty-eight dollars and forty-seven cents to BRW, Inc. 
The Transportation Planning Committee voted unanimously to pay the additional amount. 
The mistake that occurred was not intentional. There was a couple of arithmetic errors. 
We have been assured that steps have been taken to make sure that this does not happen 
again. In November 1992, Metro executed a contracted with BRW for three hundred 
seventeen thousand seven hundred ninety-two dollars for consultant services for the 
South/North Project. In May 1994 Metro extended the contract for forty-nine thousand 
four hundred fifty-five dollars for' additional consultant - services which increased the 
contract to three hundred sixty-seven thousand two hundred forty-seven dollars. This was 
not anticipated in the original scope of work because of. the changing orders in the federal 
regulations for the light rail planning. In determining the residual contract value in a budget 
for the additional work for the contract extension an arithmetic error of thirty-two thousand 
eight hundred dollars was made. In particular, Metro and BRW estimated at the time of the 
extension one hundred ten thousand eight dollars was still available under the contract 
when in fact only seventy-seven thousand two hundred and eight dollars was available. In 
addition to this, Metro and BRW discovered am error in the past billing under the contract 
where Metro was inadvertently overcharged eight thousand eight hundred sixty-one dollars- 
and fifty-three cents which gave the net effect of twenty-three thousand dollars instead of 
forty-nine.

Vote: Resolution No. 95-2226 passed unanimously, with the vote being 7/6.

Presiding Officer McFariand asked that the record show this Resolution had unanimous 
adoption.

8.4 Resolution No. 95-2239. For the Purpose of Recommending Cdleiia for.the
South/North Light Rail Project
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The clerk read the Resolution by title, only.

Motion: Councilor Monroe moved for adoption of Resolution No. 95-2239.

Councilor Monroe said this proposal has to do with forwarding to LCDC on behalf of the 
affected jurisdictions including Metro and ODOT and the cities of Portland, Oregon City, 
Milwaukee, Gladstone, and the counties of Clackamas and Multnomah, land use criteria in 
anticipation of public hearings that will be held on the South/North Light Rail route, station 
placement, park and ride lots, maintenance facilities, and so forth. This is a required step in 
the process of siting the South/North Light Rail route.

Councilor Kvistad said for the record, under Land Use Criteria, since there is a potential 
Ross Island crossing this does not preclude that crossing as a criteria. He said he wanted to 
make sure this was noted before the vote.
Councilor McCaig asked Councilor Monroe why Councilor Kvistad had noted this 
information.

Councilor Monroe replied that Councilor Kvistad wanted to make sure that the criteria did 
not preclude that option. This is one of the options being forwarded into the Environmental 
Impact Study.

Councilor McCaig asked why wouldn't we note all of the options.

Councilor Monroe replied to the effect that this could certainly be done. He said Councilor 
Kvistad just wanted to make sure this was on the record.

Councilor McCaig said that given that it is not in his district, and given that it is in her 
district, she wanted to note something in his district.

Vote: The vote in favor of adopting Resolution No. 95-2239 was unanimously 
adopted, the vote was 7/0.

Presiding Officer McFarland asked that the record show Resolution No. 95-2239 was 
unanimously adopted.

Presiding Officer McFarland turned the Chair over to Councilor McLain, Growth 
Management Committee Chair, for Agenda Items 9 and 10.

9. PROPOSED URBAN GROWTH GOALS AND OBJECTIVES AMENDMENTS

9.1 PUBLIC HEARING

10. 2040 GROWTH CONCEPT MAP

10.1 PUBLIC HEARING

Chair Susan McLain opened the portion of the meeting dedicated to the Metro Council 
Growth Management Committee at 2:45 PM. Public testimony was received this afternoon.
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1. Diane Wustrack, representing West LinnA/Vilsonville School District, 2900 Haskins 
Road, West Linn OR 97068 testified. “I am the Chairman of the West Linn/Wilsonville 
School Board and / am here to testify against the inclusion of the Stafford Triangle within 
the Urban Reserve Study Area. Let me tell you a few things about the West 
Linn/Wilsonyille School District. I would welcome any phone calls from you later. Our 
school district would be the one that would provide services to the Stafford Triangle. 
Currently, we are just finishing our long-range growth plan for the school district and we 
anticipate buildout under the current Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) as they are now - we 
anticipate buildout in 2010. We will grow from a school district of currently 6900 students 
to a school district of 11,000 to 12,000 students by 2010. We will have to build five 
schools in addition to the schools we currently have. This will cost our patrons $93 million. 
If the Stafford Triangle is developed to the tune of 10,000 households, depending on the 
mix of multi-family and single-family houses, this will produce between 4200 and 7000 
additional students. This would require, at a minimum, another seven schools. These 
seven schools, at a minimum, would cost our patrons $80 million and would require a 
minimum of 150 acres set aside for schools, /is some of you, and maybe all of you are 
familiar with, the current land use regulations in the State of Oregon are very unfriendly to 
schools and so, while we are struggling to find facilities and build facilities for the students 
that we know are coming, we beg you, do not add more students in the Stafford Triangle. 
Please give me a phone call so / can go on and on."

2. Mary Kyle McCurdy, representing 1000 Friends of Oregon, 534 SW Third Avenue, 
Portland OR 97204 testified. “We wish to commend the hard work of the Council, your 
Staff and your various advisory committees in getting us to the point. You are on the verge 
of adopting a blue print that will accommodate population and employment growth in the 
future, the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives and this is quite a significant step. 
We urge you to adopt the RUGGOs so they may form the basis for the more specific and 
enforceable functional plans. Of most concern to the region right now is the development 
of the functional plan concerning interim measures, also referred to early implementation 
measures. The current draft of these consists of six overarching regional measures and fifty 
or so additional measures from which local governments may choose to implement. Most 
local governments are quite eager to begin implementing these interim measures and some 
already have because they realize the financial, legal and political consequences of not 
doing so. We believe that Metro has a critical window of opportunity now in which it can 
offer both carrots and sticks to local governments to implement the interim measures 
thereby preclude the need to expand the UGB for the twenty-year planning period and we 
recommend that you capitalize on this win-win opportunity. We offer the following 
suggested steps to do so: First, adopt the RUGGOs. You are scheduled to do that in 
December. As mentioned before, this is the first step. Second, adopt the interim measures 
and accelerate their implementation. MPAC has already endorsed the interim measures and- 
there is regional consensus that these steps need to be taken by all local governments as 
soon as possible. The overarching interim measures do the following: They establish 
minimum densities, they change the zoning to reflect the Region 2040 Growth Concept, 
they reduce required parking minimums, they ensure protection of wetlands and 
watersheds, they protect employment areas, and they implement the Rural Reserves and 
Green Corridors. While the analysis of the impact of the interim measures is still being 
calculated. AH data thus far Indicates that early implementation of these measures over the 
next eighteen months to two years will result in considerable savings of land needed inside 
the UGB. We suggest that Metro offer local governments financial and other incentives to ■ 
implement these measures such as through targeted use of TGM moneys. Third, we 
recommend that you do not make a UGB decision until at least 1997. Metro is under no
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legal obligation to make such a determination until 1997 at the earliest. Right now, your 
schedule has you adopting a UGB'for the year 2015 in 1996 and then schedules you to 
adopt another UGB for the year 2020 in 1997. We believe that's a rather unproductive 
schedule as it will distract from the work that Metro and local governments really need to 
be doing right now which is implementing the interim measures. Instead, we recommend 
that you pick one time to make a UGB determination and that be at least 1997 and that you 
and local governments use the next eighteen months to two years to implement 
aggressively the interim measures. Then, the need for UGB expansion can be measured 
against both the performance of local governments in carrying out their fair share of the 
2040 Growth Concept and the actual development patterns since 1995. A time period of 
eighteen months to two years allows Metro and local governments who are doing their fair 
share to keep the heat on any recaicitrant local governments. We believe that this is critical 
because much evidence indicates that implementation of the interim measures and recent 
development patterns will result in a no expansion or a small expansion of the Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB). First, there has been a market shift in lot size. The average single 
family lot size in the Metro region in 1995 appears to be, from a variety of data, in the 
6500 - 7000 square foot range. Oregon Tide projects that the market is moving quite 
quickly toward a 5700 squire foot average single family lot size. This is quite a drop from 
the current 8000 square foot iot size estimated by your staff. Simiiarly, Oregon Tide shows 
that about 12% of the new singie-famiiy home product in 1995 has been attached town 
houses and condominiums. Your modeiing so far has estimated that today, that product 
was only at about 5% and you are predicting reaching 15% by 2015. Clearly, we are 
already well on our way to 2015 and we cart do better. Redevelopment and infill: Metro's 
modeling apparently has not captured all of the residential redevelopment and infill that is 
occurring right now. In Portland, apparently about 50% of the new housing in the last year 
has gone on lots that the Metro model has already shown are developed region-wide. That 
number is about 30%. Therefore, even a relatively modest figure 15% residential 
redevelopment can save up to about 4300 acres on potential land needed inside the Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB). Third, an oversupply of industrial land.' Every analysis by your 
Metro staff has shown that we have more than a fifty-year suppiy of industrial land, 
particularly in the Hillsboro and Columbia/South shore areas. We recommend that this land 
supply be examined with as much scrutiny as the residential lands supply and, where 
appropriate, rezoned. We believe these steps, which are quite credible and conservative, 
wilt result in an ultimate determination that there is no need for Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) expansion for the twenty-year time period. My last point is, therefore, to designate a 
small urban reserve study area and remove all farm and forest lands from it. Farm and 
forest lands are the last option that you are supposed to choose when determining need for 
Urban Reserve Study Area. Your staff has estimated that there is a need for no more than 
14,000 or so acres of urban reserve until the year 2040. There is approximately two to 
three times, that amount of acreage in rural residential exception areas surrounding the 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) now. We do not believe that there is any legal justification 
for bringing in farm and forest lands into the urban reserve and we recommend that you 
drop those lands from the Urban Reserve Study Areas now. Thank you."

3. Tasha Harmon, Coalition for a Livable Future, 802 SE 27th, Portland OR 97214 
testified. "I am going to tell you that The Coalition for a Livable Future and / 
wholeheartedly support the testimony that you just heard from Mary Kyle McCurdy and to 
express the appreciation of the Coalition for the hard work that you have all done on the 
RUGGOs. I think that they an enormous step forward. / want to particularly call your - 
attention to the Fair Share housing language in Objective 17 and to the new Urban Vitality
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Objective 21, both of which i think, are absolutely critical steps in building the kind of 
community and region that we want to see in 2040 and beyond."

4. Robert Thomas, 2563 Pimlico Drive, West Linn OR 97058 presented testimony. 7 
want to heartily endorse the Stafford Triangle's Task Force Alliance and its position which 
is also supported by the cities of Lake Oswego, Tualatin, and West Linn against any 
encroachment of urban growth into the Stafford Triangle or having any of it put into the 
status of Urban Reserve Study Area, or actual urban reserve status. We have had an undue 
amount of growth in our area. I believe we have taken far more than our share considering 
our relatively small size and this would devastate our area from the standpoint of livability 
for the traffic and the costs of infrastructure to service that area which could readily expand 
to over 3000 acres and many thousands of new residents. We just don't have, the money, 
even at present, to finish supplying the infrastructure that the approximately 950 acres still 
available within West Linn and its present rural area that is going to be urbanized, called 
Tanner Basin We have lots of land yet to be developed within our city but what I am here 
primarily to speak to is to oppose its very hypocritical on the part of our city. Lake Oswego, 
and our West Linn/Wilsonville School District of which was represented here today by Diane 
Wustrack to be, at the same time, invoking and hoping and pleading that you will not 
urbanize the Stafford Triangle and yet wanting to immediately grab 160 acres of that 
triangle for West Linn and some other acreage for Lake Oswego, in the case of Lake 
Oswego, I think it may be related to some threats of land owners against lawsuits, but in 
our case, this is a situation which will use school bond money to bring up a great deal of 
infrastructure to the top of our hill along the Rosemont ridge line so that the school will use 
the school bond money to pay for this infrastructure which is extremely expensive 
compared to the alternative site that the school has already purchased fora middle school 
and our city has not charged develppers anywhere near the adequate SDCs. They should 
be about double what they are. The SDCs are bankrupt in Tanner Basin. They have used 
city SDCs to construct part of the infrastructure for Tanner Basin which is stealing from our 
city. We need that within the city and so here we have a city of West Linn with a school 
district now having turned its direction and willing to change its tactics and its future for 
the sake of our city and we are going to be faced with another big school bond issue next 
year and they are going to deplete a great deal more money for improving all the roads, 
bring up the, water and the sewer and the storm equipment. / would just say that I believe 
that until you have answered the questions that have been raised by Mike Burton and 
others, / think Metro says that there are 50,000 acres and then he said, 'Well, I think it is 
only 40,000 and then when / talked to Metro staff, they are not sure whether that is 
buildable acres or whether there is only 17,00 buildable acres yet within the Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB) before you need to move it, so on any Metro plan to consider moving the 
UGB to cater for future growth, / want to appeal to you to first find at what rate growth 
has been proceeding in the last five years. You need to find out how long it will take for 
these averages within the present UGB to be urbanized before you go looking for more 
land."

Councilor McLain assured Mr. Thomas HB 2709 and those very issues of which he spoke 
are part of the analysis and the criteria.

5. Bibbe Lee, 5190 Firwood Place, West Linn OR 97058 testified. "I simply wish to 
support the statements previously made as far as the Stafford Triangle land. I wish it to not 
be included in any study area, urban reserve area, until there are some financing 
mechanisms made public and / would personally like to see them as part of the RUGGOs as
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opposed to simply setting a mandate for growth and figuring out how we are going to pay 
for it later with the massive infrastructure that is going to be needed. Thank you. “

6. Jerry Reeves, representing the J. C. Reeves Corporation, 4850 SW Scholls Ferry 
Road, Portland OR 97225 testified. “The prior school speaker stated that the present land 
use process is not very friendly to schools and I would say that this state has not played 
hard enough ball with the schools to get them to update their outdated boundaries and 
cooperate between themselves to service the communities that they say they are service.
My company has been in battles in the City of Tualatin for about six years now, trying to 
solve a problem that the Sherwood School District is now challenging the state and the 
neighboring school district over letting the kids go to the schools that are right across the 
street from that community and in this whole situation, I ended up with a black hat because 
/ was the villain that actually went in and built the houses into that area even though that 
was the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and within the city of Tualatin. Now, your page 34 
of the RUGGOs, under Neighbor Cities, 26.1, Coordination between Cities, Counties and 
Metro doesn't even mention schools and / know that has been an issue that / keep being 
told that schools are not part of what you deal with but you also are talking about rural 
reserve areas that will separate these cities and one of your selected places in Wilsonvilie is 
in the Sherwood School District so you are going to be planning for a community with 
urban level development inside the city of Wilsonvilie and bussing those kids to the city of 
Sherwood. Now, that, to me, flies in the face of all your goals and objectives and 
everything else, if schools will not cooperate and you can't get them to the table to deal 
with these boundaries that were drawn in the 1930s and 1940s, then I think you need to 
lay their district lines over your maps and find out where these study areas are and rate it 
some way to figure out where you are going to be splitting these neighborhoods and 
bussing the kinds because schools are a magnet. If you look at SB 100, it has a couple 
paragraphs in there on the siting of schools and it is the ultimate in land use planning so / - 
don't understand how we are letting this glitch go forward. / think it should have been in 
this process a long time ago. This is the very issue that we challenged the first go-around 
on your concept. Now you are going down the road again ignoring this issue. Thank you. “

7. James Kuhl, representing Rosemont Property Owners Association, 445 S Rosemont 
Road, West Linn OR 97058 presented oral and written testimony, a copy of which is filed 
with these minutes.

8. Jolene Anne Segel, 8680 SW 155th Avenue, Beaverton OR 97007 testified. 7 
would appreciate you considering my land as a part of Metro's Urban Reserve Study Areas.
I am Map 45. I own 1/4 of 45 acres that abuts River Road just .9 of a mile from the 
sewage plant. Urban services such as water, sewer, public transportation are in place. 
There is a triangle of land and the end part of the land is just blocks from the Tualatin 
Valley Highway. The land is east of River Road and it sits in a triangle of already developed 
land. As Metro wrestles with the decision to find ways to solve the problem of increasing 
population, a study of this area appears to me to be the right thing to do. It is 
contemplation and the acquisition of knowledge that allow you to reach the best solutions 
for the good of the region. The process allows the time for you to study and / would most 
appreciate it if you would take the time and the opportunity to give careful consideration to 
this area to see if this land meets projected future needs of the region. Please study this 
land and see for yourself if this parcel is more feasible as urban land or as rural land. I 
thank you. And / thank you for the repeated opportunities to appear before you and / 
appreciate your kind consideration. Thank you. ”
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9. Richard Hager, Councilor, City of Tualatin, PO Box 39, Tualatin OR 97062. “I have 
been on the Council for several years and active in the Stafford Triangle issue for about 
three-and-one-half years. I think you are very aware from the numerous position 
statements the Stafford Task Force has taken, over the past two-and-one-half to three 
years and the numerous memos and letters we have sent you. I think you are aware of the 
consistent position we have taken. It hasn't changed. / don't even need to restate it.
What I would like to mention is that / live in a community that has increased by 700 percent 
in population in twenty years. Very few people in the state or probably in the world, would 
be able to sit here before you and say that. You probably suspect, by my age, that / did 
not come over in a covered wagon as that rate of growth might indicate. Certainly most 
other communities in the United States that could say that, that they are seven times larger 
than they were, you'd be talking to someone's great grandmother but that is not the case in 
Tualatin. Of course, several before me have alluded to the fact that there is some nebulous 
price attached to growth and / am certain that is true. Ten to twelve, fifteen years ago, in 
Tualatin, the combined water sewer bill would have run $5.00.. Now it is going to run 
between $50 and $60 and that is just an example. My own home assessment has gone up 
300 percent. It went up 65% Just in the few years since Measure 5 was passed. There is 
definitely a real price to be paid. / think we have also talked a little bit before about the 
cost of providing infrastructure and providing reservoirs and providing police and libraries. 
The cost of providing those things to the 3500 acres of the North Stafford Triangle is 
completely outside of the ability if the city to provide. It just can't happen again or we will 
alThave to move out of Tualatin. We cannot pay the cost of developing the 3500 acres that 
were never in our urban services boundary. In the process of growing from 2000 people to 
19,000 people now, we have done a lot of things. We have set minimum densities in all 
our planning districts. Every planning district is that way and it has been for quite some 
time. We are doing something very important there. We are also building single family 
subdivisions at six units to the acre. That is not being done widely but that does require 
some very small lot sizes. We have done over 400 units of that and, in fact right now, we 
are in the process of putting on-line, about 570 apartment units as we speak on about 46 
acres on two sites. This has been the case in Tualatin for the entire 19 years that / have 
lived there. AH / am asking you to keep in mind what the cities of Tualatin, Lake Oswego 
and West Linn have done as we have grown from small towns like Tualatin twenty years 
ago, to where we are now at 19,000 people. We have done a lot and I don't think we can 
afford to develop the 3500 acres next door. Thank you very much."

10. Robert Price of Stoel Rives, 233 SW Front Avenue Portland OR 97204 presented 
written testimony regarding their client Morse Brothers, Inc., a copy of which is filed with 
these minutes.

11. Steven R. Schell of Stoel Rives, 233 SW Front Avenue Portland OR 97204 
presented written testimony regarding their client Morse Brothers, Inc., a copy of which is 
filed with these minutes.

12. Patty Mamula, 21357 Sweetbriar Road, West Linn OR 97058 presented oral and 
written testimony, a copy of which is filed with these minutes.

13. Brian D. Grover, representing North Clackamas Chamber of Commerce, PO Box'369, 
Gladstone OR 97027 presented oral and written testimony, a copy of which is filed with 
these minutes.
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14. Alice Schlenker, Mayor of the City of Lake Oswego, PO Box 369, Lake Oswego OR 
97034. *7 have five quick points that I would like to make with you. . The first point has to 
do with partnerships. As an elected official of-the city and being a mayor, we have very 
broad input into numerous areas that impact our communities. Those broad areas have to 
do with striving to create partnerships that work for all of us. Just two days ago, / was 
with a group of people having to do with the federal deficit, interestingly enough, and we 
formed a partnership that talked about including the voice of local government as it relates 
to the role of our resources and what we are talking about is the federal government, as it 
goes through devolution, we are going to be taking on numerous new roles at the local level 
and also accepting the costs for transportation, Medicaid, and so on. That is a brand new 
role. We need to have a voice at that table. Again, just a few weeks ago, we met with 
Governor Kitzhaber and other people talking about a partnership and we established the 
principles of a partnership, again to take over the role and responsibilities and talk about the 
costs of what is going to happen at the local level. Of course, our third partner is you,
Metro and we have been a partner with you in terms of helping to pass Greenspaces and in 
terms of having helped to pass the light rail bill. AH of those costs, of course, are going to 
come back to us but they will also enhance the livability of our area. So I want you to 
know that we are very much aware of our responsibility but our resources are minima! and m 
we are going to have to do a great deal of planning for the future. The second vomt thaL I 
would like to talk about is studies. / reacted strongly to John Kvistad's proposal to now 
study all of the 3500 acres in the Stafford area for potential urbanization about two weeks 
ago and I will continue to react strongly to such a proposal; not, as some claim,, because 
we are a wealthy community and don't want any growth but because we, along with our 
neighboring cities, the county and the school districts and residents of the area have 
studied this issue for four years and we have given you good reasons why urbanization of 
the North Stafford area does not make sense for us and for the region. Once again, you are 
very much aware of what / am saying because you, too, are studying the issues. We have 
three volumes of the Colt study,, haying to do with sewer issues region-wide. Within our 
urban service area only, not expanding the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) but just what we 
are going to have to be responsible for in the near future will be close to $20 million to the 
city of Lake Oswego and that is just within our urban service area. The water study that 
you talked about - we are not quite sure what those costs will be but we know that for 
capita! improvements existing for our water treatment plant to serve again the population 
within our urban service area, that we are probably up to $ 15 million to $20 million. We 
feel that these costs are highly significant in terms of our tax payers. As you know. West 
Linn's votes just told the city council there that they would be determining the rates for 
water in the future, not the city council and we see this movement in this tax revolt against 
local governments and governments of all levels because people simple are not willing and 
cannot pay for the costs. The third issue I would like to talk about is growth. I have 
learned that issues just don't happen on the spur of the moment or in a vacuum. / know 
that the citizens of Lake Oswego weren't born yesterday. They have been tried and tested 
and trained by our land use planning system which emphasizes above all else, rational 
planning and citizen involvement. When they believe that irrational planning is underway 
and citizen involvement is being thwarted, they get emotional. The last area for major 
growth in Lake Oswego is our downtown area which is the town center and which is 
included on your map. We have been planning for this. That is 2.8 acres in the middle of 
downtown Lake Oswego. We feel that none of this has come easily. You are in a little 
different position than we are. Nearly each and every land use matter that has come before 
the city council has been appealed by our citizens. Therefore, we take very seriously our 
citizens' concerns. We believe that that this is serious business and we are not just 
planning for the future in the face of tremendous growth. We must also earn the



Metro Council Regular Meeting . .
November 16, 1995
Minutes
page 18

confidence.and support of our citizens if we ever hope to implement the 2040 plan. Quite 
frankly, this was the reason that we held our rally in Lake Oswego because we sincerely 
wanted to puU all of our people together to understand what the issues and concerns were 
with regard to the 2040 concept and that we, in fact as a city, would approve the 2040 
concept map as it had been proposed, it just so happened that the 3500 acres were pulled 
in at the last minute; none of us were aware of it and the timing coincided. We have also 
been accused of taking a position that this is somehow not fair to the rest of the region - 
that we do not support the 3500 acres. I am not aware of any criteria in the RUGGOs or 
2040 that requires that we should somehow distribute employment and population across 
every landscape. I believe the Future Vision and the 2040 Concept call for the just 
opposite, it says that we will do thing differently; that we will not continue to expand in all 
directions regardless of the consequences in terms of jobs, housing balance, transportation 
system efficiency and a compact urban form that maintains separation of cities and is cost- 
effective in the provision of services. Speaking for Lake Oswego in my closing remarks, we 
have participated in the technical process underway at the staff level for several years and 
most intensely in. the last year to allocate future employment and population growth in a 
responsible way. We commented initially that the first round of allocations made some 
assumptions about redeveiopable land, i want you to know that our staff is meeting with 
your staff tomorrow to review the allocation estimates in more detail. 7 expect that they 
wilt be able to reach an agreement on Lake Oswego's population and employment 
allocations that reflect a more accurate expectation on the part of Metro and a greater 
challenge to the city to achieve what you are expecting.. We are willing to work with you. 
in dosing, I would simply like to say that we do not want to expand any more scare 
resources and time on finding out what we already know: The Stafford area, the 3500 
acres, is not a logical or cost-effective place to urbanize. We do believe and our values 
have shown us in our city, that it is important to value green as much as greenbacks."

15, Gussie McRobert, Mayor, City of Gresham testified. “MPAC unanimously voted to 
ask Metro to ask all the local governments to step up and even increase their densities 
beyond the 2040 densities. This would mean that the twenty-year land supply does not 
have to be based upon big lot sprawl but can be based on a more compact planning 
strategy. At the same meeting, a lot of concern was expressed about the time tine that we 
have for studying the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) amendments. One fpr the 2015 
forecast which is not that far off (next spring) and then again, when we do the regional 
framework plan, it is a huge amount of staff time and we would hope that somewhat we 
could manage to just do that one time instead of having to turn around and do it again in 
just a few months. I know you are about through with this and you are probably more 
relieved than we are even, but / would just ask you not to sell our future short. There will 
be those who argue for the status quo but I assure you there are enlightened developers out 
there. / met with two of them this morning and one, the President of Village Properties 
gave me permission to speak for their plans in Gresham. They plan, this next year, $25 
million work of developments. They represent small box retailers like Walgreen's, the 
Blockbuster Video, Petco, and those kind of stores. Most of these are infill projects so they 
don't really count on. the parking ratio sheet as a shopping center but they have been willing 
to totally shift their site plans.so that they meet our transportation plans. The building 
orientation is up to the street which is in the state transportation planning rule. They are 
willing to follow our architectural standards which were upheld by LUBA from the 
Homebuilder's appeal of our plan. They are willing not to have any parking or maneuvering 
or queuing of cars between the street and the building. These are what some would say 

■ monumental changes but they have been very willing to do it because they want to do 
business in Gresham. This is a valuable market. We do not have to sell ourselves cheap.
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They have been willing to do less parking. I would urge you not to be afraid of parking 
maximums. Using Walgreen as an example, their preference for their 14,000 square foot 
box is 60 parking spaces. They are willing to do only 51 and in a phased development, 
using part of that later for another building. If you compare that with the parking 
standards, these are infill projects so you can't really count them as a shopping center but 
their average is 3.6 spaces per 1,000 square feet of retail. If you figure a shopping center, 
the maximum would be 5.1. They are well under that maximum already. The only other 
comparison at all was the supermarket and the maximum would be 3.7. They are. thus . 
under 3.6. I would urge you not to be afraid of that and not to sell our future short. / 
appreciate all the house you have spent on this matter.

Presiding Officer Ruth McFarland asked Mayor McRobert how much effect the increased 
densities and infill, of which Mayor McRobert spoke, would have upon those governments 
that have not come willingly to that view?

Mayor McRobert replied, “I think it will in a couple of ways. First, you can find out that 
there is strong support for minima! expansion or no expansion of the Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB) and everybody has to have their fair share. / know that there are a couple 
of cities, and it is not Lake Oswego, who are strong 'don't expand the UGB' but are doing 
huge one-acre lots. Well, folks, you can't have it both ways. They have to be responsible 
and they have to take their fair share of the allocation. The leverage you have is that if 
they don't they don't get transportation money. There was much discussion when the 
charter was being put together, on what one of the members kept calling 'the hammer that 
Metro needed. The hammer is the money. You don't play the game, you don't get paid. / 
think that is a big lever. Then, we have some responsibility, too, to work on those people.
I promise you that we will do that."

16. John Pullen, 18 Britten Court, Lake Oswego OR 97035 testified. "! am opposed to 
expanding the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) in the Stafford area. / am further opposed to 
an urban study of the Stafford Basin. The area has been studied to death. The last study 
was done by the Stafford Area Task Force. If more information is required by Metro for this 
area, just contact the cities of Lake Oswego, West Linn, or Tualatin. They are loaded with 
information. / am here today to show the Metro Council that there is citizen support for the 
viewpoint of our elected- officials of Lake Oswego, West Linn and Tualatin. They have all 
given you excellent input and they have expert planners on their city staffs. Tom Coffee, 
the City of Lake Oswego Assistant City Manager and Planning Director knows the problems 
which would be associated with the development of the Stafford area like the back of his 
hand. Many in the press and elsewhere rely on his expertise. / am not against urban 
growth. At the same time, / do not want the home-building industry to saddle me with a lot 
of unnecessary taxes due to the development of an area that will have water problems, 
sewage problems, school problems, road problems and many other types of problems.
From what I have read in the newspapers, Metro has heard loud and dear from the public 
how It feels about expanding the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Please do not turn a tin 
ear to our views on this matter. You were all elected to represent the people you serve. In 
closing, I am just sorry that Mike. Burton is not here today. In closing, I will repeat a line 
that Mike Burton wrote in a letter to the citizens of the region, 'that mandate to preserve 
and enhance the quality of life and the environment for ourselves and future generations is 
Metro's primary responsibility.' Now I think that I can live with that. Thank you."

17. Matt M. Finnigan, 3700 Upper Drive, Lake Oswego OR 97035 testified. “We have 
elected our officials. They have come to you and talked. Word has come back to the
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neighborhood associations and community that we are not being heard and that we haven't 
had the peopie here. I would only share with you a little bit of an experience, in Lake 
Oswego, one of the biggest assets we have is volunteers. Our committees, our boards are 
very well staffed by the citizens of Lake Oswego. From that, we are given the opportunity 
listen to lots and lots of people. We are currently underway in Lake Grove, where / live, 
one of two neighborhoods who have been identified to develop a neighborhood plan. We 
are in that process right now and we are trying to look at how we can accept more density, 
have our streets functions better and so forth. We are trying to work again within the city 
limits, because when we drew that some twenty years ago, we looked at what could Lake 
Oswego service properly. And with that, then we have worked towards that in infilling 
and, to my knowledge, the city has done a very good job of infilling. We are almost to the 
guideline that Metro has set plus to infill but we are even looking at the new challenged 
that we are offering us which is how can we accept more density and we are looking at the 
town centers, etc. in dosing, I would only offer you that we don't heed to go outside. Let 
us have some time to develop within it. I can only assure you that the neighborhoods are in 
support of the city's position to everyone. We also even have a Coalition that meets every 
first Saturday and they are also on the records. I believe they have come and talked to you 
about it so the community of Lake Oswego is informed. They just don't turn out in great 
numbers other than what you saw at our rally and it has been described as an emotional 
but, again, / don't think of any time when i have seen a public notice come out where we 
have had 300 people. / would encourage you not to, the extend the study. Give us the 
opportunity develop within the Urban Growth Boundaries."

18. Bill Klammer, City of Lake Oswego testified, "i am here today to demonstrate my 
support for the position we have taken as a city in opposition to any expansion of the 
Urban Reserve Study Area in the North Stafford area. By now, you may be.getting tired of 
hearing from us on this subject. We would prefer to not have to keep reminding you of our 
opposition to the urbanization of the North Stafford area but since this is still a possibility 
that some of you want to consider, I believe it is our responsibility to continue to represent 
the interests of our citizens in these proceedings. We feel that the North Stafford area will 
be more expensive to serve than most other areas around the Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB). Direct costs of development would be passed on to new residents and indirect 
costs, like schools, police and fire protection, recreation programs and libraries would be 
added to the taxes and utility rate paid by all of us. Every one would end up paying for the 
benefits that are derived by a few. Another factor contributing to the higher cost of 
development is the terrain in the North Stafford area, it is not fiat. Based upon your staff's 
analysis of 47 existing and potential additions to the Urban Reserve Study Areas, only 
seven others have a slope equal to or greater than the 12% which characterizes the North 
Stafford area, it is not likely that the density of 5.9 units per acre that was assumed in the 
utility feasibility analysis you commissioned could be achieved. As a result, the per unit 
cost of developing this area would be even higher than most other Urban Reserve Study 
Areas . if providing cost-effective services and affordable housing for existing and future 
residents is among your planning objectives, the North Stafford area is not an area that will 
enable this region to achieve either."

19. Dorothy Rogers, representing Paiisades Neighborhood Association, 17211 SW Robb 
Place, Lake Oswego OR 97034 testified. "We have sent you a letter dated October 18, 
1995, which ran into quite a lot of detail about of feelings on this but I wanted to remind 
you again that there are many of us here today because of our concern regarding the 
Stafford growth issue. As Chair of Palisades Neighborhood Association, which comprises 
approximately 1400 homes, i have been contacted by many, many, many neighbors who
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are deeply worried about the cost of this rate of quick expansion. We are not elitist. We 
welcome new neighbors so they may enjoy, the lifestyle we now have. However, water, 
sewer and roads, not to mention traffic; we are overwhelmed with them by this time. You 
have heard from many experts with excellent, sophisticated testimony on this, i am not 
saying anything new. These people have expressed it very well. But we say, 'Let the 
people come. But let them come at a rate we can pay for and absorb.' We need your 
help. We are asking you please help us achieve this."

20. Unly Ferris, representing Joe Hanauer, 101 SW Main, Portland OR 97204 testified. 
“i represent Joe Hanauer who is the property owner of one of the sites under consideration 
for addition to the Urban Reserve Study Area. Site No. 64 is the one under consideration. 
The.site owned by my client is a 188 acre tract located in unincorporated Washington 
County, it is owned by a single owner. It is zoned AF20 and AF5 which is not an EFU 
zone in Washington County. I fust want to emphasize a couple of points as to why this is 
an appropriate site for the Urban Reserve Study Area. First of all, it is not an of an 
appropriate size for agricultural use. Mr. Hanauer has leased the property to a farmer who, 
after two years of trying to sustain yields, gave up and we think that no other farmer would 
be willing to, given the amount of herbicides and the trees that are located on the property. 
Second, this is a good opportunity. It is a single tract of 188 acres, located adjacent to the 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). We have a great opportunity here to use one piece of 
property for planning. Finally, this is in an area of poor job and housing mix. We have an 
increasing number of jobs out in the western portion of the metro area and yet we don't 
have increasing housing to accompany the increasing jobs and therefore, this is in an area 
that certainly should be involved in the Urban Reserve Study Areas."

Announcements from Metro Growth Management Committee Chair Susan McLain:

1. The Committee and Staff will begin a point by point review of the sites under 
discussion today. Information wiil be received from Staff today with a short presentation 
and an opportunities for the Councilors to ask questions about particular pieces of the 
information received last Friday, specific sites or the Growth Concept Map.

2. After Thanksgiving week, the Committee will hold a meeting on November 30. This 
is a night meeting, scheduled to begin at 7 PM . The specific purpose for this evening 
meeting is to afford the public a final opportunity to submit testimony. Amendments may 
be offered by Councilors at this meeting. Public issues will be addressed at this meeting by 
the Councilors. If amendments have not been formally been entered into the process by a 
Councilor, they must be brought forward by the Councilors. The Committee will also be 
receiving recommendations by Councilors, Staff, or the Executive Officer. The final 
recommendations must be brought forward by the aforementioned parties on November 30, 
1995. The final opportunity for public testimony will this evening.
4. December 7, 1995. Work Session with final revision and adoption. No public 
testimony will be received on this date. The public is welcome to come and listen to the 
discussion on this date.

6. ORDINANCES • SECOND READING

6.1 Ordinance No. 95-616. Amending the FY 1995-96 Budget and AporoDriations
Schedule for the Purpose of Reorganizing the Staff of the Council Office. Creating
New Positions. Reducing Staffing Levels for the Office of Citizen Involvement, and
Declaring an Emergency
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The clerk read Ordinance No. 95-616 by title, only.

Councilor McLain reminded the Council that in late August they began a review and the 
review was to look at the structure of the Council staff and look at the configuration of 
resources and to decide if after six months' or seven months' review of the process in place 
since January 1995 with the new Council if the Council was pleased with the results of the 
configuration of staff and use of resources. During that time, the Council had a couple of 
Work Sessions and have had the opportunity to speak together about this issue. Councilor 
McLain said she felt very strongly that this issue was started for two reasons. One, the 
Council wanted to do a better job serving the public, serving the committees, and serving 
Council work. Two, it had been a concern of hers that the Metro CCI was not pleased with 
the type of service they receiving, and they wanted more stability. She said it had been 
brought to her attention after the Work Session that the Council is not there yet in terms of 
having the entire Council agree with actually changing the configuration at this time. She 
said because of that, she feels it is real important for the Council to continue to work 
together in a situation where the Couricil will be giving each other an ear to listen what the 
Council thanks is really important for jts staffing and for the public review. She said the 
Metro CCI had a member at the Meeting who wanted to speak to this issue. Councilor 
McLain said it is going to be her hope that she will be allowed to withdraw this Ordinance, 
and that the Council would continue to work on this issue because she does not believe 
there is simply is not any conclusion with which the majority of the Council is satisfied.

Presiding Officer McFariand said that if Councilor McLain wanted to withdraw Ordinance 
No. 95-616, since it belonged to the Body, it would require a vote of the Body to withdraw 
the Ordinance.
Presiding Officer McFarland said she would like to put this question of staffing before the 
Government Affairs Committee after it has been withdrawn. She said she wanted to let it 
go through a process of discussion of open and full and public discussion in which all have 
their words to say about how we feel about how we need to address this question further.

Motion: Councilor McLain moved to withdraw Ordinance No. 95-616

Vote: The six Metro Councilors present voted unanimously to permit Councilor
McLain's withdrawal of Ordinance No. 95-616. Councilor Morissette was not
present for the vote.

Presiding Officer McFariand opened Public Testimony at 4:43 p.m.

Aleta Woodruff, Metro CCI Member, said Mr. Ric Buhler, Chair of the Metro Committee for 
Citizen involvement, was unable to testify. Mr. Buhler submitted a copy of his letter 
covering the concerns of the Members of the MCCI on staffing problems for each of the 
Councilors, through Ms. Woodruff. Ms. Woodruff indicated she would read part of the letter 
for the record, “'Item one, this Metro Councilprornised the current MCCI .45 support staff, 
and MCCI would like to maintain that. / am aware that some Councilors and staff feel that 
this is excessive, and I suppose itis one opinion. However, that issue is sure to be raised at 
future budget discussions, and MCCI will be required to justify all cost similarly as other 
Metro departments. MCCI welcomes that opportunity. But remember, that discussion is 
for future budget allocations. The current operations have already been budgeted and this 
Council promised .45 staff to help MCCI with its Council-approved work plan and we would 
like this Council to uphold this promise. Item number two, it is obvious to all outside



Metro Council Regular Meeting 
November 16, 1995 
Minutes 
page 23

observers of the Councif Office that the staffing situation is dynamic to say the least. MCCl 
cannot pass judgment because we do not know all the facts. However, I believe it is safe 
to say that all parties involved, MCCl, Council,, and staff can improve on the issue. MCCl 
can wholeheartedly support any reconfiguration that the Councilors deem appropriate for 
their staffing needs as long as current budget allocations are maintained MCCl .45 staff for 
the current fiscal year. For example, it does not matter to MCCl if you have one analyst or 
two clerks if it costs the same. Council needs to decide for itself if it needs more higher 
paid heads or lower paid, but still extremely important, hands. Personally, / feel that 
Council was elected was elected for their minds. Therefore, MCCl sees the staffing issue 
as a dollars issue and not a body count, item number three, MCCl wants Council to realize 
that MCCl respects their authority to organize their own office. However, the MCCl would 
like the same consideration with its own resources, the .45 staff. Several on the 
Committee feel that we have not been able to utilize our budgeted resources to accomplish 
the task this Council has assigned. Item number four, the last point is that MCCl would 
appreciate a written policy for various salient issues such as where in the Council 
organization the MCCl Committee is to submit support documentation for its budget items. 
We feel this is important so that information can reach all the appropriate parties needing it. 
The MCCl sees that as being the Office Manager, but that will be ultimately be for the 
Council to decide.’" Ms. Woodruff thanked the Council for allowing her to read Mr. 
Buhler's letter into the record. She said the item number four does not directly deal with 
the staffing issue, and MCCl would like a reply to item number four.

Councilor McLain said she really appreciates the comments. She said the Metro CCI has 
spent two Full Committee Meetings and one Steering Committee Meeting dealing with 
Councilors attending their Meetings on this issue. She went on to say she really 
appreciated their thoughtfulness and their consideration on this issue. Councilor McLain 
said that on the fourth item, they were told by the Budget Analyst that as long as the Metro 
CCI got information to John Houser that they could, indeed, input the process. This is who 
she told them was the appropriate person. She believes it should be put in writing. 
Councilor McLain asked if the Council could reply within a timely period of possibly a week.

Presiding Officer McFarland said the Council would respond to the MCCl in writing. She 
went on further to say that, to her knowledge. Councilor McLain was accurate in the 
information she conveyed to the MCCl. She said as long as the MCCl is where it is now, 
the appropriate place for them to have information for next year's budgeting with our staff 
and with our analyst.

Presiding Officer McFarland closed Public Testimony at 4:50 p.m.

11. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS: None

There being no further business to come before the Council, Presiding Officer McFarland 
adjourned the Meeting at 4:51 p.m.

Submitted by,

(f (AaG 9^0
Cora Elizabeth 
Council Assist.a

2040 Material Su

David Aeschliman 
2040 Recording Clerk
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5.1 Ordinance No. 95-625, Amending the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives, and Adopting Metro 2040 Growth
Concept'and Metro 2040 Growth Concept Map



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

AMENDING THE REGIONAL URBAN GROWTH ) ORDINANCE NO. 95-625 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES, AND ADOPTING )
METRO 2040 GROWTH CONCEPT AND METRO ) Introduced by Councilor McLain 
2040 GROWTH CONCEPT MAP )

)

WHEREAS, Metro adopted land use regional goals and objectives called Regional Urban 

Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO) in September 1991, as required by state law ORS Chapter 268; 

and

WHEREAS, During consideration of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept and 2040 Growth 

Concept Map and RUGGO amendments, local governments requested additional time for further 

analysis and discussion of the 2040 Growth Concept; and,

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 94-2040-C, adopted by the Metro Council on December 8, 1994. 

established the Metro 2040 Growth Concept text and map, and proposed them as additions to the 

RUGGO; and, ,,

WHEREAS, A'refinement process of additional technical analysis and public review was 

directed by the Metro Council; and

WHEREAS, A refinement process has been carried out and substantial changes derived from 

that process are now reflected in the amended 1995 RUGGO, Metro 2040 Growth Concept and 2040 

Growth Concept Map; and

WHEREAS, The Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) has addressed further 

amendments to RUGGO Goal II as referenced in Resolution No. 94-2040-C, Section 4; and .

WHEREAS, The MPAC, Metro Technical Advisory Committee .(MTAC), Metro Policy Advisory 

Committee (MPAC), Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT), Transportation Policy 

Alternatives Committee (TPAC), bodies representing local governments throughout the region, and 

other interested parties have reviewed and now recommend to the Metro Council adoption of the 

amended RUGGO, the Metro 2040 Growth Concept and 2040 Growth Concept Map, now, therefore, 

/////



THE METRO COUNCjL HEREBY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

1. The 199.5 RUGGO included in this Ordinance as Exhibit A, are hereby adopted, including 

the Metro 2040 Growth Concept; and

2. The Metro 2040 Growth Concept Map, the geographic expression of the Metro 2040 

Growth Concept.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this____ day of , 1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

ATTEST: Approved as to Form:

Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

MT/irb
l:\GM\MARKT\ORD.WPD 
11/1/95



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 95-625 AMENDING THE 
REGIONAL URBAN GROWTH GOALS AND OBJECTIVES, AND 
ADOPTING METRO 2040 GROWTH CONCEPT AND METRO 2040 
CONCEPT MAP

Date: November 21, 1995 Presented by: John Fregonese,
Growth Management Services

RACKOROUND

On December 8, 1994, Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 94-2040-C, which accepted the 
work products of the Region 2040 process for Metro's continued planning. This Resolution 
included the Metro 2040 Growth Concept and 2040 Growth Concept Map for addition to Regional 
Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO) and states the process for refinement and 
implementation of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept and Map.

When Metro Council acted in December 1994, adoption was made by resolution rather than by 
ordinance. This was done to give local jurisdictions and other interested parties additional time to 
review and refine the Metro 2040 Growth Concept, 2040 Growth Concept Map and the proposed 
RUGGO changes.

Resolution No. 94-2040-C directed Metro staff to carry out a refinement process of additional 
technical analysis and public review guided by policy considerations outlined in the resolution. 
Refinement of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept Map has been made with over 120 individual or 
category changes as suggested by local jurisdictions. In addition, proposed text changes to the 
RUGGO and 2040 Growth Concept have been made.

During the refinement process, a period of 11 rnonths, Metro Technical Advisory Committee 
(MTAC) met 12 times to consider analysis and refinements and Metro Policy Advisory Committee 
(MPAC) met nine times. In addition, the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation 
(JPACT) and Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) met and reviewed the 
refinements. Five open houses were held during that period to solicit citizen involvement. The 
Metro Land Use Planning Committee and Council held 13 public hearings and work sessions to 
consider the 2040 Growth Concept Map and RUGGO amendments.

The revisions and refinements are now considered to be consistent with those policy considerations 
outlined in Resolution No. 94-2040-C.

MT/sib
l:\GM\MARKT\STAFFRPT.WPO
11/1/95
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Introduction

The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs) have been developed to:

1. guide efforts to maintain and enhance the ecological integrity, economic viability, and 
social equity and overall quality of life of the urban region;

2. respond to the direction given to Metro by the legislature through ORS ch 268.380 to 
develop land use goals and objectives for the region which would replace those 
adopted by the Columbia Region Association of Governments;

3. provide a policy for the development of the elements of Metro's regional framework 
plan and its implementation of individual functional plans; and

4. provide a process for coordinating planning in the metropolitan area to maintain 
metropolitan livability.

The RUGGOs are not directly applicable to local plans and local land use decisions. 
However, they state regional policy as Metro develops plans for the region with all of its 
partners. Hence, the RUGGOs are the building blocks with which the local governments, 
citizens, the business community and other interests can begin to develop a shared view 
of the region’s future.

The RUGGOs are presented through two principal goals, the first dealing with the planning 
process and the second outlining substantive concerns related to urban form. The 
"subgoals" (in Goal II) and objectives provide clarification for the goals. The planning 
activities reflect priority actions that need to be taken to refine and clarify the goals and 
objectives further.

Metro's regional goals and objectives required by ORS 268.380(1) are in RUGGOs Goals I 
and II and Objectives 1-23 only. RUGGOs planning activities contain implementation 
ideas for future study in various stages of development that may or may not lead to 
RUGGOs amendments, new functional plans, functional plan amendments, or regional 
framework plan elements. The regional framework plan, functional plans and functional 
plan amendments shall be consistent with Metro's regional goals and objectives and the 
Growth Concept, not RUGGOs planning activities. .
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Background Statement

Planning for and managing the effects of urban growth in this metropolitan region involves 
24 cities, three counties, and more than 130 special service districts and school districts, 
as well as Metro. In addition, the State of Oregon, Tri-Met, the Port of Portland, and the 
Boundary Commission all make decisions which affect and respond to regional urban 
growth. Each of these jurisdictions and agencies has specific duties and powers which 
apply directly to the tasks of urban growth management. In addition, the cities of 
southwest Washington and Clark County, though governed by different state laws, have 
made significant contributions to the greater metropolitan area and are important to this 
region. Also, nearby cities within Oregon, but outside the Metro boundary, are important to 
consider for the impact that Metro policies may have on their jurisdictions.

Accordingly, the issues of metropolitan growth are complex and inter-related. 
Consequently, the planning and growth management activities of many jurisdictions are 
both affected by and directly affect the actions of other jurisdictions in the region. In this 
region, as in others throughout the country, coordination of planning and management 
activities is a centrai issue for urban growth management.

The Metro Council authorized the development of goals and objectives. These goals and 
objectives are the result of substantial discussion and debate throughout the region for 
over two years. On a technical and policy basis jurisdictions in the region as well as the 
Metro Council participated in crafting these statements of regional intent., Specifically, 
these goals and objectives have been analyzed and discussed by: the Metro Technical 
Advisory Committee comprised of staff land use representatives and citizens from 
throughout the region; the Transportation Policy Advisory Committee made up of staff 
transportation representatives and citizens from the region; the Metro Policy Advisory 
Committee, composed of elected officials and citizens from the region and the Joint Policy 
Advisory Committee on Transportation, which includes elected officials and citizens from 
the region.

Goal I addresses coordination issues in the region by providing the process that the 
Metro Council will use to address areas and activities of metropolitan significance. The 
process is intended to be responsive to the challenges of urban growth while respecting 
the powers and responsibilities of a wide range of interests, jurisdictions, and agencies.

Goal II recognizes that this region is changing as growth occurs, and that change is 
challenging our assumptions about how urban growth will affect quality of life. For 
example: /

•overall, the number of vehicle miles traveled in the region has been increasing at a rate 
far in excess of the rate of population and employment growth;
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• the greatest growth in traffic and movement is within suburban areas and between 
districts in the urban area.

• Areas in the region with good transit service and compact land uses designed to serve 
transit currently use transit for about 9 % of trips and walking and biking for about 31 % 
of trips for a total of about 40% non-auto trips, while in other areas of the region these 
modes only account for about 10%;

• to this point the region has accommodated most forecasted growth on vacant land 
within the urban growth boundary, with redevelopment expected to accommodate very 
little of this growth, even though recent statistics suggest that a significant amount of 
growth of jobs and households is occurring on lands we currently count as developed;

• single family residential construction is occurring at less than maximum planned 
density;

• rural residential development in rural exception areas is occurring in a manner and at a 
rate that may result in forcing the expansion of the urban growth boundary on important 
agricultural and forest resource lands in the future;

• a recent study of urban infrastructure needs in the state has found that only about half 
of the funding needed in the future to build needed facilities can be identified.

Add to this list growing citizen concern about rising housing costs, vanishing open space, 
and increasing frustration with traffic congestion, and the issues associated with the 
growth of this region are not at all different from those encountered in other west coast 
metropolitan areas such as the Puget Sound region or cities in California. The lesson in 
these observations is that the "quilt" of 27 separate comprehensive plans together with the 
region's urban growth boundary is not enough to effectively deal with the dynamics of 
regional growth and maintain quality of life.

The challenge is .clear: if the Portland metropolitan area is going to be different than other 
places, and if it is to preserve its vaunted quality of life as an additional people move into 
the urban area in the coming years, then a cooperative and participatory effort to address 
the issues of growth must begin now. Further, that effort needs to deal with the issues 
accompanying growth - increasing traffic congestion, vanishing open space, speculative 
pressure on rural farm lands, rising housing costs, diminishing environmental quality, 
demands on infrastructure such as schools, water and sewer treatments plants — in a 
common framework. Ignoring vital links between these issues will limit the scope and 
effectiveness of our approach to managing urban growth.

Goal II provides that broad framework needed to address the issues accompanying urban 
growth.
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GOAL I: REGIONAL PLANNING PROCESS

Regional planning in the metropolitan area shall:

l.i Fully implement the regional planning functions of the 1992 Metro Charter;

l.ii Identify and designate other areas and activities of metropolitan concern 
through a participatory-process involving the Metro Policy Advisory Committee 
(MPAC), cities, counties, special districts, school districts, and state and regional 
agencies such as Tri-Met, the Regional Arts and Culture Council and the Port of 
Portland: and

l.iii Occur in a cooperative manner in order to avoid creating duplicative 
processes, standards and/or governmental roles.

These goals and objectives shall only apply to acknowledged comprehensive plans of 
cities and counties when implemented through the regional framework plan, functional 
plans, or the acknowledged urban growth boundary (UGB) plan.

Objective 1. Citizen Participation

Metro shall develop and implement an ongoing program for citizen participation in all 
aspects of the regional planning program. Such a program shall be coordinated with local 
programs for supporting citizen involvernent in planning processes and shall not duplicate 
those programs.

1.1 Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement (Metro CCI). Metro shall establish a Metro 
Committee for Citizen Involvement to assist with the development, implementation and 
evaluation of its citizen involvement program and to advise the MPAC regarding ways to 
best involve citizens in regional planning activities.

1.2 Notification. Metro shall develop programs for public notification, especially for (but 
not limited to) proposed legislative actions, that ensure a high level of awareness of 
potential consequences as well as opportunities for involvement on the part of affected 
citizens, both inside and outside of its district boundaries.



RUGGOs
Growth Management Committee Recommended Draft

November 1, 1995

159
160 
161 
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180 
181' 

182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199

Objective 2. Metro Policy Advisory Committee

The 1992 Metro Charter has established the MPAC to:

2.i assist with the development and review of Metro's regional planning activities 
pertaining to land use and growth management, including review and 
implementation of these goals and objectives, development and implementation of 
the regional framework plan, present and prospective functional planning, and 
management and review of the region's UGB;

2.ii serve as a forum for identifying and discussing areas and activities of 
metropolitan or subregional concern; and

2.iii provide an avenue for involving all cities and counties and other interests in 
the development and implementation of growth management strategies.

2.1 The MPAC Composition. The initial MPAC shall be chosen according to the Metro 
Charter and, thereafter, according to any changes approved by majorities of the MPAC 
and the Metro Council. The composition of the Committee shall reflect the partnership that 
must exist among implementing jurisdictions in order to effectively address areas and 
activities of metropolitan concern. The voting membership shall include elected and 
appointed officials and citizens of Metro, cities, counties and states consistent with section 
27 of the 1992 Metro Charter.

2.2 Advisory Committees. The Metro Council, or the MPAC consistent with the MPAC 
by-laws, shall appoint technical advisory committees as the Council or the MPAC 
determine a need for such bodies.

2.3 Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT). JPACT with the Metro 
Council shall continue to perform the functions of the designated Metropolitan Planning 
Organization as required by federal transportation planning regulations. JPACT and the 
MPAC shall develop a coordinated process, to be approved by the Metro Council, to 
assure that regional land use and transportation planning remains consistent with these 
goals and objectives and with each other.

Objective 3. Applicability of Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives

These RUGGOs have been developed pursuant to ORS 268.380(1). Therefore, they 
comprise neither a comprehensive plan under ORS 197.015(5) nor a functional plan under 
ORS 268.390(2). The regional framework plan and all functional plans adopted by the 
Metro Council shall be consistent with these goals and objectives. Metro's management of
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the UGB.shall be guided by standards and procedures which must be consistent with 
these goals and objectives. These goals and objectives shall not apply directly to site- 
specific land use actions, including amendments of the UGB.

3.1 These RUGGOs shall apply to adopted and acknowledged comprehensive land use 
plans as follows: ^

3.1.1 Components of the regional framework plan that are adopted as functional 
plans, or other functional plans, shall be consistent with these goals and objectives, 
and

3.1.2 The management and periodic review of Metro's acknowledged UGB Plan, 
shall be consistent with these goals and objectives, and

3.1.3 The MPAC may identify and propose issues of regional concern, related to or 
derived from these goals and objectives, for consideration by cities and counties at 
the time of periodic review of their adopted and acknowledged comprehensive 
plans.

3.2 These RUGGO shall apply to Metro land use, transportation and greenspace activities 
as follows;

3.2.1 The urban growth boundary plans, regional framework plan, functional plans, and 
other land use activities shall be consistent with these goals and objectives.

3.2.2 To the extent that a proposed policy or action may be compatible with some goals 
and objectives and incompatible with others, consistency with RUGGO may involve a 
balancing of applicable goals, subgoals and objectives by the Metro Council that 
considers the relative impacts of a particular action on applicable goals and objectives.

3.3 Periodic Updates of the RUGGOs. The MPAC shall consider the regular updates of 
these goals and objectives and recommend based on a periodic update process adopted 
by the Metro Council.

Objective 4. Urban Growth Boundary Plan. The UGB Plan has two components:

4.1 The acknowledged UGB line; and

4.2 Acknowledged procedures and standards for amending the UGB line. Metro's UGB 
Plan is not a regional comprehensive plan but a provision of the comprehensive plans of
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the local governments within its boundaries. The UGB Plan shall be in compliance with 
applicable statewide planning goals and laws and consistent with these goals and 
objectives. Amendments to the UGB Plan shall demonstrate consistency only with the 
acknowledged procedures and standards. Changes of Metro’s acknowledged UGB Plan 
may require changes in adopted and acknowledged comprehensive plans.

Objective 5. Functional Plans. Functional plans are limited purpose plans, 
consistent with these goals and objectives, which address designated areas and activities 
of metropolitan concern. Functional plans are established in state law as the way Metro 
may recommend or require changes in local plans.

Those functional plans or plan provisions containing recommendations for comprehensive 
planning by cities and counties may not be final land use decisions. If a provision in a 
functional plan, or an action implementing a functional plan require changes in an adopted 
and acknowledged comprehensive plan, then adoption of provision or action will be a final 
land use decision. If a provision in a functional plan, or Metro action implementing a 
functional plan require changes in an adopted and acknowledged comprehensive plan, 
then that provision or action will be adopted by Metro as a final land use action required to 
be consistent with statewide planning goals. In addition, regional framework plan 
components will be adopted as functional plans if they contain recommendations or 
requirements for changes in comprehensive plans. These functional plans, which are 
adopted as part of the regional framework plan, will be submitted along with other parts of 
the regional framework plan to LCDC for acknowledgment of their compliance with the 
statewide planning goals. Because functional plans are the way Metro recommends or 
requires local plan changes, most regional framework plan components will probably be 
functional plans. Until regional framework plan components are adopted, existing or new 
functional plans will continue to recommend or require changes in comprehensive plans.

5.1 Existing Functional Plans. Metro shall continue to develop, amend and implement, 
with the assistance of cities, counties, special districts and the state, statutorily required 
functional plans for air, water and transportation, as directed by ORS 268:390(1) and for 
solid waste as mandated by ORS ch 459.

5.2 New Functional Plans. New functional plans shall be proposed from one of two 
sources:

5.2.1 The MPAC may recommend that the Metro Council designate an area or
activity of metropolitan concern for which a functional plan should be prepared; or

8
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5.2.2 The Metro Council may propose the preparation of a functional plan to 
designate an area or activity of metropolitan concern and refer that proposal to the 
MPAC.

The matters required by the Charter to be addressed in the regional framework plan shall 
constitute sufficient factual reasons for the development of a functional plan under 
ORS 268.390.

Upon the Metro Council adopting factual reasons for the development of a new functional 
plan, the MPAC shall participate in the preparation of the plan, consistent with these goals 
and objectives and the reasons cited by the Metro Council. After preparation of the plan 
and seeking broad public and local government consensus, using existing citizen 
involvement processes established by cities, counties and Metro, the MPAC shall review 
the plan and make a recommendation to the Metro Council. The Metro Council may act to 
resolve conflicts or problems impeding.the development of a new functional plan and may 
complete the plan if the MPAC is unable to complete its review in a timely manner.

The Metro Council shall hold a public hearing on the proposed plan and afterwards shall:

5.2. a Adopt the proposed functional plan; or

5.2. b Refer the proposed functional plan to the MPAC in order to consider 
amendments to the proposed plan prior to adoption; or

5.2. C. Amend and adopt the proposed functional plan; or

5.2. d Reject the proposed functional plan.

The proposed functional plan shall be adopted by ordinance and shall include findings of 
consistency with these goals and objectives.

5.3 Functional Plan Implementation and Conflict Resolution. Adopted functional plans 
shall be regionally coordinated policies, facilities and/or approaches to addressing a 
designated area or actiyity of metropolitan concern, to be considered by cities and 
counties for incorporation in their comprehensive land use plans. If a city or county 
determines that a functional plan requirement should not. or cannot be incorporated into its 
comprehensive plan, then Metro shall review any apparent inconsistencies by the following 
process:

5.3.1 Metro and affected local governments shall notify each other of apparent or 
potential comprehensive plan inconsistencies.
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5.3.2 After Metro staff review, the MPAC shall consult the affected jurisdictions and 
attempt to resolve any apparent or potential inconsistencies.

5.3.3 The MPAC shall conduct a public hearing and make a report to the Metro 
Council regarding instances and reasons why a city or county has not adopted 
changes consistent with requirements in a regional functional plan.

5.3.4 The Metro Council shall review the MPAC report and hold a public hearing 
on any unresolved issues. The Council may decide to;

5.3.4. a Amend the adopted regional functional plan; or

5.3.4. b Initiate proceedings to require a comprehensive plan change; or

5.3.4. C Find there is no inconsistency between the comprehensive plan(s) 
and the functional plan.

Objective 6, Regional Framework Plan. The regional framework plan required by the 
1992 Metro Charter shall be consistent with these goals and objectives. Provisions of the 
regional framework plan that establish performance standards and that recommend or 
require changes in local comprehensive plans shall be adopted as functional plans, and 
shall meet all requirements for functional plans contained in these goals and objectives. 
The Charter requires that all mandatory subjects be addressed in the regional framework 
plan. It does not require that all subjects be addressed to recommend or require changes 
in current comprehensive plans. Therefore, most, but not all regional framework plan 
components are likely to be functional plans because some changes in comprehensive 
plans may be needed. All regional framework plan components will be submitted to LCDC 
for acknowledgment of their compliance with the statewide planning goals. Until regional 
framework plan components are adopted, existing or new regional functional plans will 
continue to recommend or require changes in comprehensive plans.

Objective 7. Periodic Review of Comprehensive Land Use Plans. At the time of LCDC 
initiated periodic review for comprehensive land use plans in the region the MPAC:

7.1 Shall assist Metro with the identification of regional framework plan elements, 
functional plan provisions or changes in functional plans adopted since the last periodic 
review for inclusion in periodic review notices as changes in law; and

7.2 May provide comments during the periodic review of adopted and acknowledged 
comprehensive plans on issues of regional concern.

10
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Objective 8. Implementation Roles

Regional planning and the implementation of these RUGGOs shall recognize the inter­
relationships between cities, counties, special districts, Metro, regional agencies and the 
State, and their unique capabilities and roles:

8.1 Metro Role. Metro shall;

8.1.1 Identify and designate areas and activities of metropolitan concern;

8.1.2 Provide staff and technical resources to support the activities of the MPAC 
within the constraints established by Metro Council;

8.1.3 Serve as a technical resource for cities, counties, school districts and other 
jurisdictions and agencies;

8.1.4 Facilitate a broad-based regional discussion to identify appropriate strategies 
for responding to those issues of metropolitan concern;

8.1.5 Adopt functional plans necessary and appropriate for the implementation of 
these RUGGOs and the regional framework plan;

8.1.6 Coordinate the efforts of cities, counties, special districts and the state to’ 
implement adopted strategies; and

8.1.7 Adopt and review consistent with the Metro Charter and amend a Future 
Vision for the region, consistent with Objective 9.

8.2. Role of Cities

8.2.1 Adopt and amend comprehensive plans to conform to functional plans 
adopted by Metro;

8.2.2 Identify potential areas and activities of metropolitan concern.through a 
broad-based local discussion;

8.2:3 Cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas and 
activities of metropolitan concern;

8.2.4 Participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives.

11
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8.3 Role of Counties

8.3.1 Adopt and amend comprehensive plans to conform to functional plans 
adopted by Metro;

8.3.2 Identify potential areas and activities of metropolitan concern through a.. .
broad-based local discussion;

8.3.3 Cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas and 
activities of metropolitan concern;

8.3.4 Participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives.

8.4 Role of Special Service Districts. Assist Metro, through a broad-based local 
discussion, with the identification of areas and activities of metropolitan concern and the 
development of strategies to address them, and participate in the review and refinement of 
these goals and objectives. Special Service Districts will conduct their operations in 
conformance with, acknowledged Comprehensive Plans affecting their service territories

8.5 Role of School Districts

8.5.1 Advise Metro regarding the identification of areas and activities of school 
district concern;

8.5.2 Cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas and 
activities of school district concern;

8.5.3 Participate In the review and refinement of these goals and objectives.

8.6 Role of the State of Oregon

8.6.1 Advise Metro regarding the identification of areas and activities of 
metropolitan concern;

8.6.2 Cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas and 
activities of metropolitan concern;

8.6.3 Review state plans, regulations, activities and related funding to consider 
changes in order to enhance implementation of the regional framework plan and 
functional plans adopted by Metro, and employ state agencies and programs and

12
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regulatory bodies to promote and implement these goals and objectives and the 
regional framework plan;

8.6.4 Participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives. 

Objective 9. Future Vision

By Charter, approved by the voters in 1992, Metro must adopt a Future Vision for the 
metropolitan area. The Future Vision is:

"a conceptual statement that indicates population levels and settlement patterns 
that the region can accornmodate within the carrying capacity of the land, water and 
air resources of the region, and its educational and economic resources, and that 
achieves a desired quality of life. The Future Vision is a long-term, visionary 
outlook for at least a 50-year period...The matters addressed by the Future Vision 
include, but are not limited to: (1) use, restoration and preservation of regional land 
and natural resources for the benefit of present and future generations, (2) how and 
where to accommodate the population growth for the region while maintaining a 
desired quality of life for its residents, and (3) how to develop new communities and 
additions to the existing urban areas in well-planned ways...The Future Vision is not 
a regulatory document. It is the intent of this charter that the Future Vision have no 
effect that would allow court or agency review of it.”

The Future Vision was prepared by a broadly representative commission, appointed by 
the Metro Council, and will be reviewed and amended as needed, and comprehensively 
reviewed and, if need be, revised every 15 years. Metro is required by the Charter to 
describe the relationship of components of the Regional Framework Plan, and the 
Regional Framework Plan as a whole, to the Future Vision.

Objective 10. Performance Measures

Metro Council, in consultation with MPAC and the public, will develop performance 
measures designed for considering RUGGOs objectives. The term “performance 
measure" means a measurement aimed at determining whether a planning activity or 'best 
practice’ is meeting the objective or intent associated with the ‘best practice’.

Performance measures for Goal I, Regional Planning Process, will use state benchmarks 
to the extent possible or be developed by Metro Council in consultation with MPAC and the 
Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement. Performance measures for Goal II, Urban Form, 
will be derived from state benchmarks or the detailed technical analysis that underlies 
Metro’s Regional Framework Plan, functional plans and Growth Concept Map. While

13



RUGGOs
Growth Management Committee Recommended Draft

November 1,1995

484
485
486
487
488
489
490
491
492
493
494
495
496
497
498
499
500
501
502
503
504
505
506
507
508
509
510
511
512
513
514
515

performance measures are intended to be useful in measuring progress, the Metro Council 
intends to have planning and implementation of policies as its major work effort, not 
development of performance measures.

(As performance measures are adopted, (either by resolution or ordinance, they will be 
included in an appendix.)

Objective 11. Monitoring and Updating

The RUGGOs, regional framework plan and all Metro functional plans shall be reviewed 
every seven years, or at other times as determined by the Metro Council after consultation 
with or upon the advice of the MPAC. Any review and amendment process shall involve a 
broad cross,-section of citizen and jurisdictional interests, and shall involve the MPAC 
consistent with Goal 1: Regional Planning Process. Proposals for amendments shall 
receive broad public and local government review prior to final Metro Council action.

11.1 Impact of Amendments. At the time of adoption of amendments to these goals and 
objectives, the Metro Council shall determine whether amendments to adopted regional 
framework plan, functional plans or the acknowledged regional UGB are necessary. If 
amendments to the above are necessary, the Metro Council shall act on amendments to 
applicable functional plans. The Council shall request recommendations from the MPAC 
before taking action. All amendment proposals will include the date and method through 
which they may become effective, should they be adopted. Amendments to the 
acknowledged regional UGB will be considered under acknowledged UGB amendment 
procedures incorporated in the Metro Code.

If changes to the regional framework plan or functional plans are adopted, affected cities 
and cpunties shall be informed in writing of those changes which are advisory in nature, 
those which recommend changes in comprehensive land use plans and those which 
require changes in comprehensive plans. This notice shall specify the effective date of 
particular amendment provisions.

14
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GOAL II: URBAN FORM

The quality of life and the urban form of our region are closely linked. The Growth 
Concept is based on the belief that we can continue to grow and enhance the region’s 
livability by making the right choices for how we grow. The region’s growth will be 
balanced by:

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

II. ii Preserving existing stable and distinct neighborhoods by focusing 
commercial and residential growth in mixed use centers and corridors at a 
pedestrian scale;

II. iii Assuring affordability and maintaining a variety of housing choices with good 
access to jobs and assuring that market-based preferences are not eliminated by 
regulation;

II.iv Targeting public investments to reinforce a compact urban form.

11.1: NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Preservation, use and modification of the natural environment of the region should 
maintain and enhance environmental quality while striving for stewardship and 
preservation of a broad range of natural resources.

Objective 12. Watershed Management and Regional Water Quality

Planning and management of water resources should be coordinated in order to improve 
the quality and ensure sufficient quantity of surface water and groundwater available to the 

region.

12.1 Formulate Strategy. Metro will develop a long-term regional strategy for 
comprehensive water resources management, created in partnership with the jurisdictions 
and agencies charged with planning and managing water resources and aquatic habitats. 
The regional strategy shall meet state and federal water quality standards and 
complement, but not duplicate, local integrated watershed plans. It shall:

12.1.1 manage watersheds to protect, restore and ensure to the maximum 
extent practicable the integrity of streams, wetlands and floodplains, and their 
multiple biological, physical and social values;

15



RUGGOs
Growth Management Committee Recommended Draft

November 1,1995

557
558
559
560
561
562
563
564
565
566
567
568
569
570
571
572
573
574
575
576
577
578
579
580
581
582
583
584
585
586
587
588
589
590
591
592

12.1.2 comply with state and federal water quality requirements ;

12.1.3 sustain designated beneficial water uses; and

12.1.4 promote multi-objective management of the region’s watersheds to the 
maximum extent practicable; and

12.1.5 encourage the use of techniques relying on natural processes to address 
flood control, storm water management, abnormally high winter and low summer 
stream flows and nonpoint pollution reduction.

Planning Activities1:

Planning programs for water resources management shall:

• Identify the future resource needs and carrying capacities of the region for designated 
beneficial uses of water resources which recognizes the multiple values of rural and 
urban watersheds.

• Monitor regional water quality and quantity trends vis-a-vis beneficial use standards 
adopted by federal, state, regional and local governments for specific water resources 
important to the region, and use the results to change water t planning activities to 
accomplish the watershed management and regional water quality objectives.

• Integrate urban and rural watershed management in coordination with local water 
quality agencies.

• Evaluate the cost-effectiveness of alternative water resource management practices, 
including conservation.

• Preserve, restore, create and enhance water bodies to maintain their beneficial uses.

• Utilize public and/or private partnerships to promote multi-objective management, 
education and stewardship of the region’s watersheds.

1 Planning activities will be formated as a sidebar in the final copy of this document to 
illustrate they are not goals or objectives and are subject to Metro Council budgetary 
considerations.
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Objective 13: Urban Water Supply

The regional planning process shall be used to coordinate the development of a regional 
strategy and plan to meet future heeds for water supply to accommodate grovvth.

13.1 A regional strategy and plan for the Regional Framework element linking demand 
management, water supply sources and storage shall be developed to address future 
growth in cooperation with the region’s water providers.

13.2 The regional strategy and plan element shall be based upon the adopted Regional 
Water Supply Plan which will contain integrated regional strategies for demand 
management, new water sources and storage/transmission linkages. Metro shall evaluate 
their future role in encouraging conservation on a regional basis to promote the efficient 
use of water resources and develop any necessary regional plans/programs to address 
Metro’s future role in coordination with the region’s water providers.

Planning Activities;

• Actively participate as a member of the Regional Water Supply Planning Study 
(RWSPS) and provide regional growth projections and other relevant data to ensure 
coordination between Region 2040 planning program and the RWSPS. The RWSPS

. will:

• identify the future resource needs of the region for municipal and industrial water 
supply:

• identify the transmission and storage needs and capabilities for water supply to 
accommodate future growth; and

• identify water conservation technologies, practices and incentives for demand 
management as part of the regional water supply planning activities.

• Adopt Regional Framework Plan elements for water supply and storage based on the 
results of the RWSPS which provide for the development of new sources, efficient transfer 
and storage of water, including water conservation strategies, which allows for the efficient 
and economical use of water to meet future growth.

Objective 14. Air Quality

Air quality shall be protected and enhanced so that as growth occurs, human health and the 
visibility of the Cascades and the Coast Range from within the region should be maintained.
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14.1 Strategies for planning and managing air quality in the regional airshed shall be 
included in the State Implementation Plan for the Portland-Vancouver air quality maintenance 
area as required by the Federal Clean Air Act.

14.2 New regional strategies shall be developed to comply with Federal Clean Air Act 
requirements and provide capacity for future growth.

14.3 The region, working with the state, shall pursue close collaboration of the Oregon and 
Clark County Air Quality Management Areas.

14.4 All functional plans, when taken in the aggregate, shall be consistent with the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality.

Planning Activities:

An air quality management plan shall be developed for the regional airshed which:

• Outlines existing and forecast air quality problems; identifies prudent and equitable market 
based and regulatory strategies for addressing present and probable air quality problems 
throughout the region; evaluates standards for visibility; and implements an air quality 
monitoring program to assess compliance with local, state and federal air quality 
requirements.

Objective 15. Natural Areas, Parks, Fish and Wildlife Habitat

Sufficient open space in the urban region shall be acquired, or otherwise protected, and 
managed to provide reasonable and convenient access to sites for passive and active 
recreation. An open space system capable of sustaining or enhancing native wildlife and 
plant populations should be established.

15.1 Quantifiable targets for setting aside certain amounts and types of open space shall be 
identified.

15.2 Corridor Systems - The regional planning process shall be used to coordinate the 
development of interconnected recreational and wildlife corridors within the metropolitan 
region.

15.2.1 A region-wide system of trails should be developed to link public and private 
open space resources within and between jurisdictions.
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15.2.2 A region-wide system of linked significant wildlife habitats should be 
developed. This system should be preserved, restored where appropriate, and 
managed to maintain the region's biodiversity (number of species and plants and 

animals),

15.2.3 A Willamette River Greenway Plan for the region should be implemented by 
the turn of the century.

Planning Activities:

1. Identify areas within the region where open space deficiencies exist now, or will in the 
future, given adopted land use plans and growth trends, and act to meet those future 
needs. Target acreage should be developed for neighborhood, community and regional 
parks as well as for other types of open space in order to meet local needs while sharing 
responsibility for meeting metropolitan open space demands.

2. Develop multi-jurisdictional tools for planning and financing the protection and 
maintenance of open space resources. Particular attention will be paid to using the 
land use planning and permitting process and to the possible development of a land­
banking program.

3. Conduct a detailed biological field inventory of the region to establish an accurate 
baseline of native wildlife and plant populations. Target population goals for native 
species will be established through a public process which will include an analysis of 
amounts of habitat necessary to sustain native populations at target levels.

4. The natural areas, parks and open space identified on the Growth Concept Map should 
be acquired, except in extraordinary circumstances, from willing sellers and be removed 
from any regional inventories of buildable land.

5. Populations of native plants and animals will be inventoried, utilizing tools such as 
Metro’s GIS and Parks and Greenspaces-program, Oregon Natural Heritage Database, 
Oregon’s GAP Analysis Program and other relevant programs, to develop strategies to 
maintain the region’s biodiversity (or biological diversity).

6. Utilizing strategies which are included in Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife’s 
Wildlife Diversity Program and working with state and federal fish and wildlife 
personnel, develop a strategy to maintain the region’s biodiversity
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Objective 16. Protection of Agriculture and Forest Resource Lands

Agricultural and forest resource land outside the UGB shall be protected from urbanization, 
and accounted for in regional economic and development plans, consistent with these 
RUGGO.

16.1 Rural Resource Lands. Rural resource lands outside the UGB which have 
significant resource value should actively be protected from urbanization.

16.2 Urban Expansion. Expansion of the UGB shall occur In urban reserves, established 
consistent with the Urban Rural Transition Objective.

16.3 Farm and Forest Practices. Protect and support the ability for farm and forest 
practices to continue. The designation and management of rural reserves by the Metro 
Council may help establish this support, consistent with the Growth Concept.

Planning Activities:

A regional economic opportunities analysis shall include consideration of the agricultural 
and forest products economy associated with lands adjacent to or near the urban area.

11.2 BUILT ENVIRONMENT

Development in the region should occur in a coordinated and balanced fashion as 
evidenced by:

ll.2.i a regional "fair-share" approach to meeting the housing needs of the 
urban population;

ll.2.ii the provision of infrastructure and critical public services concurrent with 
the pace of urban growth and which supports the 2040 Growth Concept;

ll.2.iii the continued growth of regional economic opportunity, balanced so as to 
provide an equitable distribution of jobs, income, investment and tax capacity 
throughout the region and to support other regional goals and objectives;

ll.2.iv the coordination of public investment with local comprehensive and 
regional functional plans; and
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II.2.V the creation of a balanced transportation system, less dependent on the 
private automobile, supported by both the use of emerging technology and the 
location of jobs, housing, commercial activity, parks and open space.

Objective 17. Housing

The Metro Council shall adopt a "fair share” strategy for meeting the housing needs of the 
urban population in cities and counties based on a subregional analysis which provides
for

a diverse range of housing types available within cities and counties inside the UGB,

specific goals for low and moderate income and market rate housing to ensure that 
sufficient and affordable housing is available to households of all income levels, that live or 

have a member working in each jurisdiction;

housing densities and costs supportive of adopted public policy for the development of the 
regional transportation system and designated centers and corridors;

a balance of jobs and housing within the region and subregions.

Planning Activities:

The Metropolitan Housing Rule (OAR 660, Division 7) has effectively resulted in the 
preparation of local comprehensive plans in the urban region that:

• provide for the sharing of regional housing supply responsibilities by ensuring the 
presence of single and multiple family zoning in every jurisdiction, and

• plan for local residential housing densities that support net residential housing density 

assumptions underlying the regional UGB.

Since Metro’s Regional Framework Plan has to address the requirements of statewide
planning Goal lO, the Metro Council should develop:

1. Strategies to preserve the region's supply of special needs and existing low and 

moderate income housing.

2. Diverse Housing Needs, the diverse housing needs of the present and projected 
population of the region shall be correlated with the available and prospective housing 
supply. Upon identification of unmet housing needs, a region wide strategy shall be
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developed which takes into account subregional opportunities and constraints, and the 
relationship of market dynamics to the management of the overall supply of housing. In 
addition, that strategy shall address the "fair-share" distribution of housing. 
responsibilities among the jurisdictions of the region, including the provision of 
supporting social services.

3. Housing Affordability. Multnomah, Clackamas, Clark and Washington Counties have 
completed Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategies (CHAS) which have 
demonstrated the lack of affordable housing for certain income groups in locations 
throughout the metropolitan area. They also demonstrate the regional nature of the 
housing market, therefore, the regional framework plan shall include an element on 
housing affordability which includes development density, housing mix and a menu of 
alternative actions (zoning tools, programs, financial incentives, etc.) for use by local 
jurisdictions to address affordable housing needs. Affordable housing goals shall be 
developed with each jurisdiction to facilitate their participation in meeting regional and 
subregional needs for affordable housing.

4. The region is committed to seeking a balance of jobs and housing in communities and 
centers throughout the region. Public policy and investment shall encourage the 
development of housing in locations near trade, services and employment that is 
affordable to wage earners in each subregion and jurisdiction. The transportation 
system's ability to provide accessibility shall also be evaluated, and, if necessary, 
modifications will be made in transportation policy and the transportation system itself to 
improve accessibility for residents to jobs and services in proximity to affordable 
housing.

Objective 18. Public Services and Facilities

Public services and facilities including but not limited to public safety, schools, water and 
sewerage systems, energy transmission and distribution systems, parks, libraries, historic 
or cultural facilities, the solid waste management system, storm water management 
facilities, community centers and transportation should be planned and developed to:

18.i minimize public and private costs;

18.il maximize service efficiencies and coordination;

18.iii result in maintained or enhanced environmental quality and the
conservation of natural resources;

18.iv keep pace with growth and achieving planned service levels;
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18.V to produce, transmit and use energy efficiently: and

18.vi shape and direct growth to meet local and regional objectives.

18.1 Planning Area. The long-term geographical planning area for the provision of urban 
services shall be the area described by the adopted and acknowledged UGB and the 
designated urban reserves.

18.2 Forecast Need. Public service and facility development shall be planned to 
accommodate the rate of urban growth forecast in the adopted regional growth forecast, 
including anticipated expansions into urban reserve areas.

18.3 Timing. The region should seek the provision of public facilities and services at the 
time of new urban growth.

Planning Activities:

Inventory current and projected public facilities and services needs throughout the region, 
as described in adopted and acknowledged public facilities plans. Identify opportunities for 
and barriers to achieving concurrency in the region. Develop financial tools and techniques 
to enable cities, counties, school districts, special districts, Metro and the State to secure 
the funds necessary to achieve concurrency. Develop tools and strategies for better linking 
planning for school, library, recreational and cultural and park facilities to the land use 
planning process.

Objective 19. Transportation

A regional transportation system shall be developed which:

19.i reduces reliance on a single mode of transportation through development of a 
balanced and cost-effective transportation system which employs highways, transit, 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and system and demand management.

869 19.ii. Protects and enhances freight movement within and through the region and
870 the road, rail, air, waterway and pipeline facilities needed to facilitate this
871 movement.
872 •)

873 19.iii provides adequate levels of mobility consistent with local comprehensive
874 plans and state and regional policies and plans;
875
876 19.1V encourages energy efficiency:
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19.V supports a balance of jobs and housing as well as the community identity of 
neighboring cities;

19.vi recognizes financial constraints and provides public investment guidance for 
achieving the desired urban form; and

19.vii minimizes the environmental impacts of system development, operations and 
maintenance.

19.viii revyards and reinforces pedestrian activity.as a mode of choice.

19.x. identifies, protects and enhances intermodal transfer points

19.1 System Priorities. In developing new regional transportation system infrastructure, 
the highest priority should be meeting the mobility needs of the city center and regional 
centers, and their suburban arterials, when designated. Such needs, associated with 
ensuring access to jobs, housing, cultural and recreational opportunities and shopping 
within and among those centers, should be assessed and met through a combination of 
intensifying land uses and increasing transportation system capacity so as to mitigate 
negative impacts on environmental quality and where and how people live, work and play.

19.2. Environmental Considerations, 
should seek to:

Planning for the regional transportation system

19.2.1 reduce the region's transportation-related energy consumption and air 
pollution through increased use of transit, telecommuting, zero-emission vehicles, 
car pools, varipools, bicycles and walking;

19.2.2 maintain the region's air and water quality (see Objective 12 Watershed 
Management and Regional Water Quality and Objective 14: Air Quality); and

19.2.3 reduce negative impacts on parks, public open space, wetlands and 
negative effects on communities and neighboitioods arising from noise, visual 
impacts and physical segmentation.

19.3 Transportation Balance. Although the predominant form of transportaUon is the 
private automobile, planning for and development of the regional transportation system 

should seek to:

19.3.1 reduce automobile dependency, especially the use of single-occupancy 
vehicles; ,
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19.3.2 increase the use of transit through both expanding transit service and 
addressing a broad range of requirements for making transit competitive with the
private automobile; and

19.3.3 encourage bicycle and pedestrian movement through the location and 
design of land uses. Adequate facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists are to be 

provided and maintained.

19.3.4 encourage telecommuting as a means of reducing trips to and from work. 

Planning Activities:

1 The Metro Council shall direct the development and adoption of a new Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) as an element of its Regional Framework Plan that, at a
minimum:

• identifies the role for local transportation system improvements and relationship
. between local, regional and state transportation system improvements in regional

transportation plans;

• clarifies institutional roles, especially for plan implementation, in local, regional and 

state transportation plans;

. includes plans and policies for the inter-regional movement of people and goods by 

rail. ship, barge and air in regional transportation plans;

• identifies and addresses needs for freight movement through a coordinated program 
of transportation system improvements and actions to affect the location of trip 

generating activities;

• identifies and incorporates demand management strategies to ensure that the region 
meets the objectives of the Transportation Planning Rule for transportation system 

function and VMT reduction; and .

• Includes strategies for improving connectivity and the environment for pedestrian 
movements, particularly within centers, station communities and neighborhoods.

2. Structural barriers to mobility for transportation disadvantaged populations should be 
assessed in the current and planned regional transportation system and addressed 
through a comprehensive program of transportation and other actions.
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a. Supports the implementation of the pattern of uses in relation to the transportation 
system shown on the Growth Concept Map, and achieves the performance 
measures as may be included in the appendix and established through the regional 
planning process.

b. Identifies and addresses structural barriers to mobility for transportation 
disadvantaged populations.

Objective 20. Economic Opportunity

Metro should support public policy which maintains a strong economic climate through 
encouraging the development of a diverse and sufficient supply of jobs, especially family 
wage jobs, in appropriate locations throughout the region.

In weighing and balancing various values, goals and objectives, the values, needs, choices 
and desires of consumers should also be taken into account. The values, needs and 
desires of consumers include:

•Low costs for goods and services;

Convenience, including nearby and easily accessible stores; quick, safe, and readily 
available transportation to all modes;

A wide and deep selection of goods and services;

Quality service;

Safety and security and

Comfort, enjoyment and entertainment.

Expansions of the UGB for industrial or commercial purposes shall occur in locations 
consistent with these RUGGOs and where an assessment of the type, mix and wages of 
existing and anticipated jobs within subregions justifies such expansion. The number and 
wage level of jobs within each subregion should be balanced with housing cost and 
availability withiri that subregion. Strategies should be developed to coordinate the 
planning and implementation activities of this element with Objective 17: Housing and

Planning Activities:
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1. Regional and subregional economic opportunities analyses, as described in OAR 660 
Division 9, should be conducted to:

• assess the adequacy and, if necessary, propose modifications to the supply of 
vacant and redevelopable land inventories designated for a broad range of

. employment activities:

• identify regional and subregional target industries. Economic subregions will be 
developed which reflect a functional relationship between locational characteristics 
and the locational requirements of target industries. Enterprises identified for 
recruitment, retention and expansion should be basic industries that broaden and 
diversify the region's economic base while providing jobs that pay at family wage 
levels or better; and

• link job development efforts with an active and comprehensive program of training 
and education to improve the overall quality of the region's labor force.. In particular, 
new strategies to provide labor training and education should focus on the needs of 
economically disadvantaged, minority and elderly populations.

2. An assessment shall be made of the potential for redevelopment and/dr intensification 
of use of existing commercial and industrial land resources in the region.

3. The Metro Council shall establish an on-going program to compile and analyze data and 
to prepare maps and reports which describe the geographic distribution of jobs, income, 
investment and tax capacity throughout the region.

4. Emphasize the retention and expansion of existing businesses. They already play an 
important part in the region and they have reason to redevelop in ways that will increase 
employment and/or productivity

• At each time of LCDC mandated periodic review, targeted industries should be 
designated by Metro and strategies should be identified and implemented to ensure 
adequate public infrastructure, resources and transportation access necessary for these 
industries. Special attention to industries which have agglomerative economies in the 
region and industries and companies that sell more than 25 percent of their end 
products and services outside the region shall be given priority in any designation.

Objective 21. Urban Vitality
Special attention shall be paid to promoting mixed use development in existing city and 
neighborhood centers that have experienced disinvestment and /or are currently 
underutilized and /or populated by a disproportionally high percentage of people living at or
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below 80% of the area median income, in creating these designations, Metro shall 
consider new and existing community plans developed by community residents.

11.3: GROWTH MANAGEMENT

The management of the urban land supply shall occur in a manner which :

11.3.1 encourages the evolution of an efficient urban growth form 

ll.3.ii provides a clear distinction between urban and rural lands;

ll.3.iii supports interconnected but distinct communities in the urban region;

ll.3.iv recognizes the Inter-relationship between development of vacant land 
and redevelopment objectives in all parts of the urban region; and

ll.3.iv is consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept and helps attain the 
region’s objectives.

Objective 22. Urban/Rural Transition

There should be a clear transition between urban and rural land that makes best use of 
natural and built landscape features and which recognizes the likely long-term 
prospects for regional urban growth.

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

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

22.3 Urban Reserves. "Urban reserves areas", designated pursuant to 
LCDC;s Urban Reserve Rule for purposes of coordinating planning and 
estimating areas for future urban expansion, shall be consistent with these 
goals and objectives, and reviewed by Metro at least every 15 years.
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22.3.1 Inclusion of land within an urban reserve area shall 
generally be based upon the locational factors of Goal 14. Lands 
adjacent to the UGB shall be studied for suitability for inclusion within 
urban reserves as measured by factors 3 through 7 of Goal 14 and by 
the requirements of OAR 660-04-010.

22.3.2 Lands of lower priority in the LCDC rule priorities may be 
included in urban reserves if specific types of land needs cannot be 
reasonably accommodated on higher priority lands, after options 
inside the UGB have been considered, such as land needed to bring . 
jobs and housing into close proximity to each other.

22.3.3 Lands of lower priority in the LCDC Rule priorities may be 
included in urban reserves if needed for physical separation of 
communities inside or outside the UGB to preserve separate 
community identities.

22.3.4 Expansion of the UGB shall occur consistent with the 
Urban/Rural Transition, Developed Urban Land, UGB and Neighbor 
City Objectives Where urban land is adjacent to rural lands outside of 
an urban reserve, Metro will work with affected cities and counties to 
ensure that urban uses do not significantly affect the use or condition 
of the rural land. Where urban land is adjacent to lands within an 
urban reserve that may someday be included within the UGB, Metro 
will work with affected cities and counties to ensure that rural 
development does not create obstacles to efficient urbanization in the 
future.

22.3.5 New urban reserve areas may be needed to clarify long­
term public facility policies or to replace urban reserve areas added to 
the urban growth boundary. Study areas for potential consideration as 
urban reserve study areas may be identified at any time for a Metro 
work program. Urban reserve study areas shall be identified by Metro 
Council resolution. Identificiation of these study areas shall not be a 
final location decision excluding other areas from consideration prior 
to the decision to designate new urban reserves.

Planning Activities:

1. Identification of urban reserves adjacent to the UGB shall be accompanied by the 
development of a generalized future land use plan. The planning effort will primarily
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be concerned with identifying and protecting future open space resources and the 
development of short-term strategies needed to preserve future urbanization 
potential. Ultimate providers of urban services within those areas should be 
designated and charged with incorporating the reserve area(s) in their public facility 
plans in conjunction with the next periodic review. Changes in the location of the 
UGB should occur so as to ensure that plans exist for key public facilities and 

. services.

2. The prospect of creating transportation and other, links between the urban economy 
within the Metro UGB and other urban areas in the state should be investigated as a 
means for better utilizing Oregon's urban land and human resources. . The region, 
working with the state and other urban communities in the northern Willamette 
Valley, should evaluate the opportunities for accommodating forecasted urban 
growth in urban areas outside of and not adjacent to the present UGB.

Objective 23. Developed Urban Land

Opportunities for and obstacles to the continued development and redevelopment of 
existing urban land shall be identified and actively addressed. A combination of 
regulations and incentives shall be employed to ensure that the prospect of living, 
working and doing business in those locations remains attractive to a wide range of 
households and employers. In coordination with affected agencies, encourage the 
redevelopment and reuse of lands used in the past or already used for commercial or 
industrial purposes wherever economically viable and environmentally sound.

23.1 Redevelopment and Infill. When Metro examines whether additional urban land 
is needed within the UGB, it shall assess redevelopment and infill potential in the 
region. The potential for redevelopment and infill on existing urban land will be included 
as an element when calculating the buildable land supply in the region, where it can be 
demonstrated that the infill and redevelopment can be reasonably expected to occur 
during the next 20 years.

Metro will work with jurisdictions in the region to determine the extent to which 
redevelopment and infill can be relied on to meet the identified need for additional 
urban land. After this analysis and review, Metro will initiate an amendment of the UGB 
to meet that portion of the identified need for land not met through commitments for 
redevelopment and infill.

Planning Activities:
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1. Metro's assessment of redevelopment and infill potential in the,region shall include 
but not be limited to:

a. An inventory of parcels where the assessed value of improvements is such that it 
can reasonably be expected to redevelop or intensify in the planning period.

b. An analysis of the difference between comprehensive plan development 
densities and actual development densities for all parcels as a first step towards 
determining the efficiency with which urban land is being used. In this case, 
efficiency is a function of land development densities incorporated in local 
comprehensive plans.

c. An assessment of the impacts on the cost of housing by redevelopment versus 
expansion of the UGB.

d. An assessment of the impediments to redevelopment and infill posed by existing 
urban land uses or conditions and the capacity of urban service providers such 
as water, sewer, transportation, schools, etc. to serve.

2. Financial incentives to encourage redevelopment and infill consistent with adopted 
and acknowledged comprehensive plans should be pursued to make redevelopment 
and infill attractive alternatives to raw land conversion for investors and buyers.

3. Tools will be developed to address regional economic equity issues stemming from 
the fact that not all jurisdictions will serve as a site for an economic activity center. 
Such tools may include off-site linkage programs to meet housing or other needs or 
a program of fiscal tax equity.

4. The success of centers, main streets, station communities and other land 
classifications will depend on targeting public investments, encouraging 
complementary public/private partnerships, and committing time and attention to the 
redesign and redevelopment of these areas. Metro shall conduct an analysis of 
proposed centers and other land classifications Identified on the Growth Concept 
Map, and others in the future, to determine what mix of uses, densities, building 
design and orientation standards', transit improvements, pedestrian improvements, 
bicycle improvements and other infrastructure changes are needed for their 
success. Those with a high probability for success will be retained on the Growth 
Concept Map and targeted for public investment and attention.

5. In addition to targeting public infrastructure and resources to encourage compact 
urban land uses such as those cited above, the region shall also conduct analyses
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of industrial and employment areas to identify the ease of freight movement and any 
improvements that should be made to improve, maintain or enhance freight 
movements and maintain the region’s competitive advantage compared with other 
regions to move freight quickly and easily.

Objective 24. Urban Growth Boundary

The regional UGB, a long-term planning tool, shall separate urbanizable from rural 
land, be based in aggregate on the region's 20-year projected need for urban land and 
be located consistent with statewide planning goals and these RUGGOs and adopted 
Metro Council procedures for UGB amendment. In the location, amendment and 
management of the regional UGB, Metro shall seek to improve the functional value of 
the boundary.

24.1 Expansion into Urban Reserves. Upon demonstrating a need for additional 
urban land, major and legislative UGB amendments shall only occur within urban 
reserves once adopted, unless urban reserves are found to be inadequate to 
accommodate the amount of land needed for one or more of the following reasons:

a. Specific types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably accommodated on 
urban reserve lands;

b. Future urban services could not reasonably be provided to urban reserves due 
to topographical or other physical constraints; or

c. Maximum efficiency of land uses within a proposed UGB requires inclusion of 
lower priority lands other than urban reserves in order to include or provide 
services to urban reserves..

24.2 Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Process. Criteria for amending the UGB 
shall be derived from statewide planning goals 2 and 14, other applicable state 
planning goals and relevant portions of these RUGGOs.

24.2.1 Major Amendments. Proposals for major amendment of the UGB shall 
be made through a legislative process in conjunction with the development and 
adoption of regional forecasts for population and employment growth. The 
amendment process will be initiated by a Metro finding of need, and involve local 
governments, special districts, citizens and other interests.
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24.2.2 Locational Adjustments. Locational adjustments of the UGB shall be 
brought to Metro by cities, counties and/or property owners based on public 
facility plans in adopted and acknowledged comprehensive plans.

Objective 25. Urban Design

The identity and functioning of communities in the region shall be supported through:

25.i the recognition and protection of critical open space features in the 

region;

25.ii public policies which encourage diversity and excellence in the design 
and’development of settlement patterns, landscapes and structures; and

25.iii ensuring that incentives and regulations guiding the development and 
redevelopment of the urban area promote a settlement pattern which:

25.iiia link any public incentives to a commensurate public benefit 
received or expected and evidence of private needs;

25.111. b is pedestrian "friendiy",encourages transit use and reduces
auto dependence;

25.111. c provides access to neighborhood and community parks,
trails and walkways, and other recreation and cultural areas and public 
facilities;

25.111. d reinforces nodal, mixed use, neighborhood oriented design;

25.111. e ' includes concentrated, high density, mixed use urban 
centers developed in relation to the region's transit system;

25.111. f is responsive to needs for privacy, community, sense of place 
and personal safety in an urban setting; and

25.111. g facilitates the development and preservation of
affordable mixed-income neighborhoods.

25.1 Pedestrian and transit supportive building patterns will be encouraged in order 
to minimize the need for auto trips and to create a development pattern conducive to 
face-to-face community interaction.
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Planning Activities:

1. A regional landscape analysis shall be undertaken to inventory and analyze the 
relationship between the built and natural environments and to identify key open 
space, topographic, natural resource, cultural and architectural features which 
should be protected or provided as urban growth occurs.

2. Model guidelines and standards shall be developed which expand the range of tools 
available to jurisdictions for accommodating change in ways compatible with 
neighborhoods and communities while addressing this objective.

3. Light rail transit stops, bus stops, transit routes and transit centers leading to and 
within centers shall be planned to encourage pedestrian use and the creation of 
mixed use, high density residential development.

Objective 26. Neighbor Cities

Growth in cities outside the Metro UGB, occurring in conjunction with the overall 
population and employment growth in the region, should be coordinated with Metro's 
growth management activities through cooperative agreements which provide for:

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

26.2 Jobs Housing Balance. To minimize the generation of new automobile trips, a 
balance of sufficient number of jobs at wages consistent with housing prices in 
communities both within the Metro UGB and in neighboring cities should be pursued.

26.3 Green Corridors. The "green corridor" is a transportation facility through a rural 
resen/e that serves as a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor city which 
also limits access to the farms and forests of the rural reserve. The intent is to keep 
urban to urban accessibility high to encourage a balance of jobs and housing, but limit 
any adverse effect on the surrounding rural areas.

Planning Activities:

1. Metro will work with the state, neighbor cities and counties to create
intergovernmental agreements which implement neighbor city objectives. Metro will
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seek to link regional and state investment in public facilities and services to efforts 
to implement neighbor city agreements.

2. Metro will undertake a study of the green corridor concept to determine what the 
consequences might be of initiatives which enhance urban to urban accessibility in 
the metropolitan market area.
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11.4: Metro 2040 Growth Concept 

Description of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept

This Growth Concept states the preferred form of regional growth and development 
adopted in the Regjon 2040 planning process including the 2040 Growth Concept Map. 
This Concept is adopted for the long term growth management of the region including a 
general approach to approximately where and how much the UGB should be ultimately 
expanded, what ranges of density are estimated to accommodate projected growth 
within the boundary, and which areas should be protected as open space.

This Growth Concept is designed to accommodate approximately 720,000 additional 
residents and 350,000 additional jobs. The total population served within this concept 
is approximately 1.8 million residents within the Metro boundary.

The basic philosophy of the Growth Concept is: preserve our access to nature and 
build better communities for the people who live here today and who will live here in the 
future. The Growth Concept applies Goal II Objectives with the analysis of the Region 
2040 project to guide growth for the next 50 years. The Growth Concept is an 
integrated set of Objectives subject to Goal 1 and Objectives 1-11.

The conceptual description of the preferred urban form of the region in 2040 is in the 
Concept Map and this text. This Growth Concept sets the direction for development of 
implementing policies in Metro's existing functional plans and the Charter-required 
regional framework plan. This direction will be refined, as weil as implemented, in 
subsequent functional plan amendments and framework plan components. Additional 
planning will be done to test the Growth Concept and to determine implementation 
actions. Amendments to’the Growth Concept and some RUGGOs Objectives may be 
needed to reflect the results of additional planning to maintain the consistency of 
implementation actions with RUGGOs.

Fundamental to the Growth Concept is a multi-modal transportation system which 
assures mobility of people and goods throughout the region, consistent with 
Objective 19, Transportation. By coordinating land uses and this transportation 
system, the region embraces its existing locational advantage as a relatively 
uncongested hub for trade.

The basic principles of the Growth Concept directly apply Growth Management Goals and 
Objectives in Objectives 21-25.. An urban to rural transition to reduce sprawl, keeping a 
clear distinction between urban and rural lands and balancing re-development, is needed. 
Separation of urbanizable land from rural land shall be accomplished by the UGB for the
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region’s 20-year projected need for urban land. That boundary will be expanded into 
designated urban reserves areas when a need for additional urban land is demonstrated, 
the Metro Council will determine the land need for urban reserves.. About 22,000 acres of 
Urban Reserve Study Area shown on the Concept Map will be studied before urban reserve 
areas are designated. This assumes cooperative agreements with neighboring cities to 
coordinate planning for the proportion of projected growth in the Metro region expected to ■ 
locate within their urban growth boundaries and urban reserve areas.

The Metro UGB would only expand into urban reserves when need for additional urban 
land is demonstrated. Rural reserves are intended to assure that Metro and 
neighboring cities remain separate. The result is intended to be a compact urban form 
for the region coordinated with nearby cities to retain the region's sense of place.

Mixed use urban centers inside the UGB are one key to the Growth Concept. Creating 
higher density centers of employment and housing and transit service with compact 
development, retail, cultural and recreational activities, in a walkable environment is 
intended to provide efficient access to goods and services, enhance multi modal 
transportation and create vital, attractive neighborhoods and communities. The Growth 
Concept uses interrelated types of centers. The Central City is the largest market area, 
the region's employment and cultural hub. Regional Centers serve large market areas 
outside the central city, connected to it by high capacity transit and highways.
Connected to each Regional Center, by road and transit, are smaller Town Centers 
with local shopping and employment opportunities within a local market area. Planning 
for all of these centers will seek a balance between jobs , housing and pnique blends of 
urban amenities so that more transportation trips are likely to remain local and become 
more multi modal.

In keeping with the jobs housing balance in centers, a jobs housing balance by regional 
sub-areas can and should also be a goal. This would account for the housing and 
employment outside centers, and direct policy to adjust for better jobs housing ratios 
around the region.

Recognition and protection of open spaces both inside the UGB and in rural reserves 
outside urban reserves are reflected in the Growth Concept. Open spaces, including 
important natural features and parks, are important to the capacity of the UGB and the 
ability of the region to accommodate housing and employment. Green areas on the 
Concept Map may be designated as regional open space. That would remove these 
lands from the inventory of urban land available for development. Rural reserves, 
already designated for farms, forestry, natural areas or rural-residential use, would 
remain and be further protected from development pressures.
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The Concept Map shows some transportation facilities to illustrate new concepts, like 
"green corridors," and how land use areas, such as centers, may be sen/ed. Neither 
the current regional system nor final alignment choices for future facilities are intended 
to be represented on the Concept Map.

The percentages and density targets used in the Growth Concept to describe the 
relationship between centers and areas are estimates based on modeling analysis of 
one possible configuration of the Growth Concept. Implementation actions that vary 
from these estimates may indicate a need to balance other parts of the Growth Concept 
to retain the compact urban form contained in the Growth Concept. Land use 
definitions and numerical targets as mapped, are intended as targets and will be 
refined in the Regional Framework Plan. Each jurisdiction will certainly adopt a unique 
mix of characteristics consistent with each locality and the overall Growth Concept.

Neighbor Cities .

The Growth Concept recognizes that neighboring cities surrounding the region’s 
metropolitan area are likely to grow rapidly. There are several cities proximate to the 
Metro region. The Metro Council shall pursue discussion of cooperative efforts with 
neighboring cities. Full Neighbor City recognition could be achieved with the completion 
of intergovernmental agreements concerning the key concepts cited below. Cornmunities 
such as Sandy, Canby, and Newberg will be affected by the Metro Council’s decisions 
about managing the region’s growth. A significant number of people would be 
accommodated in these neighboring cities, and cooperation between Metro and these 
communities is necessary to address common transportation and land-use issues.

There are four key concepts for cooperative agreements with neighbor cities: .

I There shall be a separation of rural land between each neighboring city and the
metropolitan area. If the region grows together, the transportation system would suffer 
and the cities would lose their sense of community identity.

2. There should be a strong balance between jobs and housing in the neighbor cities. 
The more a city retains a balance of jobs and households, the more trips will remain 

local.

3. Each neighboring city should have its own identity through its unique mix of 
commercial, retail, cultural and recreational opportunities which support the 
concentration of jobs and housing.
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4. There should be consideration of a "green corridor," transportation facility through a 
rural reserve that serves as a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor city 
with limited access to the farms and forests of the rural reserve. This would keep 
accessibility high, which encourages employment growth but limits the adverse affect 
on the surrounding rural areas. Metro will seek limitations in access to these facilities 
and will seek intergovernmental agreements with ODOT, the appropriate counties and 
neighbor cities to establish mutually acceptable growth management strategies, Metro 
will link transportation improvements to neighbor cities to successful implementation of 
these intergovernmental agreements.

Cooperative planning between a city outside the region and Metro could also be initiated 
on a more limited basis. These cooperative efforts could be completed to minimize the 
impact of growth on surrounding agriculture and natural resource lands, maintain a 
separation between a city and the Metro UGB, minimize the impact on state transportation 
facilities, match population growth to rural resource job and local urban job growth and 
coordinate land use policies.” Communities such as North Plains and other communities 
adjacent to the region such as Estacada and Scappoose may find this more limited 
approach suitable to their local situation.

Rural Reserves

Some rural lands adjacent to and nearby the regional UGB and not designated as urban 
reserves may be designated as rural reserves. This designation is intended as a policy 
statement by Metro to not extend its UGB into these areas and to support neighboring ’ 
cities' efforts not to expand their urban growth boundaries,into these areas. The 
objectives for rural land planning in the region will be to maintain the rural character of the 
landscape to support and maintain our agricultural economy, and to avoid or eliminate 
conflicts with farm and forest practices, help meet regional needs for open space and 
wildlife habitat, and help to clearly separate urban from rural land. This will be pursued by 
not expanding the UGB into these areas and supporting rural zoning designations. These 
rural reserves keep adjacent urban areas separate. These rural lands are not needed or 
planned for development but are more likely to experience development pressures than 
are areas farther away.

These lands will not be developed in urban uses in the foreseeable future, an idea that 
requires agreement among local, regional and state agencies. They are areas outside the 
present UGB and along highways that connect the region to neighboring cities.

New rural commercial or industrial development would be restricted. Some areas would 
receive priority status as potential areas for park and open space acquisition. . Zoning
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would be for resource protection on farm and forestry land, and very low density 
residential (no greater average density than one unit for five acres) for exception land.

These rural reserves would support arid protect farm and forestry operations. The 
reserves also would include some purchase of natural areas adjacent to rivers, streams 
and lakes to make sure the water quality is protected and wildlife habitat enhanced.
Large natural features, such as hills and buttes, also would be included as rural reserves 
because they buffer developed areas and are poor candidates for compact urban 
development.

Rural reserves are designated in areas that are most threatened by new development, 
that separate communities, or exist as special resource areas.

Rural reserves also would be retained to separate cities within the Metro boundary. 
Cornelius, Hillsboro, Tualatin, Sherwood and Wilsonville all have existing areas of rural 
land that provide a break in urban patterns. Urban reserve study areas that are indicated 
on the Concept Map are also separated by rural reserves, such as the Damascus-Pleasant 
Valley areas from Happy Valley.

The primary means of achieving rural reserves would be through the regional framework 
plan for areas within the Metro boundary, and voluntary agreements among Metro, the 
counties, neighboring cities and the state for those areas outside the Metro boundary.
These agreements would prohibit extending urban growth into the rural reserves and 
require that state agency actions are consistent with the rural reserve designation.

Open Spaces and Trail Corridors

The areas designated open space on the Concept map are parks, stream and trail 
corridors, wetlands and floodplains, largely undeveloped upland areas and areas of 
compatible very low density residential development. Many of these natural features 
already have significant land set aside as open space. The Tualatin Mountains, for • 
example, contain major parks such as Forest Park and Tryon Creek State Park and 
numerous smaller parks such as Gabriel Park in Portland and Wilderness Park in West 
Linn. Other areas are oriented toward wetlands and streams, with Fanno Creek in 
Washington County haying one of the best systems of parks and open space in the region.

Local jurisdictions are encouraged to establish acres of open space per capita goals based 
on rates at least as great as current rates, in order to keep up with current conditions.

Designating these areas as open spaces would have several effects. First, it would remove 
these land from the category of urban land that is available for development. The capacity
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of the UGB would have to be calculated without these, and plans to accommodate housing 
and employment would have to be made without them. Secondly! these natural areas, 
along with key rural reserve areas, would receive a high priority for purchase as parks and 
open space, such as Metro's Greenspaces program. Finally, regulatioris could be 
developed to protect these critical natural areas that would not conflict with housing and 
economic goals, thereby having the benefit of regulatory protection of critical creek areas, 
compatible low-density development and transfer of development rights to other lands 
better suited for development.

About 35,000 acres of land and water inside today’s UGB are included as open spaces in 
the Growth Concept Map. Preservation of these Open Spaces could be achieved by a 
combination of ways. Some areas could be purchased by public entities, such as Metro's 
Greenspaces program or local park departments. Others may be donated by private 
citizens or by developers of adjacent properties to reduce the impact of development.
Some could be protected by environmental zoning which allows very low-density residential 
development through the clustering of housing on portions of the land while leaving 
important features as common open space.

Centers

Creating higher density centers of employment and housing is advantageous for several 
reasons. These centers provide access to a variety of goods and services in a relatively 
small geographic area, creating an intense business climate. Having centers also makes 
sense from a transportation perspective, since most centers have an accessibility level that 
is conducive to transit, bicycling and walking. Centers also act as social gathering places 
and community centers, where people would find the cultural and recreational activities and 
"small town atmosphere" they cherish.

The major benefits of centers in the marketplace are accessibility and the ability to 
concentrate goods and services in a relatively small area. The problem in developing 
centers, however, is that most of the existing centers are already developed and any 
increase in the density must be made through redeveloping existing land and buildings. 
Emphasizing redevelopment in centers over development of new areas of undeveloped 
land is a key strategy in the Growth Concept. Areas of high unemployment and low 
property values should be specially considered to encourage reinvestment and 
redevelopment. Incentives and tools to facilitate redevelopment in centers should be 
identified.

There are three types of centers, distinguished by size and accessibility. The “central city" 
is downtown Portland and is accessible to millions of people. “Regional centers” are
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accessible to hundreds of thousands of people and “town centers” are accessible to tens of 
thousands.

The Central City

Downtown Portland serves as our major regional center and functions quite well as an 
employment and cultural hub for the metropolitan area. It provides accessibility to the 
many businesses that require access to a large market area and also serves as the location 
for cultural and social functions that draw the region together. It is the center for local, 
regional, state and federal governments, financial institutions, commerce, the center for arts 

and culture, and for visitors to the region.

In addition, downtown Portland has a high percentage of travel other than by car - three 
times higher than the next most successful area. Jobs and housing are readily available 
there, without the need for a car. Maintaining and improving upon the strengths of our 

regional downtown shall remain a high priority.

Today, about 20 percent of all employment in the region is in downtown Portland. Under 
the Growth Concept, downtown Portland would grow at about the same rate as the rest of 
the region and would remain the location of about 20 percent of regional employment To 
do this downtown Portland’s 1990 density of 150 people per acre would increase to about 
250 people per acre. Improvements to the transit system network, development of a multi­
modal street system and maintenance of regional through routes (the highway system) 

would provide additional mobility to and from the city center.

Regional Centers

There are nine regional centers, serving four market areas (outside of the Central City 
market area). Hillsboro serves that western portion of the region and Gresham the eastern. 
The Central City and Gateway serve most of the Portland area as a regional center. 
Downtown Beaverton and Washington Square serve the east Washington County area, 
and downtown Oregon City, Clackamas Town Center and Milwaukie together serve
Clackamas County and portions of outer south east Portland.

These Regional Centers would become the focus of compact development, redevelopment 
and high-quality transit service, multi-modal street networks and act as major nodes along 
regional through routes. The Growth Concept estimates that about 3 percent of new. 
household growth and 11 percent of new employment growth would be accommodated in 
these regional centers. From the current 24 people per acre, the Growth Concept would 

allow of about 60 people per acre.
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Transit improvements would include light-rail connecting all regional centers to the Central 
City. A dense network of multi-modal arterial and collector streets would tie regional 
centers to surrounding neighborhoods and other centers. Regional through-routes would 
be designed to connect regional centers and ensure that these centers are attractive 
places to conduct business. The relatively small number of centers reflects not only the 
limited rnarket for new development at this density but also the limited transportation 
funding for the high-quality transit and roadway improvements envisioned in these areas.
As such, the nine regional centers should be considered candidates and ultimately the 
number should be reduced or policies established to phase-in certain regional centers 
earlier than others.

Town Centers

Smaller than regional centers and serving populations of tens of thousands of people, town 
centers are the third type of center with compact development and transit service. Town 
centers would accommodate about 3 percent of new households and more than 7 percent 
of new employment. The 1990 density of an average of 23 people per acre would nearly 
double - to about 40 persons per acre, the current densities of development along 
Hawthorne Boulevard and in downtown Hillsboro.

Town centers would provide local shopping, employment and cultural and recreational 
opportunities within a local market area. They are designed to provide local retail and 
services, at a minimum. They also would vary greatly in character. Some would become 
traditional town centers, such as Lake Oswego, Oregon Gity and Forest Grove, vvhile others 
would change from an auto-oriented development into a more complete community, such 
as Hillsdale. Many would also have regional specialties, such as office centers envisioned 
for the Cedar Mill town center. Several new town centers are designated, such as in Happy 
Valley and Damascus, to accommodate the retail and service needs of a growing 
population while reducing auto travel. Others would combine a town center within a 
regional center, offering the amenities and advantages of each type of center.

Corridors

Corridors are not as dense as centers, but also are located along good quality transit lines. 
They provide a place for densities that are somewhat higher than today and feature a high- 
quality pedestrian environment and convenient access to transit. Typical new 
developments would include rowhouses, duplexes, and one to three story office and retail 
buildings, and average about 25 persons per acre. While some corridors may be 
continuous, narrow bands of higher intensity development along arterial roads, others may 
be more ‘nodal’, that is, a series of smaller centers at major intersections or other locations 
along the arterial which have high quality pedestrian environments, good connections to
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adjacent neighborhoods and good transit service. So long as the average target densities 
and uses are allowed and encouraged along the corridor, many different development 
patterns - nodal or linear - may meet the corridor objective.

Station Communities

Station communities are nodes of development centered around a light rail or high capacity 
transit station which feature a high-quality pedestrian environment. They provide for the 
highest density outside centers. The station communities would encompass an area 
approximately one-half mile from a station stop. The densities of new development would 
average about 45 persons per acre. Zoning ordinances now set minimum densities for 
most Eastside and Westside MAX station communities. An extensive station community 
planning program is now under way for each of the Westside station communities, and 
similar work is envisioned for the proposed South/North line. It is expected that the station 
community planning process will result in specific strategies and plan changes to 
implement the station communities concept.

Because the Growth Concept calls for many corridors and station communities throughout 
the region, together they are estimated to accommodate 27 percent of the new households 
of the region and nearly 15 percent of new employrnent.

Main Streets and Neighborhood Centers

During the early decades of this century, main streets served by transit and characterized 
by a strong business and civic community were a major land-use pattern throughout the 
region. Examples remain in Hillsboro, Milwaukie, Oregon City and Gresham as well as the 
Westmoreland neighborhood and Hawthorne Boulevard. Today, these areas are 
undergoing a revival and provide an efficient and effective land-use and transportation 
alternative. The Growth Concept calls for main streets to grow from 1990 levels of 36 
people per acre to about 39 per acre. Main streets would accommodate nearly 2 percent of 
housing growth.

Main streets typically will serve neighborhoods and may develop a regional specialization - 
such as antiques, fine dining, entertainment or specialty clothing - that draws people from 
other parts of the region. Main Streets form neighborhood centers as areas that provide 
the retail and service development at other intersections at the focus of neighborhood 
areas and around MAX light rail stations. When several main streets occur within a few 
blocks of one another, they may also serve as a dispersed town center, such as the main 
street areas of Belmont, Hawthorne and Division that form a town center for inner southeast 
Portland.
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Neighborhoods

Residential neighborhoods would remain a key component of the Growth Concept and 
would fall into two basic categories. Inner neighborhoods include areas such as Portland 
Beaverton, Milwaukie and Lake Oswego, and would include primarily residential areas that 
are accessible to employment. Lot sizes would be smaller to accommodate densities 
increasing from 1990 levels of about 11 people per acre to about 14 per acre. Inner 
neighborhoods would trade smaller lot sizes for better access to jobs and shopping. They 
would accommodate about 28 percent of new households and 15 percent of new 
employment (some of the employment would be home occupations and the balance would 
be neighborhood-based employment such as schools, daycare and some neighborhood 
businesses).

Outer neighborhoods would be farther away from large employment centers and would 
have larger lot sizes and lower densities. Examples include cities such as Forest Grove, 
Sherwood and Oregon City, and any additions to the UGB. From 1990 levels of nearly 10 
people per acre, outer neighborhoods would increase to about 13 per acre. These areas 
would accommodate about 28 percent of new households and 10 percent of new 
employment.

One of the most significant problems in some newer neighborhoods is the lack of street 
connections, a recent phenomenon that has occurred in the last 25 years. It is one of the 
primary causes of increased congestion in new communities . Traditional neighborhoods 
contained a grid pattern with up to 20 through streets per mile. But in new areas, one to 
two through streets per mile is the norm. Combined with large scale single-use zoning and 
low densities, it is the major cause of increasing auto dependency in neighborhoods. To 
improve local connectivity throughout the region, all areas shall develop master street plans 
Intended to improve access for all modes of travel. These plans shall include 8 to 20 local 
street connections per mile, except in cases where fewer connections are necessitated by 
constraints such as natural or constructed features (for example streams, wetlands, steep 
slopes, freeways, airports, etc.)

Industrial Areas and Employment Areas

The Portland metropolitan area economy is heavily dependant upon wholesale trade and 
the flow of commodities to national and international markets. The high quality of our 
freight transportation system and, in particular, our intermodal freight facilities are essential 
to continued growth in trade. The intermodal facilities (air and marine terminals, freight rail 
yards and common carrier truck terminals) are an area of regional concern, and the 
regional framework plan will identify and protect lands needed to meet their current and 
projected space requirements.
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Industrial areas would be set aside primarily for industrial activities. Other supporting uses, 
including some retail uses, may be allowed if limited to sizes and locations intended to 
serve the primary industrial uses. They include land-intensive employers, such as those 
around the Portland International Airport, the Hillsboro Airport and some areas along 
Highway 212/224. Areas of high agglomerative economic potential, such as the Sunset 
Corridor for electronics products and the Northwest Industrial sanctuary for metal products, 
shall be supported with transportation planning and infrastructure development designed to 
meet their needs. Industrial areas are expected to accommodate 10 percent of regional 
employment and no households. Retail uses whose market area is substantially larger 
than the employment area shall not be considered supporting uses.

Other employment centers would be designated as employment areas, mixing various 
types of employment and including some residential development as well. These 
employment areas would provide for about five percent of new households and 14 percent 
of new employment within the region. Densities would rise substantially from 1990 levels of 
about 11 people per acre to about 20 people per acre. Employment areas would be’ 
expected to include some limited retail commercial uses sized to serve the needs of people 
working and living in the immediate employment areas, not larger market areas outside the 
employment area. Exceptions to this general policy can be made for low traffic generating 
land consumptive commercial uses with low parking needs which have a community or 
region-wide market.

The siting and development of new industrial areas would consider the proximity of housing 
for all income ranges provided by employment in the projected industrial center, as well as 
accessibility to convenient and inexpensive non-auto transportation. The continued 
development of existing industrial areas would include attention to these two issues as well.

Urban Reserves

One important feature of the Growth Concept is that it would accommodate all 50 years of 
forecasted growth through a relatively small amount of urban reserves. Urban reserves 
consist of land set aside outside the present UGB for future growth. The Growth Concept 
contains approximately 22,000 acres of Urban Reserve Study Areas shown on the Concept 
Map. Less than the full Study Area may be needed for urban reserve area designation if 
the other density goals of the Growth Concept are met. Over 75 percent of these lands are 
currently zoned for rural housing and the remainder are zoned for farm or forestry uses. 
These areas shall be refined for designation of urban reserves required by the Growth 
Concept.

Transportation Facilities
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In undertaking the Region 2040 process, the region has shown a strong commitment to 
developing a regional plan that is based on greater land use efficiencies and a truly multi­
modal transportation system. However, the transportation system defined in the Growth 
Concept Analysis serves as a theoretical definition (construct) of the transportation system 
needed to serve the land uses'in the Growth Concept (Recommended Alternative urban 
form). The modeled system reflects only one of many possible configurations that might be 
used to serve future needs, consistent with the policy direction called for in the Growth 
Concept (amendment to RUGGOs).

As such, the Growth.Concept (Recommended Alternative) transportation map provides only 
general direction for development of an updated RTP and does not prescribe or limit what 
the RTP will ultimately include in the regional system. Instead, the RTP will build upon the 
broader land use and transportation directions that are defined in the Growth Concept 
(Recommended Alternative).

The transportation elements needed to create a successful growth management policy are 
those that support the Growth Concept. Traditiorially, streets have been defined by their 
traffic-carrying potential, and transit service according to its ability to draw commuters.
Other travel modes have not been viewed as important elements of the transportation 
system. The Growth Concept establishes a new framework for planning in the region by 
linking urban form to transportation. In this new relationship, transportation is viewed as a 
range of travel modes and options that reinforce the region's growth management goals.

Within the framework of the Growth Concept is a network of multi-modal corridors and 
regional through-routes that connect major urban centers and destinations. Through-routes 
provide for high-volume auto and transit travel at a regional scale, and ensure efficient 
movement of freight. Within multi-modal corridors, the transportation system will provide a 
broader range of travel mode options, including auto, transit, bicycle and pedestrian 
networks, that allow choices of how to travel in the region. These travel options will 
encourage the use of alternative modes to the auto, a shift that has clear benefits for the 
environment and the quality of neighborhoods and urban centers and address the needs of 
those without access to automobiles.

In addition to the traditional emphasis on road and transit facilities, the development of 
networks for freight travel and intermodal facilities, for bicycle and pedestrian travel and the 
efficient use of capacity on all streets through access management and congestion 
management and/or pricing will be part of a successful transportation system.

While the Concept Map shows only major transit facilities and corridors, all areas within the 
UGB have transit access. Transit service in the Growth Concept included both fixed-route
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and demand responsive systems. The RTP shall further define the type and extent of 
transit service available throughout the region.

Intermodal Facilities

The region's continued strength as a national and international distribution center is . 
dependent upon adequate intermodal facilities and access to them, Intermodal facilities 
include marine terminals, railroad intermodal points, such as the Union Pacific's Albina 
Yard, the airports and the Union Station/inter-city bus station area. The RTP will identify 
these areas and their transportation requirements and will identify programs to provide 
adequate freight capacity.

Truck Routes
Truck routes will be identified and freight movement will be given priority in terms of 
roadway design and operation between areas with freight dependent uses within the region 
and major facilities serving areas locations outside the region.

Regional Through-Routes

These are the routes that move people and goods through and around the region, connect 
regional centers to each other and to the Central City, and connect the region to the 
statewide and interstate transportation system. They include freeways, limited access 
highways and heavily traveled arterials, and usually function as through-routes. As such, 
they are important not only because of the movement of people, but as one of the region’s 
major freight systems. Since much of our regional economy depends on the movement of 
goods and services, it is essential to keep congestion on these roads at manageable 
levels. These major routes frequently serve as transit corridors but are seldom conducive 
to bicycles or pedestrians because of the volume of auto and freight traffic that they carry.

With their heavy traffic and high visibility, these routes are attractive to business. However, 
when they serve as a location for auto-oriented businesses, the primary function of these 
routes, to move regional and statewide traffic, can be eroded. While they serve as an 
appropriate location for auto-oriented businesses, they are poor locations for businesses 
that are designed to serve neighborhoods or sub-regions. These are better located on 
multi-modal arterials. They need the highest levels of access control. In.addition, it is 
important that they hot become barriers to movements across them by other forms of travel, 
auto, pedestrian, transit or bicycle. They shall focus on providing access to centers and 
neighbor cities, rather than access to the lands that front them.
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Multi-Modal Arterials

These represent most of the region's arterials. They include a variety of design styles and 
speeds, and are the backbone for a system of multi-modal travel options. Older sections of 
the region are better designed for multi-modal travel than new areas. Although these 
streets are often smaller than suburban arterials, they carry a great deal of traffic (up to 
30,000 vehicles a day), experience heavy bus ridership along their routes and are 
constructed in dense networks that encourage bicycle and pedestrian travel. The RTF shall 
Identify these multi-modal streets and develop a plan to further encourage alternative travel 
modes within these corridors.

Many new streets, however, are designed to accommodate heavy auto and freight traffic at 
the expense of other travel modes. Multiple, wide lanes, dedicated turning lanes, narrow 
sidewalks exposed to moving traffic, and widely-spaced intersections and street crossings 
create an environment that is difficult and dangerous to negotiate without a car. The RTF 
shall identify these potential multi-modal corridors and establish design standards that 
encourage other modes of travel along these routes.

Some multi-modal arterials also carry significant volumes of freight. The RTF will ensure 
that freight mobility on these routes is adequately protected by considering freight needs 
when identifying multi-modal routes, and in establishing design standards intended to 
encourage alternative modes of passenger travel.

Collectors and Local Streets

These streets become a regional priority when a lack of adequate connections forces 
neighborhood traffic onto arterials. New suburban development increasingly depends on 
arterial streets to carry trips to local destinations, since most new local streets systems are 
specifically designed with curves and cul-de-sacs to discourage local through travel by any 
mode. The RTF should consider, a standard of 8 to 20 through streets per mile, applied to 
both developed and developing areas to reduce local travel on arterials. There should also 
be established standard bicycle and pedestrian through-routes (via easements, greenways, 
fire lanes, etc.) in existing neighborhoods where changes to the street system are not a 
reasonable alternative.

Light Rail

Light rail transit (LRT) daily travel capacity measures in tens of thousands of riders and 
provides a critical travel option to major destinations. The primary function of light rail in 
the Growth Concept is to link regional centers and the Central City, where concentrations of 
housing and employment reach a level that can justify the cost of developing a fixed transit
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system; In addition to their role in developing regional centers, LRT lines can also support 
significant concentrations of housing and employment at individual station areas along their 
routes.

In addition, neighbor cities of sufficient size should also include a transit connection to the 
metropolitan area to provide a full-range of transportation alternatives.

"Planned and Existing Light Rail Lines" on the Concept Map represent some locations 
shown on the current RTP which were selected for initial analysis. "Proposed Light Rail 
Alignments" show some appropriate new light rail locations consistent with serving the 
Growth Concept. "Potential HCT lines" highlight locations for some concentrated form of 
transit, possibly including light rail. These facilities demonstrate the general direction for 
development of an updated RTP which will be based on further study. The Concept Map 
transportation facilities do not prescribe or limit the existing or updated RTP.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Networks

Bicycling and walking should play an important part in the regional transportation system 
especially within neighborhoods and centers and for other shorter trips. They are also 
essential to the success of an effective transit system. In addition to the arrangement of 
land uses and site design, route continuity and the design of rights-of-way in a manner 
friendly to bicyclists and pedestrians are necessary. The RTP will establish targets which 
substantially increase the share of these modes.

Demand Management/Pricing

The land uses and facilities in the Growth Concept cannot, by themselves, meet the 
region's transportation objectives. Demand Management (carpooling, parking rhanagement 
and pricing strategies) and system management will be necessary to achieve the 
transportation system operation described in the Growth Concept. Additional actions will 
be need to resolve the significant remaining areas of congestion and the high VMT/capita 
which it causes. The RTP will identify explicit targets for these programs in various areas 
of the region.
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GLOSSARY

Areas and Activities of Metropolitan Concern. A program, area or activity, having 
significant impact upon the orderly and responsible development of the metropolitan area 
that can benefit from a coordinated multi-jurisdictional response.

Beneficial Use Standards. Under Oregon law, specific uses of water within a drainage 
basin deemed to be important to the ecology of that basin as well as to the needs of local 
communities are designated as "beneficial uses." Hence, "beneficial use standards" are 
adopted to preserve water quality or quantity necessary to sustain the identified beneficial 
uses.

Center City. The downtown and adjacent portions of the city of Portland. See the Growth 
Concept map and text. i

Corridors. While some corridors may be continuous, narrow bands of higher intensity 
development along arterial roads, others may be more 'nodal', that is, a series of smaller 
centers at major intersections or other locations along the arterial which have high quality 
pedestrian environments, good connections to adjacent neighborhoods and good transit 
service. So long as the average target densities and uses are allowed and encouraged 
along the corridor, many different development patterns - nodal or linear - may meet the 
corridor objective. •

Economic Opportunities Analysis. An "economic opportunities analysis" is a strategic 
assessment of the likely trends for growth of local economies in the state consistent with 
OAR 660-09-015. Such an analysis is critical for economic planning and for ensuring that 
the land supply in an urban area will meet long-term employment growth needs.

Employment Areas Areas of mixed employment that include various types of 
manufacturing, distribution and warehousing uses, commercial and retail development as 
well as some residential development. Retail uses should primarily serve the needs of the 
people working or living in the immediate employment area. Exceptions to this general 
policy can be made for example,, land consumptive commercial uses with low parking 
needs which have a community or region-wide market.

Exception. An "exception" is taken for land when either commitments for use, current 
uses, or other reasons make it impossible to meet the requirements of one or a number of 
the statewide planning goals. Hence, lands "excepted" from statewide planning goals 3 
(Agricultural Lands) and 4 (Forest Lands) have been determined to be unable to comply 
with the strict resource protection requirements of those goals and are thereby able to be
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used for other than rural resource production purposes. Lands not excepted from statewide 
planning goals 3 and 4 are to be used for agricultural or forest product purposes, and other, 
adjacent uses must support their continued resource productivity.

Exclusive Farm Use. Land zoned primarily for farming and restricting many uses that are 
incompatible with farming, such as rural housing. Some portions of rural reserves also may 
be zoned as exclusive farm use.

Fair Share A proportionate amount by local jurisdiction. Used in the context of affordable 
housing in this document. “Fair share” means that each city and county within the region 
working with Metro to establish local and regional policies which will provide the opportunity 
within each jurisdiction for accommodating a portipn of the region’s need for affordable 
housing.

Family Wage Job. A permanent job with an annual income greater than or equal to the 
average annual covered wage in the region. The most current average annual covered 
wage information from the Oregon Employment Division shall be used to determine the 
family wage job rate for the region or for counties within the region.

Fiscal Tax Equity. The process by which inter-jurisdictional fiscal disparities can be 
addressed through a partial redistribution of the revenue gained from economic wealth, 
particularly the increment gained through economic growth.

Freight Mobility. The efficient movement of goods from point of origin to destination.

Functional Plan. A limited purpose multi-jurisdictional plan for an area or activity having 
significant district-wide impact upon the orderly and responsible development of the 
metropolitan area that serves as a guideline for local comprehensive plans consistent with 
ORS 268.390.

Growth Concept. A concept for the long-term growth management of our region, stating 
the preferred form of the regional growth and development, including where and how much 
the UGB should be expanded, what densities should characterize different areas, and 
-Which areas should be protected as open space.

High Capacity Transit Transit routes that may be either a road designated for frequent 
bus service or for a light-rail line.
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Housing Affordability. The availability of housing such that no more than 30 percent (an 
index derived from federal, state and local housing agencies) of the monthly income of the 
household need be spent on shelter.

Industrial Areas. An area set aside for industrial activities. Supporting commercial and 
related uses may be allowed, provided they are intended to serve the primary industrial 
users. Residential development shall not be considered a supporting use, nor shall retail 
users whose market area Is substantially larger than the industrial area be considered 
supporting uses.

Infill. New development on a parcel or parcels of less than one contiguous acre located 
within the UGB.

Infrastructure. Roads, water systems, sewage systems, systems for storm drainage, 
bridges, transportation facilities, parks, schools and public facilities developed to support 
the functioning of the developed portions of the environment. Areas of the undeveloped 
portions of the environment such as floodplains, riparian and wetland zones, groundwater 
recharge and discharge areas and Greenspaces that provide important functions related to 
maintaining the region’s air and water quality, reduce the need for infrastructure expenses 
and contribute to the region’s quality of life.

Inner Neighborhoods. Areas in Portland and the older cities that are primarily residential, 
close to employment and shopping areas, and have slightly smaller lot sizes and higher 
population densities than in outer neighborhoods

Intermodal The connection of one type of transportation mode with another

Intermodal Facility. A transportation element that accommodates and interconnects 
different modes of transportation and serves the statewide, interstate and international 
movement of people and goods.

Jobs Housing Balance. The relationship between the number, type, mix and wages of 
existing and anticipated jobs balanced with housing costs and availability so that non-auto 
trips are optimized in every part of the region.

Key or Critical Public Facilities and Services. Basic facilities that are primarily planned 
for by local government but which also may be provided by private enterprise and are 
essential to the support of more intensive development, including transportation, water 
supply, sewage, parks, schools and solid waste disposal.
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Local Comprehensive Plan. A generalized, coordinated land use map and policy 
statement of the governing body of a city or county that inter-relates all functional and 
natural systems and activities related to the use of land, consistent with state law.

Major Amendment. A proposal made to the Metro Council for expansion of the UGB of 20 
acres or more, consistent with the provisions of the Metro code.

Metropolitan Housing Rule. A rule (OAR 660, Division 7) adopted by the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission to assure opportunity for the provision of 
adequate numbers of needed housing units and the efficient use of land within the Metro 
UGB. This rule establishes minimum overall net residential densities for all cities and 
counties within the UGB, and specifies that 50 percent of the land set aside for new 
residential development be zoned for multifamily housing.

Main Streets. Neighborhood shopping areas along a main street or at ah intersection, 
sometimes having a unique character that draws people from outside the area. NW 23rd 
Avenue and SE Hawthorne Boulevard are current examples of main streets.

Neighborhood Centers. Retail and service development that surrounds major MAX 
stations and other major intersections, extending out for one-quarter to one-half mile.

Neighboring Cities. Cities such as Sandy, Canby, and Newberg that are outside Metro’s 
jurisdiction but will be affected by the growth policies adopted by the Metro Council or other 
jurisdictions, such as North Plains, Estacada or Scappoose, which may be affected by 
Metro actions.

Open Space. Publicly and privately -owned areas of land, including parks, natural areas 
and areas of very low density development inside the UGB.

Outer Neighborhoods. Areas in the outlying cities that are primarily residential, farther 
from employment and shopping areas, and have larger lot sizes and lower population 
densities than inner neighborhoods.

Pedestrian Scaie. An urban development pattern where walking is a safe, convenient and 
interesting travel mode. It is an area where walking is at least as attractive as any other 
mode to all destinations within the area. The following elements are not cited as 
requirements, but illustrate examples of pedestrian scale: continuous, smooth and wide 
walking surfaces; easily visible from streets and buildings and safe for walking; minimal 
points where high speed automobile traffic and pedestrians mix; frequent crossings; 
storefronts, trees, bollards, on-street parking, awnings, outdoor seating, signs, doorways
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and lighting designed to serve those on foot; well integrated into the transit system and 
having uses whii^ cater to people on foot.

Persons Per Acre. This is a term expressing the intensity of building development by 
combining residents per net acre and employees per net acre.

Planning activities Planning activities cited in the RUGGO are not regulatory but contain 
implementation ideas for future study in various stages of development that may or may not 
lead to RUGGO amendments, new functional plans, functional plan amendments, or 
regional framework plan elements. Planning activities for any given year will be subject to 
Metro Executive Officer budget recommendations and Metro Council budget adoption.

Regional Centers. Areas of mixed residential and commercial use that serve hundreds of 
thousands of people and are easily accessible by different types of transit. Examples 
include traditional centers such as downtown Gresham and new centers such as 
Clackamas Town Center.

Rural Reserves. Areas that are a combination of public and private lands outside the 
UGB, used primarily for farms and forestry. They are protected from development by very 
low-density zoning and serve as buffers between urban areas.

State Implementation Plan. A plan for ensuring that all parts of Oregon remain in 
compliance with Federal air quality standards.

Stewardship A planning and management approach that considers environmental 
impacts and public benefits of actions as well as public and private dollar costs.

Station Communities That area generally within a 1/4- to 1/2-mile radius of light rail 
stations or other high capacity transit which is planned as a multi-modal community of 
mixed uses and substantial pedestrian accessibility improvements.

Subregion. An area of analysis used by Metro centered on each regional center and used 
for analyzing jobs/housing balance.

Town. Centers. /Kreas of mixed residential and commercial use that serve tens of 
thousands of people. Examples include the downtowns of Forest Grove and Lake 
Oswego.

Urban Form. The net result of efforts to preserve environmental quality, coordinate the 
development of jobs, housing, and public services and facilities, and inter-relate the
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benefits and consequences of growth in one part of the region with the benefits and 
consequences of growth in another. Urban form, therefore, describes an overall framework 
within which regional urban growth management can occur. Clearly stating objectives for 
urban form and pursuing them comprehensively provides the focal strategy for rising to the 
challenges posed by the growth trends present in the region today.

Urban Growth Boundary. A boundary which identifies urban and urbanizable lands 
needed during the 20-year planning period to be planned and serviced to support urban 
development densities, and which separates urban and urbanizable lands from rural land.

Urban Reserve Area. An area adjacent to the present UGB defined to be a priority 
location for any future, UGB amendments when needed. Urban reserves are intended to 
provide cities, counties, other service providers, and both urban and rural land owners with 
a greater degree of certainty regarding future regional urban form. Whereas the UGB 
describes an area needed to accommodate the urban growth forecasted over a 20-year 
period, the urban reserves plus the area inside the UGB estimate the area capable of 
accommodating the growth expected for 50 years.
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Introduction

The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs) have been developed to: 

il guide efforts to rnaintalh and er^nce the ^logical ^egrity, economic viability, and

2. respond to the direction given to Metro by the legislature through ORS ch 268.380 to 
develop land use goals and objectives for the region which would replace those 
adopted by the Columbia Region Association of Governments;

3r provide 'a policy frameworkfor guiding Metro’s regional-planning program, prinieipally 
its development of funetional plans and;management of the region’s urbairgrowth 
boundary the development of the elements of Metro’s regional framework plan and its 
implementation of/individual functional plans; and

4. provide a process for coordinating planning in the metropolitan area to maintain 
metropolitan livability.

The RUGGOIs are envisioned-not-as-a-ftnal plan foHhe regionrbut as a starting point-for 
developing a more foeusod-vtsion for the future-growth and development of the-Porttand 
area not directly applicable to local plans and local land use decisions. However, they 
state.regional policy as Metro'develops plans for the region with all of its partners. Hence, 
the RUGGOls are the building blocks with which the local governments, citizens, tie 
business community and other interests can begin to develop a shared view of the region’s 
future.

This document begins with the broad outlines of that vision Future Vision Summary. ,This 
document Is a summary of the Future Vision for the metropolitan region, developed 
consistent with the Meto Charter; The Future Vision Is not a regulatory document 
Rather, it Is a statement of aspiration. The regional framework plan, when adopted* must 
ciscrihe Its relationship to^hejFuture Vision., The RUGGOs follow next and are presented 
Itypugh two principal goals, the first dealing with the planning process and the second 
outlining substantive concerns related to urban form. The "subgoals" (in Goal II) and 
objectives provide clarification for the goals. The planning activities reflect priority actions 
that need to be taken to refine and clarify the goals and objectives further.

Metro's regional goals and objectives required by ORS 268.380(1) are in RUGGOs Goals I 
and II and Objectives 1-2+11 only. RUGGOs planning activities contain implementation 
ideas for future study in various stages of development that may or may not lead to . 
RUGGOs amendments, new functional plans, functional plan amendments, 
frameywrk plan elements. The regional framework plan, functional plans and functional
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Background Statement

Planning for and managing the effects of urban growth in this metropolitan region involves 
24 cities, three counties, and more than 130 special service districts and school districts, 
including wejt as Metro. In addition, the State of Oregon, Tri-Met, the Port of Portland, 
and the Boundary Commission ail make decisions which affect and respond to regional 
urban growth. Each of these jurisdictions and agencies has specific duties and powers 
which apply directly to the tasks of urban growth management., tn'addito»'tKe cities of 
southwest WasHln^on and'Ctadc Cowty, though governed by different toe laws, have 
made significant contributions to the greater metropolitan area and are important to this 
region. Also, nearby cities within Oregon,' but outside the Metro boundary, are important to 
consider for the impact that Metro poiicies may have,on their jurisdictions.

However Accordingly, the issues of metropolitan growth are complex and inter-related. 
Consequently, the planning and growth management activities of many jurisdictions are 
both affected by and directly affect the actions of other jurisdictions in the region. In this 
region, as in others throughout the country, coordination of planning and management 
activities is a central issue for urban growth management.

The Metro Council authorized the development of goats and objectives. These goals and 
ot^edlves are the result of substantial discussion and debatethroughom the region for 
over two years.' On a technical and policy basis jurisdictions In the region as well as the 
Metro Council participated In drafting these statements of regional Intent. Spedflcaliy, 
these goals and objectives have been analyzed and discussed by: the Metro Technical 
Advlsary,Committee comprised of staff land use representatives and dtizens from' 
throughout the region: the Transportation Policy Advisory Committee made up of staff 
transportation representatives and dtizens from the region; the Metro Policy Advisory 
Committee, composed of elected offidals and citizens from the region and the Joint Policy 
Advisory Committee on Transporiation, vriiich includes elected offidals and citizens from 
the-regiopi

Nonetheless, few models exist for coordinating growth management-efforts in-a 
metfcpoHtan region, further, although the-lcgislature charged Metrb^with certain
coordinating responsibilities, and gave it powers to accomplish that eoordinationro 
participatory and-eoeperative structure fontesponding to that charge has never been 
stated.

As urban growth-in-the region generates issues requiring a muiti-jurisdietional responsera 
"blueprint'* for regional planning and coordination is eritieallyneeded. ' Although most
would agree that-there is a-need for coordination, there is a wide range of opinion
regarding how-regional-planning to address-issues of regional-significance should occur,
and under what eireumstanees Metro should exercise its coordination powersr



RUGGOs
Growth Management Committee Draft 

October 13, 1995

43 plan amendments shall be consistent with Metro's regional goals and objectives and the
44 Growth Concept, not RUGGOs planning activities.
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Goal I addresses this coordination issuef in the region for the first time by providing the 
process that thi Metro Cbundi will use to address areas and activities of metropolitan 
significance. The process is intended to be responsive to the challenges of urban growth 
while respecting the powers and responsibilities of a wide range of interests, jurisdictions, 
and agencies.

Goal II recognizes that this region is changing as growth occurs, and that change is 
challenging our assumptions about how urban growth will affect quality of life. For 
example:

•overall, the number of vehicle miles traveled in the region has been increasing at a rate 
far in excess of the rate of population and employment growth;

•the greatest growth in traffic and movement is within suburban areas, rather than 
between-suburban areas-and the central downtown district; and between districts in the 
urban area.

• in the year 2010 Metro projects that-70% of all "trips" made-daily in tho-region wilt 
occur within suburban-areas;

• 'currently transit moves about 3% of the-travelers in the region on-an average workday 
Areas in the region with good transit service and compact land uses designed to serve 
transit currently use transit for about 9 % of tnps and walking and biking for about 31% 
of trips for a total of about 40% norv-auto trips, v^ife in other areas of foe region these 
modes only account for about 10%;

• to this point the region has accommodated most forecasted growth on vacant land 
within the urban growth boundary, with redevelopment expected to accommodate very 
little of this growth, even though recent statistics suggest that a significant amount of 
growth of jobs and households is occurring on lands currently count as developed;

• single family residential construction is occurring at less than maximum planned 
density;

• rural residential development in rural exception areas is occurring in a manner and at a 
rate that may result in forcing the expansion of the urban growth boundary on important 
agricultural and forest resource lands in the future;

• a recent study of urban infrastructure needs in the state has found that only about half 
of the funding needed in the future to build needed facilities can be identified.

Add to this list growing citizen concern about rising housing costs, vanishing open space, 
and increasing frustration with traffic congestion, and the issues associated with the
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131 growth of this region are not at all different from those encountered in other west coast
132 metropolitan areas such as the Puget Sound region or cities in California, The lesson in
133 these observations is that the "quilt" of 27 separate comprehensive plans together with the
134 region's urban growth boundary is not enough to effectively deal with the dynamics of
135 regional growth and maintain quality of life,
136
137 The challenge is clear, if the Portland metropolitan area is going to be different than other
138 places, and if it is to preserve its vaunted quality of life as an additional 485,000 people
139 move into the urban area in the next 20 cdmliiig years, then a cooperative and participatory
140 effort to address the'issues of growth must begin now. Further, that effort needs to deal
141 with the issues accompanying growth - increasing traffic congestion, vanishing open
142 space, .speculative pressure on rural farm lands, rising housin^^
143 environmental quality, demands on infrastructure such as schools, water and sewer
144 treatments plants - in a common framework. Ignoring vital links between these issues will
145 limit the scope and effectiveriess of our approach to managing urban growth.
146
147 Goal II provides that broad framework needed to address the issues accompanying urban
148 growth.
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Planning-for a Vision of Growth in the Portland Metropolitan Area

As the metropolitan-area changes, the importance of eoordinated-and balanced planning 
programs to protect the environment and guide development becomes increasingly 
evident:

By encouraging efficient placement of-jobs and~housing near each other, along with 
supportive eommereial. eultttrai and recreational uses, a more efficient development 
pattern will result:

An important step toward achieving this planned pattern of regional growth is the 
integration of land-uses with-transportation planning, ineluding-mass transitrwhieh will link 
together mixed-use urban centers of higher density residential and commercial 
development:

The region must strive to protcet-and enhance its natural environment and significant ^ 
natural resourees.~:Fhis can best be~aehieved by integrating the important aspects of the 
natural'environment into a regional system of natural areas, open space and trails for 
wildlife and people.1 Special attention should be given to the development of infrastructure 
and public services in a manner that complements the-natural environment:

A clear distinction must be created between the urbanizing areas and rural lands.- 
Emphasis should be placed upon the balance between new development and infill within 
the region’s-urban growth boundary-ancHhe need for future urban growth boundary 
expansion. This regional vision recognizes the pivotal role played by a healthy and active
oentral-oity, while-at the same time providing forHhe growth of other communities of-the 
regionr

finally, the regional planning program-must be one that iS'based on a eoeperative-process 
that involves the residents of the metropolitan-area, as well-as the many publie-and private 
interests. Particular-attention must be given to the-noed for offeetive partnershipspvith 
local governments beoause-they will have, a major responsibility in'implementing the vision; 
It is important to consider the-diversity of the-region's communities when integrating local 
comprehensive-plans into-the pattern of regional-growth.
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GOAL I: REGIONAL PLANNING PROCESS

Regional planning in the metropolitan area shall:

i.i Fully Implement the regional planning functions of the 1992 Metro Charter;

l.ii Identify and designate other areas and activities of metropolitan concern 
through a participatory process Involving the Metro Policy Advisory Committee 
(MPAC), cities, counties, special districts, school districts, and state and regional 
agencies such as Tri-Met, the Metropolitan Arts Commission Regional /yts^and 
CulUire Council and the Port of Portland; and

l.iii Occur in a cooperative manner in order to avoid creating duplicative 
processes, standards and/or governmental roles.

These goals and objectives shall only apply to acknowledged comprehensive plans of 
cities and counties when Implemented through the regional framework plan, functional 
plans, or the acknowledged urban growth boundary (UGB) plan.

Objective 1. Citizen Participation

Metro shall develop and implement an ongoing program for citizen participation in all 
aspects of the regional planning program. Such a program shall be coordinated with local 
programs for supporting citizen involvement in planning processes and shall not duplicate 
those programs.

1.1 Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement (Metro CCI). Metro shall establish a Metro 
Committee for Citizen Involvement to assist with the development, implementation and 
evaluation of its citizen involvement program and to advise the MPAC regarding ways to 
best Involve citizens in regional planning activities.

1.2 Notification. Metro shall develop programs for public notification, especially for (but 
not limited to) proposed legislative actions, that ensure a high level of awareness of 
potential consequences as well as opportunities for involvement on the part of affected 
citizens, both inside and outside of its district boundaries.

8
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Objective 2. Metro Policy Advisory Committee

The 1992 Metro Charter has established the MPAC to:

2.i assist with the development and review of Metro's regional planning activities 
pertaining to land use and growth management, including review and 
implementation of these goals and objectives, development and implementation of 
the regional framework plan, present and prospective functional planning, and 
management and review of the region's UGB;

2.ii serve as a forum for identifying and discussing areas and activities of 
metropolitan or subregional significance concern; and

2.iii provide an avenue for involving all cities and counties and other interests in 
the development and implementation of growth management strategies.

2.1 The MPAC Composition. The initial MPAC shall be chosen according to the Metro 
Charter and, thereafter, according to any changes approved by majorities of the MPAC 
and the Metro Council. The composition of the Committee shall reflect the partnership that 
must exist among implementing jurisdictions in order to effectively address areas and 
activities of metropolitan concern. The voting membership shall include elected and 
appointed officials and citizens of Metro, cities, counties and states consistent with section 
27 of the 1992 Metro Charter.

2.2 Advisory Committees. The Metro Council, or the MPAC consistent with the MPAC 
by-laws, shall appoint technical advisory committees as the Council or the MPAC 
determine a need for such bodies.

2.3 Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT). JPACT with the Metro 
Council shall continue to perform the functions of the designated Metropolitan Planning 
Organization as required by federal transportation planning regulations. JPACT and the 
MPAC shall develop a coordinated process, to be approved by the Metro Council, to 
assure that regional land use and transportation planning remains consistent with these 
goals and objectives and with each other.

Objective 3. Applicability of Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives

These RUGGOs have been developed pursuant to ORS 268.380(1). Therefore, they 
comprise neither a comprehensive plan under ORS 197.015(5) nor a functional plan under 
ORS 268.390(2). the regional framework plan and all functional plans prepared edo^^ 
by Hi Metro Council shall be consistent with these goals and objectives. Metro's
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management of the UGB. shall be guided by standards and procedures which must be 
consistent with these goals and objectives. These goals and objectives shall not apply 
directly to site-specific land use actions, including amendments of the UGB.

3.1 These RUGGOs shall apply to adopted and acknowledged comprehensive land use 
plans as follows:

Components.of the regional framework plan that are adopted as 
functional plans, or other functional plans, shall be consistent with these goals and 
objectives, and they may recommend or require amendments to-adopted-and 
acknowledged eomprehensivo-tand use plan3;-or i^

3:tt.3.12 The management and periodic review of Metro's acknowledged UGB 
Plan, rtsetf shall be consistent with these goals and objectives, may require changes 
in adopted and acknowledged land use-plans^r §11

3HH.3.13 The MPAC may identify and propose issues of regional concern, related 
to or derived from these goals and objectives, for considerkion by cities and 
counties at the time of periodic review of their adopted and acknowledged 
comprehensive plans.

3.2 Those RUGGO shall apply'to Metro land use, transportation and greenspace activities 
asfoibws:

3x2.1 The urfoarj growth boundary plans, regional framework pian, functional plans, and 
other tend use activities shall be consistent with these goals and objectives,

312,2 Tb'the extent that a ^oposed'policy or action may be compatible witii some goals 
and objectives and (ricompatible with others, consistency with RUGGO may tnyolye a 
bian<^ of applicable goals, 'subgoals and objectives by the Metro Coundl that 
cpr^fdofs thevf0la|iye Impacts ofa partic4ar notion on applicable goals andobjecUves.

il PenbdieU^testhe RlIGGOi TheMPAC shall cbnsld^'tie'regulaf updates 'of 
thesi'3wl$'aaidobiecdM^m4c§0^?i  ̂basedog'a p^b update 'process adopts^ 

by„^jyl^O^I-
aT4jppiiiil Urban Grovrth Boundary Plan. The UGB Plan has two components: 

3t^. 4S The acknowledged UGB line; and

10
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9rh2.4:^ Acknowledged procedures and standards for amending the UGB line. Metro’s 
UGB piaii is not a regional comprehensive plan but a provision of the romprehensive 
plans of the local governments within its boundaries. The UGB Hne Plan shall be in 
compliance with applicable statewide planning goals ar^Jawa and consistent with these 
goals and objectives. Amendments to the UGB Hne shall demonstrate consistency 
only with the acknowledged procedures and standards. Charts of M^fo’S 
acknowledge UGB Plan rnay In adopted and acknowledged
compmli.en5ive plana^
3t2t objective 5. Functional Plans. Metro functional plans eontaining-rceommendationo 
for comprehensive planning by eitiee-and counties may or may not involve land use 
decisions. Funetional plans are net required by the enabling statute to include findinge-^ 
consistency with statewide land use planning goals. If provisions in a functional plan, or^
actions implementing~a~functional plan~require ehanges-in an adopted and acknowledged 
comprehensive land use plan;~then that-action may be a land-use action required to be 
consistent with the statewide-planning geal^ Functional plans are limited purpose plans, 
consistent with these goals and objectives, which address designated areas and activities 
of metropolitan concern, functional plans are established in state law as the way Metro 
may recommend or require dianges in local plans.

Those fimctional plans or plan provisions containing recommendations for comprehensive 
planning by cities and counties may not be final land use decisic^. If a provision in a 
functional plan' or ah action Implementing afunctional plan require c:hanges in an adopted 
and acknowledged comprehensive plan, then adoption of provision or action will be a firial 
land use decision. If a provision in a functional plan, or Metro action implementing a 
functional plan require changes in an,adopted and adcnowledged comprehensive pl^, 
then that provision or action will be adopted by Metro as a final land use action required to 
be consistent with statewide planning goals. In addition, regional framework plan 
components will be adopted as functional plans if they contain recommendations or 
requirements for changes in comprehensive plans. These ftjnctional plans, vrfuch are 
adopted as part of the regional framework p1^, wilt be submitted ,along with other parts of 
the regio'hal framev^ plan to tCOC for acknowledgment of their compliance vwth the 
Matewide planning goals. Because functional plans are the way Metro recommends or 
requk^:idcarptan.changes* mostfeglonal framework plancomponents^ll 
fundlcm'al Mehs!!?Untit'fegjc)ha} frMnMAork piancomponehts areadopted, existingornew 
r ...ftt r-i-ws, tVA jpj Comprehensive plans.

9:3—Regional Framework Plan.-( Relocated to Objective 6) The regional framework^ 
plan adopted-by-Metro shall- be consistent withHhese goals and objectives. Provisions of 
the regional-framework-plan that establish performance standards, and that may require

11



RUGGOs
Growth Management Committee Draft 

October 13,1995

342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363
364
365
366
367
368
369
370
371
372
373
374
375
376
377
378
379
380
381

ehanges-in local comprehensive plana-shall be-adopted as funetional meet
all-fequirements for funetional-plaiTa-contained in these goals and objecttves:

0:4:—Periodic Review of Gomprehensivc-band-Use-Plansr^Relocated to Objective 7) At 
the time ef periodifrreview for comprehensive land use plans in the region the Metro Policy
Advisory Committeet

3.4.1. Shall-assist-Metro with the identification of-regional framework-plan-elements; 
functional plan previsions or changes in functional-plans adopted-sinee-the last periodic
review for inclusion in. periodic review-notices as changes in law^and

3.4.2-May provide-cemments during-the periodic revievrof-adepted-and acknowledged 
comprehensive-plans on issues of regienal-eeneern:

3r5:—Periodic-Review of-the Regional Urban-Growth Goals and Objectives.—The-Metro
Policy-Advisory Gommittee shall consider the periodiereview-netice-for-these goals-and 
objectives and recernmend-a periodic'review process for-adoptien by the Metre Council.

Objective-4. Implementation Roles

Regienat-planning-and the implementation of these-Regienal Urban-Growth Goals-and
Objectives shall recognize the-inten-reiatienships between-eities.- eeuntiesT-speeial districts;
Metre,' regionahagenctesT-and the-Staterand-their unique capabilitiesand-roles:

4t4—Metro Role. ■ Metre-shaHt

-------- 4.1.1. Identify and-designate-areas-and-activities-ef metropolitan concern;

---------4.1.2. -Provide staff-and-technical resources-to-suppert the-activities of the Metro
Policy-Advisory Committoof

---------4.1.3. Serve as a technicat-reseurce for cities, -eeunties,-and-etherjurisdictiens-and
agencies?

---------4.1.4. Facilitate a bread-based regional discussion to identify appropriate strategies
for responding to these issues of metropolitan concern;

4.1.5. Adopt functional plans necessary-and appropriate for the implementation of
these-regional urban growth goals and objectives, and the-regienal framework-plant

12
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---------4:1-.6-€oordinato the efforta of-eitiesrcounties, special distrietsrand the state to
implement adopted-atrategies;-and

---- -- '4t1r77-Adopland penodi^lly f evlew and amend a Future Vision fof the region;
consistent with Objeetivo 6.--

4:2—Role ofCities

---------4;2.1--Adopt and amend comprehensive plans to-oonform to functional plans
adopted by Metro;

---------4.2.2 Identify potential-areas and activities'of metropolitan eoneernt

---------4.2.3-Gooperatively-develop-stfategies for responding to designated areas and
activities of metropolitan eoneern,L

---------4.2.4 Participate in the review and refinement of these goals-and objectives:

4t3-----Role of Counties

4:9.~1—Adopt and amend-comprehensive-plans to conform functional-plans adopted 
by Metro;

4.3.2 - -Identify potential areas-and activities of metropolitan eoneorrrt

---------4.3.3-Cooperatively-develop-stfategies for responding to-designated areas -and
activities-of metropolitan eoneernt

---------4.3.4 Partieipate-in the-review and refinement of these-goals and objectives?

4:4—Role of-Cpeeial Service Districts. Assist Metro with-the-identification of areas-and 
activities of-metfopolitan concern and the development of strategies to address-themi and 
participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives:

4.5 Role of the State of Oregon

---------4.5.1 "Advise Metro regarding the identification of areas and activities of
metropolitan concern;

---------4:5.2—Cooperatively develop-strategies for-fesponding todesignatedareas and
activities-of metropolitan coneefftt
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-------- 4:5:9-Modify state plans, regulationsr activities and-related funding to enhance
implementation of the regionaHramework-pian and-funetional plans adopted-by 
Metro,-and employ-atate ageneiee-and programs-and regulatory bodies to promote
and implement these goals and objeetives-and the regional-framewofl^plant

-------- 4;5:4-Partieipate in-the review and refinement of these goals-and objeetivesr

Objective 5. Functional Planning Pfoeess

functional plane-are limited-purpo3e-plans7 Con8i3tent witMhese goals and obje.ctiveer 
which-address designated afeas-and-activities of metropolitan coneern. These-shall
include-all sections of the regional framework plan that establish performance-standards 
for leeal-planar

5.1 Existing Functional Plans. Metro shall continue to develop, amend and implement, 
with the assistance of cities, counties, special districts and the state, statutorily required 
functional plans for air, water and transportation, as directed by ORS 268.390(1) and for 
solid waste as mandated by ORS ch 459.

5.2 New Functional Plans. New functional pjans shall be proposed from one of two 
sources:

5.2.1 The MPAC may recommend that the Metro Council designate an area or 
activity of metropolitan concern for which a functional plan should be prepared; or

5.2.2 The Metro Council may propose the preparation of a functional plan to 
designate an area or activity of metropolitan concern and refer that proposal to the 
MPAC.

The matters required by the Charter to be addressed in the regional framework plan shall 
constitute sufficient factual reasons for the development of a functional plan under 
ORS 268.390.

Upon the Metro Council adopting factual reasons for the development of a new functional 
plan, the MPAC shall participate in the preparation of the plan, consistent with these goals 
and objectives and the reasons cited by the Metro Council. After preparation of the plan 
and seeking broad public and local government consensus, using existing citizen 
involvement processes established by cities, counties and Metro, the MPAC shall review 
the plan and make a recommendation to the Metro Council. The Metro Council may act to 
resolve conflicts or problems impeding the development of a new functional plan and may 
complete the plan i the MPAC Is unable to complete its review in a timely manner.

14
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The Metro Council shall hold a public hearing on the proposed plan and afterwards shall:

5.2. a Adopt the proposed functional plan; or

5.2. b Refer the proposed functional plan to the MPAC in order to consider 
amendments to the proposed plan prior to adoption; or

5.2. C Amend and adopt the proposed functional plan; or

5.2. d Reject the proposed functional plan.

The proposed functional plan shall be adopted by ordinance and shall include findings of 
consistency with these goals and objectives.

5.3 Functional Plan Implementation and Conflict Resolution. Adopted functional plans 
shall be regionally coordinated policies, facilities and/or approaches to addressing a 
designated area or activity of metropolitan concern, to be considered by cities and 
counties for incorporation in their comprehensive land use plans. If a city or county 
determines that a functional plan requirement should not or cannot be incorporated into its 
comprehensive plan, then Metro shall review any apparent inconsistencies by the following 
process:

5.3.1 Metro and affected local governments shall notify each other of apparent or 
potential comprehensive plan inconsistencies.

5.3.2 After Metro staff review, the MPAC shall consult the affected jurisdictions and 
attempt to resolve any apparent or potential inconsistencies.

5.3.3 The MPAC shall conduct a public hearing and make a report to the Metro f 
. Council regarding instances and reasons why a city or county has not adopted

changes consistent with requirements in a regional functional plan.

5.3.4 The Metro Council shall review the MPAC report.and hold a public hearing 
on any unresolved issues. The Council may decide to:

5.3.4. a Amend the adopted regional functional plan; or

5.3.4. b ■ Initiate proceedings to require a comprehensive plan change; or

5.3.4. C Find there is no inconsistency between the comprehensive plan(sj
and the functional plan.
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Objective 6. Regional Framework Plan. The regional framework plan required by the 
1992 Metro Charter shall be consistent with these goals and objectives. Provisions of the 
regional framework plan that estsd^tlsh performance standards and that recommend or 
require (Ganges In local comprehensive plans shall be'adopted as functional plans, and 
shall meet all requirements for functional plans contained in these goals and objectives, 
The^Charter requires that all mandatory subjects be addressed In the regional framework 
plan, it does not require that all subjects be addressed to recommend or require changes 
in cunent comprehensive plans. Therefore, most, but not alt regional framework plan 
components are likely to be functional plans because some changes in comprehensive 
plans may be needed^ AH regional framework plan components will be submitted to tCDC 
for acknowledgment of their compliance with the statewide planning goals. Until regional 
framework plan components are adopted, existing or new regional functional plans will 
continue to recommend or require changes in comprehensive plans.

Objective 71. Periodic Review of Comprehensive Land Use Plans, ,At the time of
UCOC initiated periodic review for comprehensive land use plans In the region the MPAC:

7. t Shali assist Metro with the identification of regional framewoik plan elements,
functional plan provisions or changes in functional plans adopted since the last periodic 
review for inclusion in periodic review notices as changes in law, and

7.2 May provide comments during the periodic review of adopted and acknowledged 
comprehensive plans on issues of regional concern.

Objectives, implementation

Regional planning andtiie Implementation of these RUGGOs shall recognize the Inter­
relationships between cities, counties, special districts, Metro, regional agencies and the 
Stale, and their unique capabilities and roles.

8/t Metro Role. Metro shall:

8,1.1 Identify and desi^te areas and activities of metropolitan concern;

8.1'2 Provide staff and technical resources to support the activities of the MPAC 
wHhin the constraints established by Metro Coundl;

1 Whole section relocated. No change except for section numbering.

2 Whole section relocated, same except for addition of 8.17
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81.3 Serve eg a technical resource for cities, counties, reboot districts and'other 
ILffisdictiOhs ^ agendesi

BAA
for responding.to^those.issuespf metropolitan concern^

8.15 ^ptfuh(^6nal ptar^Wc^sary arid apf^<^ateforthe implementadoiiof 
Jh^e RUGGOs and.Uie regional framework plani

8;i6 Coordinate the efforts of dties, counties, special districts and the state to 
Implement adopted strategies; and

8.17 Adopt and review consistent with the Metro Charter, and amend a Future 
Vision for the region, consistent with Objective 9.

82. Role of Cities

8.2.1 Adopt and amend comprehensive plans to conform to functional plans 
adopted by Metros

8.Z2 Identify potential areas and activities of metropolitan concern through a. 
broad^iased local disesjssion;

8.2.3 Cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas and 
adivities of metropolitan concern;

8.2.4 Participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives. 

Role of Counties

8.3.1 Adopt and knerid comprehensive plans to conform to functional plans 
adopted fay Metro;

8.3.2 Identify potential areas ahd,.a^vities of metropolitan concern through a 
bfoad^sed local dlsd^ion;

8.3:3 Cpoperatlvely develop strategic for responding to ,designated areas and 
activitWof m^polife^ cpnpem;

r A \VASin the review and refinement of these gos ives.:
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6.4 Rofe of Special Service Districts. Assist Metro, through a broad-based local 
dlsousslon, with the Identification of areas and activities of metropolitan concern and the 
development of strategies to address them* end participate In the review and refmement of 
these'goais ard objectives'. Spe<^*aj Service Districts will conduct their opei^ons in i

m of School Districts
Advise Metro re^dlng t^ Idehtiflcatipn^of areas arid activities of school 

d|^'d,a5ricem;

8.5.2 Cooperatively develop strategies for responding to ctesignated areas and 
activities of school district concemi

8.5.3 Participate In the review and refinement of these goals and objectives.

8.6 Role of the State of Oregoni

8.6.1 Advise Metro regarding the identification of areas and activities of 
metropolitan concern;

8.6.2 Cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas and 
activities of metropolitan concern;

8.6.3 Review state plans, regulations, activities and related funding to consider 
changes In order to enhance implementation of the regional framework plan and 
functional plans adc^ted by Metro, and employ state agencies and programs and 
regulatory bodies to promote andjmplement these goals and objectives and the 
regional framework plan;

8.6.4 Participate Iri the revi^ and refinement of these goals and objectives.

Objective 6.9 Future Vision and the-Future Vision Commtsston

By Charter, approved by the voters in 1992, Metro must adopt a Future Vision for the 
metropolitan area. The Future Vision is;

"a conceptual statement that indicates population levels and settlement patterns 
that the region can accommodate within the carrying capacity of the land, water and 
air resources of the region, and its educational and economic resources, and that 
achieves a desired quality of life. The Future Vision is a long-term, visionary
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outlook for at least a 50-year period...The matters addressed by the Future Vision 
include, but are not limited to; (1) use, restoration and preservation of regional land 
and natural resources for the benefit of present and future generations, (2) how and 
where to accommodate the population growth for the region while maintaining a 
desired quality of life for its residents, and (3) how to develop new communities and 
additions to the existing urban areas in well-planned ways...The Future Vision is not 
a regulatory document. It is the intent of this charter that the Future Vision have no 
effect that would allow court or agency review of if

The Future Vision wilt.-be was prepared by a broadly representative commission, appointed 
by the Metro Council, and will be reviewed and amended as needed, and comprehensively 
reviewed and, if need be, revised every 15 years. Metro fs required By the Charter to will 
describe the relationship of components of the Regional Framework Plan, and the 
Regional Framework Plan as a whole, to the Future Vision.

Objective 10. Amendments to-the-Regional Urban Growth-Goals and-Qbjeetlves 
Perfonnance Measures

Metro Council, In consultation with MPAC arid the public1 will develop performance 
measures designed for considering RUGGOs objectives. The term "'performance 
measure* means a measurement aimed at determining whether a planning activity or ‘best 
practice* Is meeting the objective or intent associated with the ‘best practice1.

Performance measures for Goal i. Regional Planning Process, will use state benchmarks 
to the extent possible or be developed by Metro Coundl In consultation with MPAC and tiie 
Metro Commlttee for Citizen Involvement Performance^ measures for Goal It, Urban Fomt 
will be derived from state benchmarks or the detailed technical analysis that underlies 
Metro's Regional Framework Plan, functional plans and Growth Concept Map, While 
performance measures are intended to be usefiit in measuring progress, the Metro Coundl 
intends to have piarining and implementation of polldes as Its major work effort, not 
development ofperformance measures,.

(As p^dfmat)C8 measure's are adopted, (eithef,by respIt^pnloV t^ir^rice, ^theywll^be 
irkilu^d in an appendix.)•,v.v.w.v^.svksviiv«v<,,"»w,v^wivwrtv«v.*.v.v»v.*.>v,v.w,w.v.v,v.-,w

Objective 6 H|. Periodic-Review Monitoring and Updating

The RUGGOs, regional framework plan and all Metro functional plans shall be reviewed at 
regular.intervals every seven years, or at other times in between as determined by the 
Metro Council after consultation with or upon the suggestion advice of the MPAC. Any 
review and amendment process shall involve a broad cross-section of citizen and
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jurisdictional interests, and shall involve the MPAC consistent with Goal 1; Regional 
Planning Process. Proposals for amendments shall receive broad public and local 
government review prior to final Metro Council action.

6^1 Impact of Amendments. At the time of adoption of amendments to these goals and 
o^ectives, the Metro Council shall determine whether amendments to adopted regional 
framework plan, functional plans or the acknowledged regional UGB are necessary. If 
amendments to the above are necessary, the Metro Council shall act on amendments to 
applicable functional plans. The Council shall request recommendations from the MPAC 
before taking action. All amendment proposals will include the date and method through 
which they may become effective, should they be adopted. Amendments to the 
acknowledged regional UGB will be considered under acknowledged UGB amendment 
procedures incorporated in the Metro Code.

If changes to the regional framework plan or functional plans are adopted, affected cities 
and counties shall be informed in writing of those changes which are advisory in nature, 
those which recommend changes in comprehensive land use plans and those which 
require changes in comprehensive plans. This notice shall specify the effective date of 
particular amendment provisions.
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GOAL II: URBAN FORM

The livability-ofthe eemmunities of the region-shoald be maintained and enhaneed through 
initiativee which preserve-access to nature and result in a metropolitan area reeogmzed-fof 
Hat-

—---- preservation of environmental quality?

—Hrti:—eoerdination of the development of jobs, housing, and public serviees-and 
faeiiities;-

—IHH:—redevelopment and reuse of land-already committed to urban use;-and

—Ifiv;—inter-relationship oHhe benefits-and consequences of growth in-one community
with-the-benefits and eonseqtieneesof-growth in othersr-

The quality of life and the urban form of cir region are closely linked. The Growth 
Concept is based on the belief that we can continue to grow and enhance the region’s 
livabiiiiy by making the 'right choices for how wo grow. The region's growth will be 
balanced by^

HI Maintainingacompacturbanform, with easy access to nature;

II. |{ Preserving existing stable and distinct neighborhoods by focusing 
commercial and residential growth inmlxed use centers and corridors at a 
pedestrian scale;

II, ill Assuring affordability and matntalhing a variety of housing choices wl&t good 
access to |obs and assuring that market-based preferences are not eliminated by 
regulation;

■iVjiVV.'AV

11.1: NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Preservation, use and modification of the natural environment of the region should 
maintain and enhance environmental quality while striving for the wise use stewardship 
and preservation of a broad range of natural resources.
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Objective 912. Watershed Management and Regional Water Resources Quality

Planning and management of water resources should be coordinated in order to '«T>prove 
the quality and ensure sufficient quantity of surface water and groundwater available to the
region.

912.1 Formulate Strategy.1 Metro will develop a long-term regional strategy for total 
comprehensive water resources management, created in partnership with the jurisdidions 
and agencies (barged with planning and managing water resources a^ t
shall be developed. strategy shall meet state and federal ^er qu^i^
standards and complement, but not dupOcale, local integrated watershed plans, jt shal. ^^ 
to comply with state-and federal requirements for drinking water, to sustain beneficiQl water 

uses, and to accommodate growth:

912 11 manage watersheds to protect, restore and manage ensure to the 
igyiiailiiaiilth® integrity of streams, wetlands and floodplains, and 
their multiple biological, physical and social values.

12.1.2
water;

comply with state and federal v/ater quality requirements for drinking

12.1.3 sustain designated beneficial water uses; and

<12.1.4 accommodate growth promote multi-objective management of the region's 

watersheds to the maximum extent practicable: and

12.1.5 encourage the use of techniques relying on natural processes to address 
flood control, storm water management, abnormally high'vwnter and low summer 
stream flows and^nonpoint pollution reduction.

Planning Activities3:

Plannino oroarams for water resources management shall be evaluated to determineihe 
ability of current efforts to accomplish the following, and recommendations for changes^ 
these programs will be made if they aro found to bo-inadequate:

^Piatmu^scdvities^will be formsrted as a sidebar t» tbe' finS wpy of this documeot to 
lUustr^e they are not goals or objectives and are subject to Metro Council budgetary 

conaderations.
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• Identify the future resource needs and carrying capacities of the region for designated 
benendai uses bf vrater nespurces ^^ic^ fecognizes the multipte values of lural and

watersheds^ municipal and industrial water supply, imgatton, fisheftes7 
recreation, wildlife, environmental standards and aesthetic amenittesr

• Monitor regional water quality and quantity trends vis-a-vis beneficial use standards 
adopted by federal, state, regional and local governments for specific water resources 
important to the region, and use the results to initiate change in water management 
iSii activities to accomplish.the watershed management and regional water 
resources quality objectives.

I Integrate urban and rural watershed management jn coordination with local water 
quality agencies:

• Evaluate the cost-effectiveness of alternative water resource management jiHiactices, 
including conservation: scenarios, and-the use of conservation for both cost 
containment and resource management;-and

• Preserve, restore, create and enhance water bodies especially urban creeks and-rtvors 
to maintain their beneficial uses,

I Utilize public and/or private partnerships to promote multi-obiective management,
education and stewardship of the region's watersheds.

Objective 13: Urban WaterSupply

The regional planning process shall be used to coordinate the development of a regional
strategy and plan to meet future needs for water supply to accommodate growth,

13.1 A regional strategy and plan for the Regional Framework element Unking demand
management, water supply sources and storage shall be developed to address future 
growth in .cooperation with the region’s water, provides.;

*p^'j
Wat# St^iyVlah which will contath integrated regional strategies for demand ________
mari^emenC new water sources and storage/transmission linkages,; Metro shaft evaluate 
their future role in encouraging conservation on a regional basis to promote the effluent 
Use of witer resources and devetbp ariy necessary regional plans/programs to address 
Metro’s future rolejn i^dihatidn with the region’s water providers;

Planning Activities:
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S Activatv oartidpate as a member of ths Regional Water SuppSy Planning Study 
‘ (RWSPS)amiprovideregion^groi^h'prpj^otwwd^^ef^wartda^o

I ideriiif/ the fuliire res'gurcg rieedsiLth8.regi6ii,fdr,)naniplpal mid industtialia^eE

supply;
; identify the transmission and storagd f*eds and capabilities for water supply to 

accommodate future growth; and

Identify water conservation technologies, practices and incentives for demand 
management as part of the regional water supply planning activities.

I Adopt Regional Framework Plan elements for water supply and storage basedonthe^ _ 
w results of the RWSPS which provide for the development of new screes, efficient

and storage of water. Including water conservation strategies, which allows for the efficient 
and economical use of water to meet future growth.

Objective 914 Air Quality

Air quality shall be protected and enhanced so that as growth occurs, ^ealth
visibility of the Cas^des and the Coast Range from within the region should be maintained.

14 1 Strateqies for planning and managing air quality in the regional airshed shall be 
included in the State Implementation Plan for the Portland-Vancouver air quality maintenance 

area as required by the Federal Clean Air Act.

14.2 New regional strategies shall be developed to comply with Federal Clean Air Act 
requirements and provide capacity for future growth.

14.3 The region, working with the state, shall pursue close collaboration of the Oregon and
Clark County Air Quality Management Areas.

14.4 All functional plans, when taken in the aggregate, shall be consistent with the State
Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality.

Planning Activities:
An air quality management plan should HI! be developed for the regional airshed which:
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• Outlines existing and forecast air quality problems; identifies prudent and equitable market 
based and regulatory strategies for addressing present and probable air quality problems 
throughout the region; evaluates standards for visibility; and implements an air quality 
monitoring program to assess compliance with local, state and federal air quality 
requirements.

Objective 46 |p. Natural Areas, Parks^lFisfi and Wildlife Habitat

Sufficient open space in the urban region shall be acquired, or otherwise protected, and 
managed to provide reasonable and convenient access to sites for passive and active 
recreation. An open space system capable of sustaining or enhancing native wildlife and 
plant populations should be established.

15.1 Quantifiable targets for setting aside certain amounts and types of open space shall be 
identified.

15.2 Corridor Systems - The regional planning process shall be used to coordinate the 
development of interconnected recreational and Wildlife corridors within the metropolitan 
region.

15.2.1 A region-wide system of trails should be developed to link public and private 
open space resources within and between jurisdictions.

15.2.2 A region-wide system of linked significant wildlife habitats should be 
developed. This system should be' preserved, restored where appropriate, and 
managed to^maintaln the region^ biodiversity (nurnber of species and plants and 
animals).

15.2.3 A Willamette River .Greenway Plan for the region should be implemented by 
the turn of the century.

Planning Activities:

1. Inventory existing-open space and cpen space opportunities to determine areas within the 
region where-open space defioienoies-extat now, or wilHn the future.-given-adopted land
use-plane and growth trends. Identify areas within the region where open ^ace 

■ »wienaesiidst lahduWplihsandgrdwm
&ahdC'ah'd he^'! garget adea^'shoiad be de^ldj^fd

orc^td.meet'locat'ne'edswf^te sharihg,ce^><^^>J%A nieetthg metropolltdi 
demands:1
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2. Assess-current and future active foereational land needs. Target acreage should-be
developed for neighberhood, communityT-and regional parks. as for ether types
of open-space in order to mcot lecahneeds while sharing responsibility for-meeting 
metrepoHtan open space demands. Develop multi-jurisdictional tools for planning and 
financing the protection and maintenance of open space resources. Particular attention 
will be paid to using the land use planning and permitting process and to the possible . 
development of a land-banking program.

3. Conduct a detailed biological field inventory of the region to establish an accurate 
baseline of native .wildlife and plant populations. Target population goals for native 
species will be established through a public process which will include an analysis of 
amounts of habitat necessaiy to sustain native populations at target levels.

4. The'natural areas, parks and open space identified on the Growth Concept Map should 
be acquired, except in extraordinary drcumstarrces, from, willing sellers and be removed 
from any regional Inventories of buildable (and.

5; Populations of native plants and animals will be inventoried, utilizing tools such as 
Metro's GIS and Parks and Greenspaces program, Oregon Matural Heritage Database, 
Oregon’s GAP Analysis Program and other relevant programs, to develop strategies to 
maintain the region's biodiversity (or biological diversity),

6, Utilizing strategies which are Ihduded in Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife's 
Wildlife Diversity Program and v/orking witii state and federal fish and wildlife 
personnel, develop a strategy to maintain the region’s biodiversity

Objective -H ||. Protection of Agriculture and Forest Resource Lands

Agricultural and forest resource land outside the UGB shall be protected from urbanization, 
and accounted for in regional economic and development plans, consistent with these
mmm
16.1 Rural Resource Lands. Rural resource lands outside the UGB which have 
significant resource value should actively be protected from urbanization.

16.2 Urban Expansion. Expansion of the UGB shall occur in urban reserves, established 
consistent with the Urban Rural Transition Objective.

16.3 iFarm and'Fore'st Pfactrcesr'Protect andsup^'the ability fbrfahh'and fewest ^ ? 
^actieds to continue. The deslghatlob ahdmanagement of ruralVeseryes by the Metro 
Couricil'may help establish this support, consistent with the Growth Concept.
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Planning Activities:

A regional economic opportunities analysis shall include consideration of the agricultural 
and forest products economy associated with lands adjacent to or near the urban area.

11.2 BUILT ENVIRONMENT

Development in the region should occur in a coordinated and balanced fashion as 
evidenced by:

ll.2.i a regional "fair-share" approach to meeting the housing needs of the 
urban population;

ll.2.ii the provision of infrastructure and critical public services concurrent with 
the pace of urban growth suid which supports the 2040 Growth Concept

ll 2.iii the integration of land use planning and oeonomie development programs 
the continued growth of regional economic opportunity, balanced so as to provide an 
eguitable distribution of |obSi::incomei; investment and tax capacity throughout the 
region anil to support other regional goats and objectives;

ll.2.iv the coordination of public investment with local comprehensive and 
regional functional plans; and

11.2. V the'continued-evolution of regional-economie-epportunity; and-

11.2. V the creation of a balanced transportation system, less dependent on the
private automobile, supported by both the use of emerging technology and the 
collocation of jobs, housing, commercial activity, parks and open space.

Objective +217- Housing

ilMlprearshallado^a "fair share" strategy for meeting the housing needs of the 
urban population |n <^*es„^d cdunM bas^m4«V!br^i^.%0aiysis shall be adopted 

which provides for

—Diversity.—There shall be a diverse range of housing types available within cities and 
counties jurisdictions-and subregions inside the UGB;

•14.2 Affordability specific goals for low and moderate income and market rate housing 
shall bo-adopted-for each jurisdiction to ensure that sufficient and affordable housing is
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available to households of all income levels that live or have a member working in the eacH 
jurisdiction:

44:3—Coordination housing densities and costs shall-be supportive of adopted public 
policy for the development of the regional transportation system and designated centers 
and corridors:

a balance of jobs and'housing within the region and subregions.

Planning Activities:

The Metropolitan Housing Rule (OAR 660, Division 7) has effectively resulted in the 
preparation of local comprehensive plans in the urban region that:

• provide for the sharing of regional housing supply responsibilities by ensuring the 
presence of single and multiple family zoning in every jurisdiction: and

• plan for local residential housing densities that support net residential housing density 
assumptions underlying the regional UGB.

Howeverr it is now time to develop-a-new-regional housing policy that-direetly addresses 
the requirements of Statewido Planning-Goal 10,-in-partieular: Since Metro’s Regional 
Framework Rian has to address the requirements of statewide planning Goal 10. the Metro 
Council should develop:

1. Strategies should be developed to. preserve the region's supply of special needs and 
existing low and moderate income housing.

2. Diverse Housing Needs, the diverse housing needs of the present and projected 
population of the region shall be correlated with the available and prospective housing 
supply. Upon identification of unmet housing needs, a region wide strategy shall be 
developed which takes into account subregional opportunities and constraints, and the 
relationship of market dynamics to the management of the overall supply of housing. In 
addition, that strategy shall address the "fair-share" distribution of housing 
responsibilities among the jurisdictions of the region, including the provision of 
supporting social services,

3. Housing Affordability. Multnomah, Clackamas, Clark and Washington Counties have 
completed Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategies (CHAS) which have 
demonstrated the lack of affordable housing for certain income groups in locations 
throughout the metropolitan area. They also demonstrate the regional nature of the
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housing market, therefore, the regional framework plan shall Include an element on 
housing affordability which includes development density, housing mix and a menu of 
alternative actions (zoning tools, programs, financial incentives, etc.) for use by local 
jurisdictions to address affordable housing needs. Each jurisdietiorr-should participate 
in providing affordable housinginciading-but not limiting to housingHhat'is-affordable to
people-who work-in-that jurisdietion: Housii^ goals strati be develbpod^with
eachJunscJic^Ibn to fadlitatelHeif partic^^on in meeting regionat and subregional 
needs fgr,^dabte hpusing.

4. The uses of public-policy and investment to encourage the development of housing in 
loeatione-near-employment-thaHs-affordable to employees in those enterprises shall be 
evaluated-and-where-feasible,-implemented. The transportation-system’s ability to 
provide-aeeessibtlity shall also be evaluated: The region is committed to seeking a 
balance of jobs and housing balance in communities and centers throughout the region. 
The uses of Public policy and investment |||1| to encourage the development of 
housing in locations near trade, services and employment that is affordable to wage 
earners in that each subregion and jurisdiction. The transportation system's ability to 
provide accessibility shall also be evaluated, and, if necessary, modifications will be 
made In transportation policy and the transportation system itself to improve 
accessibility for residents to jobs and services in proximity to affordable housing.

Objective 46-18* Public Services and Facilities

Public services and facilities including but not limited to public safety, schools, water and 
sewerage systems, energy transmission and distribution systems, parks, libraries, historic 
or cultural facilities, the solid waste management system, storm water management 
facilities, community centers and transportation should be planned and developed to:

18.i minimize public and private cost!:

18.ii maximize service efficiencies and coordination;

18.iii result in net improvements-in mainlined or enhanced environmental
quality and the conservation of natural resources;

18.iv keep pace with growth while preventing any less of existing-servieeHevels 
and achieving planned service levels;

18.V to produce/frstf’Kpi^^ use energy efficiently; and

l |7.vi shape and direct growth to meet local and regional objectives.
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18.1 Planning Area. The long-term geographical planning area for the provision of urban 
services shall be the area described by the adopted and acknowledged UGB and the 
designated urban reserves.

18.2 Forecast Need. Public service and facility development shall be planned to 
accommodate the rate of urban growth forecast In the adopted regional growth forecast, 
including anticipated expansions into urban reserve areas.

18.3 Timing. The region should seek the provision of public facilities and services at the 
time of new urban growth.

Planning Activities:

Inventory current and projected public facilities and services needs throughout the region, 
as described in adopted and acimowledged public facilities plans. Identify opportunities for 
and barriers to achieving concurrency in the region. Develop financial tools and techniques 
to enable cities, counties, school districts, special districts, Metro and the State to secure 
the funds necessary to achieve concurrency. peyelop tools and strategies for better linking 
planning for school, library, necreational end culttffal and park facilities to the land use 
planning process.

Objective +4 ft Transportation

A regional transportation system shall be developed which:

19.i reduces reliance on a single mode of transportation through developrhent 
of a balanced transportation system which employs highways, transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements, and system and demand management.

19.iK Protects and enhances freight movement within and through the region and 
the road, rail, air, waten^?^ and pipeline facilities needed to facilitate fus 

'moven^pt.

19.iii provides adequate levels of mobility consistent with local comprehensive 
plans and state and regional policies and plans;

19.iv encourages energy efficiency;
w*«yw V Me e • .* e-.ee f e-ee^ee^ eeee A e _ ^ M V v \ -ee e\ e e ee ee -ee-.e. ee s e -e-e e e e vmM supports a balance of jobs and housing as well as the community identity
of neighboring :dties;
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19.vi recognizes financial constraints spd prp^fldes public Investment guidance 
fpr^adiieving the desiredurb^ft^: and

19.vii minimizes the environmental Impacts of system development, operations 
and maintenance.

ig.viii rewards and reinforces pedestrian activity as the I mode of choice!

Identifies, protects, and enl*^^ mtefmotifel-,tfahsf^points

19.1 System Priorities. In developing new regional transportation system infrastructure, 
the highest priority should be meeting the mobility needs of mixed use-urban |te dty 
center and regional centers, and their artenals, when designated. Such needs,
associated with ensuring access to jobs, housing, cuHurat and recreational opporturiities 
and shopping within and among those centers, should be assessed and met through a 
combination of intensifying land uses and increasing transportation system capacity so as 
to minimize mitigate negative impacts on environmental quality arvi where and how poople 
five, wCHk and play, urban form, and urban design.

19.2. Environmental Considerations, 
should seek to;

Planning for the regional transportation system

19.2.1 reduce the region’s transportation-related energy consumption and air 
pofliB through increased use of transit, telecommuting, zero-emission vehicles, 
car pools, vanpools, bicycles and walking;

19.2.2 maintain the region's air 
Managern'ent jectiva 14: Air Quality); and

19.2.3 reduce negative impacts on parks, public open space, wetlands and 
negative effects on communities and neighborhoods arising from noise, visual 
impacts and physical segmentation.

19.3 Transportation Balance. Although the predominant form of transportation Is the 
private automobile, planning for and development of the regional transportation system 
should seek to;

19.3.1 reduce automobile dependency, especially the use of single-occupancy
vehicles;
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19.3.2 increase the use of transit through both expanding transit service and 
addressing a broad range of requirements for making transit competitive with the 
private automobile; and

19.3.3 encourage bicycle and pedestrian movement through the location and 
design of land uses.l?Adecpate fadlltles for pedestnans^ bicyclists are tp.be 
prpvided'and pmintained,

encourage teletbmmuting as a means pf redudng trips to arkl from wb,rk.

Planning Activities:

1. The Metro Council shall direct frie development and adoption of a new Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) as an element of Us Regional Framework Plan that, at a 
minimum:

a) Builds on existing mechanisms for-eoordinating-transportation planning in the region 

by:

• identiflii the role for local transportation system improvements and relationship 
between local, regional and state transportation system improvements in regional 
transportation plans; '

• clari® institutional roles, especially for plan implementation, in local, regional and 
state transportation plans;-and

• includii plans and policies for the inter-regional moven^nt of people and goods by 
rail, ship, barge and air in regional transportation plansri

• Identifies and addresses needs for freight movement through a coordinated program 
of^transportaiion system, improvements apd actions to affect the location,of trip 
gerieratingsactivltlesi

function end VMT reduction; and

I Irfclydess^afegies for impiwihg"connedlvity ^'tHe'enwronm^ for pe'destrian 
movements, particularly wfthin centers, station communities and neighborhoods^.
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Structural barriers to mobility for transportation disadvantaged populations should be 
assessed In the asrentand planned regional trsBTsportatlon system and addressed

ay Supports the' Implementation of the'pattem of usesin relatidri to the transportation 
system shown on the Growth Concept Map, and achieves the perfonmance ^ 
measures as may be Included in the and esiaWished thrqugh the
blannlrigprdcessi

b; tdentmes 'and addresses structural barriers to mobility for transportation 
disadvantaged popul^tfonsi

-------- 3. The-needs for movement of goods via freight, rail, and barge should be assessed
and-addfessed throughacoordinatedprogram-oftransportation-system 
improvements and actions to affect the leeatior>~of trip generating~aetivtties.

4. Transpoftation-related guidelines and standards for designating mixed use urban
eentefs-shall be developed:

Objective +510, Economic Opportunity

Metro should support public policy should vi^iich maintains a strong economic climate 
through encouraging the development of a diverse and sufficient supply of jobs, especially 
family wage jobs, in appropriate locations throughout the region.

In weighing and balancing various values, goals and objectives, the values, needs, choices 
and desires of consumers should also be taken into account. The values, needs and 
desires of consumers include:

tow costs for goods and services;

■gohv^ienceV itK^udirigne^yarvd easily acc^sible irtocM; i^{ck,„sefe. ahdv really 
ay^able^^nspoftatipn, to all modes;

puality,seryice;

$ifehr and security and

Comfort, eryoyment and entertainment
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Expansions of the UGB for industrial or commercial puiposes shall occur in locations 
consistent with these RUGGOs and assessment the type, mix and wages of
existing and anticipated jobs within subregions fustifies suc* eoqjansior). The number and 
wage level of jobs within each subregion should be balanced with housing cost and 
availability within that subregion. Strategies should be developed to coordinate the 
planning and implementation activities of this element with Objective 17: Housing ariicl-

t t

Planning Activities:

1. Regional and subregional economic opportunities analyses, as described in OAR 660 
Division 9, should be conducted to:

• assess the adequacy and, if necessary, propose modifications to the supply of 
vacant and redevelopable land inventories designated for a broad range of 
employment activities;

• identify regional and subregional target industries. Economic subregions will be 
developed which reflect a functional relationship between locational characteristics 
and the locational requirements of target industries. Enterprises identified for 
recruitment, retention and expansion should be basic industries that broaden and 
diversify the region's economic base while providing jobs that pay at family wage 
levels or better; and

• link job development efforts with an active and comprehensive program of training 
and education to improve the overall quality of the region's labor force. In particular, 
new strategies to provide labor training and education should focus on the needs of 
economically disadvantaged, minority and elderly populations.

2. An assessment shall be made of the potential for redevelopment and/or intensification 
of use of existing commercial and industrial land resources in the region.

Metro
o prepare maps and reporlswhich descnbe the geographic distribution of jobs, income,
V... s .it s ' -i S N t"* •• 1 ' SS -k; _ _

I business^;'*mey ilready
Irnpcktaht part in the region and they have reason to redevelop In ways that wnj inq'ease 
employment and/or productivity
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At each time of LCDC mandated periodic review, targeted industries should be 
designated by Metro and strategies should be identified and implemented to ensure 
adequate public Infrastructure, resources and transportation access necessa^ f^ these 
Industries. Special attention to induces which have agglomerative economies in the 
region arid industries and companies that sell more than 26 percent of their end 
prdc^s'arid service outside the regional shall be priority in any designation.

11.3: GROWTH MANAGEMENT

The management of the urban land supply shall occur in a manner which encourogcc:

ll.3.i encourages the evolution of an efficient urban growth form which 

reduces sprawit

ll.3.ii providesa clear distinction between urban and rural lands;

li 3,ill supports Interconnected but distinct commtrilties In the urban region;

ll.3.iv recognition of ®ggniS the inter-relationship between development 
of vacant land and redeveiopment objectives In all parts of the urban region; and

iL3.tV is consistent with the 2040 Growth Concept and helps attain the
region's objectives.

Objective 46i|. Urban/Rural Transition

There should be a clear transition between urban and rural land that makes best use of 
natural and built landscape features and which recognizes the likely long-term 
prospects for regional urban growth.

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

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

21.3 Urban Reserves. Thirty year "Urban reserves areas", adopted 
. designated pursuant to LCDC;s yi^„ariReserve Rule for purposes of 
coordinating planning and estimating areas for future urban expansion, should 
Hpi be identified consistent with these goals and objectives, and reviewed by 
Metro at lea^ every 15 years.

21.3.1 Indusron of land vwthih ah urbanVeserve area shall 
generally be based upon the locational factors of Goal 14. tends 
adjacent to the UGB shall be studied for suitability for inclusion withirt 
urban reserves as measured by factors 3 through 7 of Goal 14 and by 
the requirements of OAR 660-04-010.

21.3.2 Lands ofjower prionty in the tCDC rule priorities may be 
Included in urban reserves If specific types of land needs cannot be 
reasonably accommodated on Ngher priority lands, after options 
Inside the UGB have been considered, such as land needed to bring 
jobs and housing into close proximity to each other.

213.3 Lands of lower priority in the LCDC Rule priorities may be 
included In urban reserves if needed for physical separation of 
comimmitles inside or outside the UGB, to preserve separate 
community Identities.

16.3.1. Establishment of of additions to urban reserves will be designated on the 
GfOvytb'Goneept Map and will take into aeeoun^^

16.3. la. The effieicney with which the proposed reserve-can be provided-wtth 
urban services in the future^

16.3.1. b.-The unique land needs of-speeifie urban activities assessed from a 
regional perspeetiver

16.3.1. e.-The provision of green spaces botween communitioy

10.3. Id. The efficiency with which the proposed reserve can beurbantzod;

16.3.1. e. The proximity of jobs and housing to each other:

36



RUGGOs
Growth Management Committee Draft 

October 13,1995

1331
1332
1333
1334
1335
1336
1337
1338
1339
1340
1341
1342
1343
1344
1345
1346
1347
1348
1349
1350
1351
1352
1353
1354
1355
1356
1357
1358
1359
1360
1361
1362
1363
1364
1365
1366
1367
1368
1369
1370
1371

16.3.1. f. The balance of growth epportantties throughout the region so that tho
costs and-benefits can be sharodt

16.3.1. g—The impact on the regional transportation system; and

16.3.1. h. The protection of farm-and forest resource lands from urbanizationr- 
Inelusien of land in an urban'reserve shall-be preceded by consideration of all of the
above factors.-

16.3.2- tn-addressing 20.3.1 (h).-the following hierarchy should be usod-for
identi^ing priority-sites for urban reservest

——I6.3.2.a. first, propose such-reserves on rural-lands excepted from Statewide
Planning goals 3 and-4 in adopted and adtnowledged county comprehensive 
plans. This recognizes that small amounts of rural resource land adjacent to-or 
surrounded by those-exception landa"-majrbe necessary for inclusion in the 
proposal to-improve the efficiency of the future urban growth boundary

16.3.2. b.-Seeend,- consider agricultural or forest lands-eompletely surrounded by 
rural lands excepted from Statewide Planning goats 3 and 4 in adopted-and 
acknowledged county-comprehensive plans and/or land within an urban growth 
boundary:

16.3.2. C."Third, consider secondary forest-resource larids, or equivalentroo
defined'by the-stater

1G.3.2.d. fourth, consider secondary agricultural resource lands, or equivalent:
as defined by the-stater

1G.3.2.e. Fifth, consider primary forest resource lands;-orequivalent.-as defined 
by the-state:

16.3.2.f.-Finally, when all ether options are exhausted, eonsider primary 
agricuittifal lands, or equivalent, as defined by the-state:

21.3.4 Expansion of the UGB shall occur consistent with the
^ •• * V>T<Wi^vT<^WAVJVV.'^VWV.V;-K.AWivX.AV.*!vi''iV.V.'K%%*i'i-»,{-iV.SSV.V»V>.V.W.V4VW.W.V.VAW.VVAW.-.SSV.-.V.V.V.*.SV.-.V. .w.*.v.v»•  .................................................

City Objectives 16.10. and-22r Where urban land is adjacent to rural 
lands outside of an urban reserve. Metro will work with affected cities 
and counties to ensure that urban uses do not significantly affect the
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use or condition of the rural land Where urban land is adjacent to 
lands within an urban reserve that may someday be included within 
the UGB, Metro will work with affected cities and counties to ensure 
that rural development does not create obstacles to efficient 
urbanization in the future.

Planning Activities:

1. Identification of urban reserves adjacent to the UGB shall be accorripanied by the 
development of a generalized future land use plan. The planning effort will primarily 
be concerned with identifying and protecting future open space resources and the 
development of short-term strategies needed to preserve future urbanization 
potential. Ultimate providers of urban services within those areas should be 
designated and charged with incorporating the reserve area(s) in their public facility 
plans in conjunction with the next periodic review. Changes in the location of the 
UGB should occur so as to ensure that plans exist for key public facilities and 

services.

2. The prospect of creating transportation and other links between the urban economy 
within the Metro UGB and other urban areas in the state should be investigated as a 
means for better utilizing Oregon's urban land and human resources. Jhe^us^ 
greenbelts for creating a dear distinction between urban-and ruroHands, and-fCT 
creating linkages between communities,-should bo-explorod. The region, working 
with the state and other urban communities in the northern Willamette Valley, 
should evaluate the opportunities for accommodating forecasted urban growth in 
urban areas outside of and not adjacent to the present UGB.

Objective +7 22 Developed Urban Land

Opportunities for and obstacles to the continued development and redevelopment of 
existing urban land shall be identified and actively addressed. A combination of 
regulations and incentives shall be employed to ensure that the prosper of living, 
working and doing business in those Ipcation^jrtansagradJj^^ 
households and employers. In cowdihatiorj^ith^affected ager^es. encoi^age me ^

a/vMwmtnatlu mnhlA and finuironmentallv sound.

22.1 Redevelopment and Infill. When Metro examines whether additional urban land 
is needed within the UGB, it shall assess redevelopment and infill potential in the 
region. The potential for redevelopment and infill on existing urban land will be included
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as an element when calculating the buildable land supply in the region, where it can be 
demonstrated that the infill and redevelopment can be reasonably expected to occur 
during the next 20 years.

Metro will work with jurisdictions in the region to determine the extent to whi^ 
redevelopment and infill can be relied on to meet the identified need for additional 
urban land. After this analysis and review, Metro will initiate an amendment of the UGB 
to meet that portion of the identified need for land not met through commitments for 
redevelopment and infill.

17.-2-Pcftland Central City. The-Gentral City area of Portland is-an-area of rcgional-and
state concern for commercial, eeonomie,- eultural,-toufi3m, government,-and 
transportation functions. Gtate-and regional policy and public investment should 
continue to recognize this-speeial significance:

17.3 Mixed Use Urban Centers. -The region-shall evaluate and designate mixed use 
urban centers. A “mixed use urban eenter”-is-a mixed use node ef-rclatively high 
density, supportive e^non^auto based transportation-modes, and supported by 
sufficient public facilities and-serves, parks,-open spacerand other-urban amenitio!^
Upon identification of-mtxed use urban centers, state, regional, and local policy and 
investment shall-fae coordinated to achieve development objectives for those places^ 
Minimum targets for transit:highway mode split, job:housing balaneer-and minimum 
housing density may be associated with those-publio investments.- New mixed uso 
urban centers shall be sited with-respeet to a-system-ef-such centers in the region; 
and shall not significantly-affect regional goals for existing-centers, the transportation 
system,-and other public services and facilitiesr

Planning Activities:

1. Metro's assessment of redevelopment and infill potential in the region shall include 
but not be limited to:

a. An inventory of parcels where the assessed value of improvements is less-than 
the assessed value of the-lar^ suchthal ii carr rea«»T^y^beexfj^^,io
r^ldeveic^ pr lntbnsi,fyri.M<iifemns

•
b. An analysis of the difference between comprehensive plan development 

densities and actual development densities for all parcels as a first step towards 
determining the efficiency with which urban land is being used. In this case, 
efficiency is a function of land development densities incorporated in local 
comprehensive plans.
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c. An assessment of the impacts on the cost of housing of M redevelopment 
versus expansion of the UGB.

d. An assessment of the impediments to redevelopment and infill posed by existing
urban land uses or conditions the'capadty df drban,seryii^ Pfoy5d^,v^^
aswker,

2. Financial incentives to encourage redevelopment and infill consistent with adopted 
and acknowledged comprehensive plans should be pursued to make redevelopment 
and infill attractive alternatives to raw land conversion for investors and buyers.

3. Cities and their neighborhoods should-be recognized as the-foeal points for this 
region’s urban-diversity. Aetiens-shedd be identified to reinforce thoTole of existing
downtowns in maintaining the strength of urban communities.

3. Tools will be developed to address regional economic equity issues sternming from 
the fact that not all jurisdictions will serve as a site for an economic activity center. 
Such tools may include off-site linkage programs to meet housing or other needs or 
a program of fiscal tax equity.

5. Criteria shall be developed to guide the potential designation of mixed use urban^ 
centers. The development and-opplieation of-sueh eritefia will addross the speeifie 
area to be included in the center, tho-type and amount of uses it is to eventuaHy 
contain, the stops to be taken to encourage public and private investment. Existing 
and possible future mixed use centers vyill be evaluated as toHheir current funetioi^ 
potentials, and need for future publie-and private investment. Strategies to mcGt the 
needs of the individual centers will be developed. The implications-of both limiting 
and not limiting the location of large scale office and retail development in-mixed 
use urban centers-shall be-evaluatedr

4. Tbakiccass of.centers, mkn streeCsiatlon commmfties and other laruj
% y __ _____ ms tfAnltin

in ihe fiiure;>to detehh^ raix df uses, den^ties. buildit^ _
ie^gn and bdk^tetM standarctCfra^i
1^’^e iffikoyaments an^ bthk iritastrui^ <?hanses we needed
iu^'ss; - Those vnth a high proBabiiity for success v«8t be retained on the.Growtii
bjoncept t^/lap and targeted for public investment and,attenfion|
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5, tn additfon to targeting public infrastnicture and resources to encourage compact 
urban land uses such as those cHed above, the region shall also conduct analyses 
of Industrial and employrnent areas to identify the ease of frelgW movement and.any 
improvements that should be made to Improve, maintain or enhance freight 
movements and maintain the'region's 'competitive advantage compared with other 

pgions to move

Objective 46 H. Urban Growth Boundary

The regional UGB, a long-term planning tool, shall separate urbanlzable from rural 
land, be based in aggregate on the region's 20-year projected need for u*an ^ 
be located consistent with statewide planning goals and these RUGGOs and^idopted 
Metro Council procedures for UGB amendment. In the location, amendryient and 
management of the regional UGB, Metro shall seek to improve the functional value of
the boundary.

23.1 Expansion into Urban Reserves. Upon demonstrating a need for additional 
urban land, major and legislative UGB amendments shall only occur within ujhen 
reserves once adopted, imfess urban reserves are found to be inadequate to 
accommodate me amount of land needed for one or more of the following reasor^*

a Specific types of identified land needs cannot be reasonably accommodated oh 

urban reserve lands;

b. Future urban services could not reasonably be provided to urban reserves due 
to topographical or other physical constraints; of

c. . Majdmum efficient of land uses within a proposed UGB requires inclusion of
lower priority lands other than urban reserves In order to Include or provide 
services to urban reserves, unless it can be demonstrated that Statewide 
Planning-Goal 14 cannot be met for the urban region through use of urban 
reserve lands.

23.2 Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Process. Criteria for arnending the UGB 
shall be derived from statewide planning goals 2 and 14, other applicable slate

goals and relevant portions of these RUGGOs.

23.2.1 Major Amendments. Proposals for major amendment of the UGB shall 
be made through a legislative process in conjunction with the development and 
adoption of regional forecasts for population and employment growth. The
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arhendment process will be initiated by a Metro finding of need, and involve local 
governments, special districts, citizens and other interests.

23.2.2 Locational Adjustments. Locational adjustments of the UGB shall be 
brought to Metro by cities, counties and/or property owners based on public 
facility plans in adopted and acknowledged comprehensive plans.

'Objective 49^ Urban Design

The identity and functioning of communities in the region shall be supported through:

24.i the recognition and protection of critical open space features in the 
region;

24.ii public policies which encourage diversity and excellence in the design 
and development of settlement patterns, landscapes and structures; and

24.iii ensuring that incentives and regulations guiding the development and 
redevelopment of the urban area promote a settlement pattern which:

24.iiia link any public (ncentlves to a commensurate public benefit 
received or expected and ewdence of private needs;

24.111. | is pedestrian "friendiy'^encourages transit use and reduces
auto dependence;

24.111. c eneourages-tfansit use provides access to nelghboriTOOd 
and community parks, trails and walkways, and other req'eation and 
oiltural areas and publicfacllities;

24.iii.i reinforces nodal, mixed use, neighborhood oriented design;

24.111. | includes concentrated, high density, mixed use urban
centers developed in relation to the region's transit system;

24.iii.| is responsive to needs for privacy, community, s^se of placa 
and personal safety in an urban setting; a^

24Mlg
affordable mixed-lncwne neighborhoods.
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24.1 Pedestrian and transit supportive building patterns will be encouraged in order 
to minimize the need for auto trips and to create a development pattern conducive to 

face-tp-face community interaction.

Planning Activities:

1 A regional landscape analysis shall be undertaken to inventory and analyze the 
relationship between the built and natural environments and to identify key open 
space, topographic, natural resource, cultural and architectural features which 
should be protected or provided as urban growth occurs.

2. Model guidelines and standards shall be developed which expand the range of tools 
available to jurisdictions for accommodating change in ways compatible with 
neighborhoods and communities while addressing this objective.

3. Light rail transit stops, bus stops, transit routes and transit centers leading to and 
within mixed use urban centers shall be planned to encourage pedestrian use and 
the creation of mixed use, high density residential development.

Objective 25. Neighbor Cities

Growth in cities outside the Metro UGB, occurring in conjunction with the overaO 
■ potation and employment growth in the region, should be coordinated with Metro s 

0OWth management activities through cooperative agreements which provide for;

25 i Separation. The communities witrin the Metro UGB» in neighbor cities and in 
the rtfloi areas in between m ail benefit from maintaining the separation between 
these places as growth occurs. Coordination between neighboring cities, ^unties and 
Metfb'abbutthe location of nj-al reserves and policies to maintain separation should be

mm ji'^'H6uHngBaiahce.ATcTmihlmize'thegenei:itibnofnewautomoi?t^'tripeZl 
m^^^cient number of ibbs at wages consist^ hoiisir^ pn^ jn _

riser^:that;serves as ai link betweer^ the metropolitan area and a neighbor aty^^ich 
^ in the forests of the riffil reserve. :The1nt^'isib
ilg^td urban accessibility hfghtb encourage a balan<«,#jt^ arki|W?ihg.M \l 
any adverse effect on the surroundirig rural areas.
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Pianning Actmties:

II Metro wit work wJth the state, neighbor cities and'^unlies to create
intergovernmental agreement which implement neig^ibor dty objectives. Metro will 
seek to link'regional and, state investmert In p^lic facilities and services to efforts 
tojmpiemeht neighbor agreements',, v

2L Metro will undertake a study^'ihe g^n corndor concept to determine wHal'thi 
consequences might be of inltlartiyes which enhance tffban to urban accessibility Jn 
the metropolitan: market areai
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11.4; Metro 2040 Growth Concept

te Metre

This Growth Concept states the preferred form of regional growth and development 
adopted in the Region 2040 planning process including the 2040 Growth Concept Map.
This Concept is adopted for the long term growth management of the region including a 
general approach to approximately where and how much the UGB should be ultimately 
expanded, what ranges of density are estimated to accommodate projected growth 
within the boundary, and which areas should be protected as open space.

This Growth Concept is designed to accommodate apprbwmately 720,000 additional 
residents and 350,000 additional jobs. The total population served within this plan 
concept is approximately 1.8 million residents within the Metro boundary.

The basic philosophy of the Growth Concept is: preserve our access to nature and 
build better communities for the people who live here today and who will live here in the 
future. It combines the goals of RUGGO The Growth Concept applies Goal H 
Objectives with the analysis of the Region 2040 project to guide growth for the next 50 
years. The Growth Concept Is an Integrated set of Objectives suited: to Goa! I and 
Objectives 1-11.

The conceptual description of the preferred urban form of Mi region in 2040 is in the 
Concept Map and this text. This Growth Concept sets the direction for development of 
implementing policies in Metro's existing functional plans and the Charter-required 
regional framework plan. This direction will be refined, as well as implemented, in 
subsequent functional plan amendments and framework plan components. Additional 
planning will be done to test the Growth Concept and to determine implementation 
actions. Amendments to the Growth Concept and some RUGGOs Objectives may be 
needed to reflect the results of additional planning to maintain the consistency of 
implementation actions with RUGGOs.

Fundamental to the Growth Concept is a multi-modal transportation system vyhich 
assures mobility of peoole and goods throughout the region, consistent 
Objective 1 SlTransportatlbn By coordinating land uses and this transportation 
system, the region embraces its existing locational advantage as a relatively 
uncongested hub for trade.

The basic principles of the Growth Concept itWly apply Growth Management Goals and 
Objectives M .Objectives 2t'25. RUGGO. An urban to rural transition to reduce sprawl, 
keep® a clear distinction between urban and rural lands and balanc^l re-develc^men^ is
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needed. Separation of urbantzable land'from rural land shall be accomplished by the UGB 
for Ihe region’s 20-year proved need for irt>an (and, That boundary wll be ejqjMd^ 
Info de$«gnated urbatt cesen/es areas when a need for additional urban land js 
d^iwl^lfated. ror its long term urban land supply; (he Melro Council the-Grcwth Concept 
will ^fornilrfojtfo. landln^fcrud^Ve^es. estimates that about 14,500 aeres-wtlhbe 
needed-fo accommodate projected growth. These lands will be selected from- a About 
22,000 acres of Urban Reserve Study Area shown on the Concept Map yil-b^-sfodled 
before„urban reseiye areas are designated- This assurnes cooperative agreements with 
neighboring cities to coordinate planning for the proportion of projected growth in the Metro 
region expected to locate within their urban growth boundaries and urban reserve areas.

The Metro UGB would only expand into urban reserves when need for additional urban 
land is demonstrated. Rural reserves are intended to assure that Metro and 
neighboring cities remain separate. The result is intended to be a compact urban form 
for the region coordinated with nearby cities to retain the region's sense of place.

Mixed use urban centers inside the UGB are one key to the Growth Concept. Creating 
higher density centers of employment and housing and transit service with compact 
development, retail, cultural and recreational activities, in a walkable environment is 
intended to provide efficient access to goods and services! and enhance rnultl modal 
transportation and create vital, attractive neighborhoods and communities. The Growth 
Concept uses interreiated types of centers. The Central City is the largest market area, 
the region's employment and cultural hub. Regional Centers serve large market areas 
outside the central city, connected to it by high capacity transit and highways.
Connected to each Regional Center, by road and transit, are smaller Town Centers 
with local shopping and employment opportunities within a local market area. Planning 
for all of these centers will seek a balance between jobs and, housing arfo unique 
blends of urban amenities so that more transportation trips are likely to remain local 
and become more multi modal.

In keeping with the jobs housing balance in centers, a jobs housing balance by regional 
sub-areas can and should also be a goal. This would account for the housing and 
employment outside centers, and direct policy to adjust for better jobs housing ratios 
around the region;

Recognition and protection of open spaces both inside the UGB and in rural reserves 
outside urban reserves are reflected in the Growth Concept. Open spaces, including 
important natural features and parks, are important to the capacity of the UGB and the 
ability of the region to accommodate housing and employment. Green areas on the 
Concept Map may be designated as regional open space. That would remove these 
lands from the inventory of urban land available for development. Rural reserves.
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already designated for farms, forestry, natural areas or rural-residential use, would 
remain and be further protected from development pressures.

The Concept Map shows some transportation facilities to illustrate new concepts, like 
"green corridors," and how land use areas, such as centers, may be served. Neither 
the current regional system nor final alignment choices for future facilities are intended 

to be represented on the Concept Map.

The percentages and density targets used in the Growth Concept to describe the 
relationship between centers and areas are estimates based on modeling analysis of 
one possible configuration of the Growth Concept. Implementation actions that vary 
from these estimates ^ay indicate a need to balance other parts of the Growth Concept 
to retain the compact urban form contained in the Growth Concept. Land use 
definitions and numerical targets as mapped, are intended as targets and will be 
refined in the Regional Framework Plan. Each jurisdiction will certainly adopt a unique 
mix of characteristics consistent with each locality and the overall Growth Concept.

Neighbor Cities

The Growth Concept recognizes that neighboring cities surrounding the region s....
metropolitan area are likely to grow rapidly. There are several cities proximate to the. 
Metro region. The Metro Coundl shall pursue discussion of cooperative efforts with 
neighboring cities. Full Neighbor City recognition could be achieved with the completion 
of intergovernmental agreements concerning the key concepts cited below. Corrinnunities 
such as Sandy, Canby.iand Newberg will be affected by the Metro Council’s decisions 
about managing the region’s growth. A significant number of people would be 
accommodated in these neighboring cities, and cooperation between Metro and these 
communities is necessary to address common transportation and land-use issues.

There are three fotff key concepts for cooperative agreements with neighbor cities:

1 There shall be a separation of rural land between each neighboring city and the 
metropolitan area. If the region grows together, the transportation system would suffer 
and the cities would lose their sense of community identity.

2. There shall pould be a strong balance between jobs and housing in the neighbor 
cities. The rnore a city retains a balance of jobs and households, the more trips will 
remain local.
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3. jEachitelghborlr^ shoufd have Its own Identify through Its unique mix of 
commerciai. Jetall, cultural andrecr^tlonal opg® nlties which support the 
OT»rHfatioB.ofiqfa!5..^d

■¥SS HierFshould The "green corridor," transportation facility through
a rural reserve that serves as a link between the metropolitan area and a neighbor city 
without withjimiteci access to the farms and forests of the rural reserve. This would 
keep accessibiiify high, which encourages employment growth but limits the adverse 
affect on the surrounding rural areas. Metro will seek limitations in access to these 
facilities and will seek intergovernmental agreements with ODOT, the appropriate 
counties and neighbor cities to establish mutually acceptable growth management 
strategies. Metro will link transportation improvements to neighbor cities to successful 
Implementation of these intergovernmental agreements.

Cooperative planning between a city outside the region and Metro could also be Initiated 
w a more limited basis., Jhese cooperative efforts could i>e completed to minimize:the 
impact of growth on surrounding agriculture and natural resource lands, maintain a 
separation between a city and the Metro UGB, minimize the impact on state transportation 
facilities, match population growth to rural resource job and (ocal urban job growth and 
coordinate land use policies." Communities such as North Plains and other communities 
adjacent to the region such as Estacada and Scappoose may find this raorejimited 
approach suitable to their local situation;;

Green-Gorridofs

These tfansportation corridors connect the-regior^ UGB-to-the neighboring cities* UGB’sr
raeilities should be-designed to reduce urban-influence and to avoid increasing aeeess-to
the farms-and forests of the rural reserves they passthrough. The-intenHs to keep urban
to urban-accessibility high-to-aneourage employment growthrbut limit any adverse effect
on the-surrounding rural areas.-Gooperative-agreements among Metro, neighbor cities; 
affected counties and state-agencies will be needed;

Rural Reserves

n^5e^<^jfrjay;be: designetedes rural reserve.' Thjs designation is jrrtejided as a MM 
«im^tby Metro
dtiireff^sbdtd exp^ thFfurbang^ bbur»eifritO'tHeseareeF0^ 
^ectfyes for mm land pt^ii^ in the.reglon willbe,tbmalnfe^ foo mm chars^efFtftii 
W&cape to support and agriculture economy*.^ to avdldof elirranale
inflicts with farm and forestpractices, help„meet needs for ppenspace ar^
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rural raservas kaap adjacant urban araas saparata. Thasa rural lands ara not naadad or 
plannad for davalopmant but ara mora likaly to axparianca davalopmant prassuras than 
ara araas farthar away.

Thasa lands will not be developed ill^W in the foreseeable future, an idea that 
requires agreernent among local, regional and state agencies. They are areas outside the 
present UGB and along highways that connect the region to neighboring cities.

New rural commercial or industrial development would be restricted. Some areas would 
receive priority status as potential areas for park and open space acquisition. Road 
improvements would-speeifieally exclude interchanges or other highway access to the 
rural road-system, as-would any nearby extensions of urban services. Zoning would Ido 
for resource protection on farm and forestry land, and very low density residential (no

Ijian OP0 unit for five acres) for exception land.

These rural reserves would support and protect farm and forestry operations. The 
reserves also would include some purchase of natural areas adjacent to rivers, streams 
and lakes to make sure the water quality is protected and wildlife habitat enhanced.
Large natural features, such as hills and buttes, also would be included as rural reserves 
because they buffer developed areas and are poor candidates for compact urban 
development.

Rural reserves are designated in areas that are most threatened by new development, 
that separate communities, or exist as special resource areas.

Rural reserves also would be retained to separate cities within the Metro boundary. 
Cornelius, Hillsboro, Tualatin, Sherwood and Wilsonville all have existing areas of rural 
land that provide a break in urban patterns. New areas of Irban reserve that
are indicated on the Concept Map are also separated by rural reserves, such as the 
Damascus-Pleasant Valley areas from Happy Valley.

The primary means of achieving rural reserves would be through the regional framework 
plan for areas within the Metro boundary, and voluntary agreements among Metro, the 
counties, neighboring cities and the state for those areas outside the Metro boundary. 
These agreements would prohibit extending urban growth into the rural reserves and 
require that state agency actions are consistent with the rural reserve designation.

•Open Spaces and Trail.Corridors
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The areas designated open space on the Concept map are parks, stream and trail 
corridors, wetlands and floodplains, largely undeveloped upland areas and areas of 
compatible very low density residential development. Many of these natural features 
already have significant land set aside as open space. The Tualatin Mountains, for 
example, contain major parks such as Forest Park and Tryon Creek State Park and 
numerous smaller parks such as Gabriel Park in Portland and Wilderness Park in West 
Linn. Other areas are oriented toward wetlands and streams, with Fanno Creek in 
Washington County having one of the best systems of parks and open space in the region.

Local jurisdictions are encouraged to establish acres of open space per capita goals based 
on rates at least as great as current rates, in order to keep up with current conditions.

Designating these areas as open spaces would have several effects. First, it would remove 
these land from the category of urban land that is available for development. The capacity 
of the UGB would have to be calculated without these, and plans to accommodate housing 
and employment would have to be made without them. Secondly, these natural areas, 
along with key rural reserve areas, would receive a high priority for purchase as parks and 
open space, such as Metro's Greenspaces program. Finally, regulations could be 
developed to protect these critical natural areas that would not conflict with housing and 
economic goals, thereby having the benefit of regulatory protection of critical creek areas, 
compatible low-density development and transfer of development rights to other lands 
better suited for development.

About 35,000 acres of land and water inside today’s UGB are included as open spaces in 
the Growth Concept Map. Preservation of these Open Spaces could be achieved by a 
combination of ways. Some areas could be purchased by public entities, such as Metro's 
Greenspaces program or local park departments. Others may be donated by private 
citizens or by developers of adjacent properties to reduce the Impact of development.
Some could be protected by environmental zoning which allows very low-density residential 
development through the clustering of housing on portions of the land while leaving 
important features as common open space.

Centers

Creating higher density centers of employment and housing is advantageous for several 
reasons. These centers provide access to a variety of goods and services in a relatively 
small geographic area,- creating a| intense business climate. Having centers also makes 
sense from a transportation perspective, since most centers have an accessibility level that 
is conducive to transit, bicycling and walking. Centers also ad as social gathering places 
and community centers, where people would find the bultiira! aid recnwtiqnal adlyities and 
"small town atmosphere" they cherish.
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The major benefits of centers in the marketplace are accessibility and the ability to 
concentrate goods and services In a relatively small area. The problem in developing 
centers, however, is that most of the existing centers are already developed and any 
increase in the density must be made through redeveloping existing land and buildings. 
Emphasizing redevelopment in centers over development of new areas of undeveloped 
land is a key strategy in the Growth Concept. Areas of high unemployment and low 
property values should be specially considered to encourage reinvestment and 
redevelopment. Incentives and tools to facilitate redevelopment in centers should be . 
identified.

There are three types of centers, distinguished by size and accessibility. The “central city" 
is downtown Portland and is accessible to millions of people. “Regional centers" are 
accessible to hundreds of thousands of people and “town centers" are accessible to tens of 
thousands.

The Central City

Downtown Portland serves as our major regional center and functions quite well as an 
employment and cultural hub for the metropolitan area. It provides accessibility to the 
many businesses that require access to a large market area and also serves as the location 
for cultural and social functions that draw the region together. It is the center for local, 
regional, state and federal governments, financial institutions, commerce, the center for arts 
and culture, and for visitors to the region.

In addition, downtown Portland has a high percentage of travel other than by car - three 
. times higher than the next most successful area. Jobs and housing are be readily available 
there, without the need for a car. Maintaining and improving upon the strengths of our 
regional downtown Shalt remain a high priority.

Today, about 20 percent of all employment in the region is in downtown Portland. Under 
the Growth Concept, downtown Portland would grow at about the same rate as the rest of 
the region and would remain the location of 111120 percent of regional employmerit To 
do this, downtown Portland's 1990 density of 150 people per acre would increase to ffil 
250 people per acre. Improvements to the transit system network, development of a multi­
modal street system and maintenance of regional through routes (the highway system) 
would provide additional mobility to and from the city center.

Regional Centers

There are nine regional centers, serving four market areas (outside of the Central City 
market area). Hillsboro serves that western portion of the region and Gresham the eastern.
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The Central City and Gateway serve most of the Portland area as a regional center. 
Downtown Beaverton and Washington Square serve the |^t Washington County area, 
and downtown Oregon City, Clackamas Town Center and Miiwaukie together serve 
Clackamas County and portions of outer south east Portland.

These Regional Centers would become the focus of compact development, redevelopment 
and high-quality transit service, multi-modal street networks arid act as major nodes along 
regional through routes. The Growth Concept estimates that about accommodate 
3 percent of new household growth and 11 percent of new employment growth woul^^ be 
kxttmmo^ated in these regional centers. From the current 24 people per acre, the Growth- 
Concept would allow up to of about 60 people per acre.

Transit improvements would include light-rail connecting all regional centers to the Central 
City. A dense network of multi-modal arterial and collector streets would tie regional 
centers to surrounding neighborhoods and other centers. Regional through-routes would 
be designed to serve connect regional centers and ensure that these centers are attractive 
places to conduct business. The relatively small number of centers reflects not only the 
limited market for new development at this density but also the limited transportation 
funding for the high-quality transit and roadway improvements envisioned in these areas.
As suchf the nine regional centers should be considered candidates and ultimately the 
number should be reduced or policies established to phase-in certain regional centers 
earlier than others.

Town Centers

Smaller than regional centers and serving populations of tens of thousands of people, town 
centers are the third type of center with compact development and transit service. Town 
centers would accommodate about 3 percent of new households and more than 7 percent 
of new employment. The 1990 density of an average of 23 people per acre would nearly 
double — to about 40 persons per acre, the current densities of development along 
Hawthorne Boulevard and in downtown Hillsboro.

• Town centers would provide local shoppingl and employment and cultural an'd re^^pnal 
opportunities within a local market area. They are designed to provide local retail and 
services, at a minimum. They also would vary greatly in character. Some would become 
traditional town centers, such as Lake Oswego, Oregon City and Forest Grove, while others 
would change from an auto-oriented development into a more complete community, such 
as Hillsdale. Many would also have regional specialties, such as office centers envisioned 
for the Cedar Mill town center. Several new town centers are designated, such as in Happy 
Valley and Damascus, to accommodate the retail and service needs of a growing
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population while reducing auto travel. Others would combine a town center within a 
regional center, offering the amenities and advantages of each type of center.

Corridors

Corridors are not as dense as centers, but also are located along good quality transit lines. 
They provide a place for densities that are somewhat higher than today and feature a high- 
quality pedestrian environment and convenient access to transit. Typical new 
developments would include rowhouses, duplexes, and one toJhree story offiw and retail 
buildings, and average ab'cwt 25 per:sons per acre. While some corridors may be

along the arterial which have high quality pedestrian environments, good connections to 
adjacentneighborhoods and good transit service. So long as the average target densities 
and uses are allowed and encouraged along the corridor, many different development 
patterns - nodal or linear - may meet the corridor objective.

Station Communities

Station communities are nodes of development centered around a light rail or high capacity 
transit station which feature a high-quality pedestrian environment. They provide for the 
highest density outside centers. The station communities would encompass an area 
approximately one-half mile from a station stop. The densities of new developrnent would 
average about 45 persons per acre. Zoning ordinances now set minimum densities for 
most Eastside. and Westside MAX station communities. An extensive station community 
planning program is now under, way for each of the Westside station communities, and 
similar work is envisioned for the proposed South/North line. It is expected that the station 
community planning process will result in specific strategies and plan changes to 
implement the station communities concept.

Because the Growth Concept calls for many corridors and station communities throughout 
the region, they would together they are estimated to accommodate 27 percent of the new 
households of the region and nearly 15 percent of new employment.

Main Streets and Neighborhood Centers

During the early decades of this century, main streets served by transit and characterized 
by a strong business and civic community were a major land-use pattern throughout the 
region. Examples remain in Hillsboro, Milwaukie, Oregon City and Gresham as well as the 
Westmoreland neighborhood and Hawthorne Boulevard. Today, these areas are 
undergoing a revival and provide an efficient and effective land-use and transportation
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alternative. The Growth Concept calls for main streets to grow from 1990 levels of 36 
people per acre to 39 per acre. Main streets would accommodate nearly 2 percent of 
housing growth.

Main streets typically will serve neighborhoods and may develop a regional specialization - 
such as antiques, fine dining, entertainment or specialty clothing — that draws people from 
other parts of the region. Main Streets form neighborhood centers as areas that provide 
the retail and service development at other intersections at the focus of a neighborhood 
areas and around MAX light rail stations. When several main streets occur within a few 
blocks of one another; they may also serve as a dispersed town center, such as the main 
street areas of Belmont, Hawthorne and Division that form a town center for inner southeast 
Portland.

Neighborhoods

Residential neighborhoods would remain a key component of the Growth Concept and 
would fall into two basic categories. Inner neighborhoods are include areas such as 
Portland and the older suburbs of Beaverton, Milwaukie and Lake Oswego, and would 
include primarily residential areas that are accessible to employment. Lot sizes would be 
smaller to accommodate densities increasing from 1990 levels of about 11 people per acre 
to about 14 per acre. Inner neighborhoods would trade smaller lot sizes for better access 
to jobs and shopping. They would accommodate ab<^t 28 percent of new households and 
15 percent of new employment (some of the employment would be home occupations and 
the balance would be neighborhood-based employment such as schools, daycare and 
some neighborhood businesses).

Outer neighborhoods would be farther away from large employment centers and would 
have larger lot sizes and lower densities. Examples include outer suburbs such as 
Forest Grove, Sherwood and Oregon City, and any additions to the UGB. From 1990 
levels of nearly 10 people per acre, outer neighborhoods would increase to ab<^ 13 per 
acre. These areas would accommodate 28 percent of new households and 10 
percent of new employment.

One of the most significant problems in some newer neighborhoods is the lack of street 
connections, a recent phenomenon that has occurred in the last 25 years. It is one of the 
primary causes, of increased congestion in new suburbs. Traditional
neighborhoods contained a grid pattern with up to 20 through streets per mile. But in new 
areas, one to two through streets per mile is the norm. Combined with large scale 
slngl^se zoning and low densities, it is the major cause of increasing auto dependency in 
neighborhoods. Tolm^ove local 'connectivity throi^hout ,tlie region, all areas 'sriall 
develop mailer street plans intended to improve access for all modes of travel. These
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plans shaii Include 8 to 20 local street connections per mile, except In cases where fewer 
connections are necessitated by constraints such as natural or cortstructed features (for 
ej^^elstreamStVeUands. steep slopes, freeways, airports, etc.) To improve local 
connectivity throughout the region; all areas shall develop master street plans that mdudo 
from 8 to 20 local streets eonncetions per mile, vyhieh-would improve access for all modes
of travel:

Employment Areas

The Portland metropolitan area economy Is heavily dependant upon wholesale trade and 
the flow of commodities to national and international markets. The high quality of our 
freight transportation system and, in particular,, our intermodal freight facilities are essential 
to continued growth in trade. The intermodal facilities (air and marine terminals, freight rail 
yards and common carrier truck terminals) are an area of regional concern, and the 
regional framework plan will identify and protect lands needed to meet their current and 
projected space requirements.

Industrial areas would be set aside primarily for industrial activities. Other supporting uses, 
including some retail uses, may be allowed if limited to sizes and locations intended to 
serve the primary industrial uses. They include land-intensive employers, such as those 
around the Portland International Airport, the Hillsboro Airport and some areas along 
Highway 212/224. Areas of Wgh agglomerative economic potential, such as the Sun^t. 
Gorridof for electronics products end the Northwest Industrial sanctuary for niefel products, 
shall be supporter^ with transportation planning and infrastructure development designed to 
m^t thelr needs. Industriai areas are expected to accommodate 10 percent of regional 
employment and no households. Retail uses whose market area is substantially larger 
than the employment area shall not be considered supporting uses.

Other employment centers would be designated as mixed-tfse employment areas, mixing 
various types of employment and including some residential development as well. These 
mixed-use employment areas would provide for about five percent of new households and 

. 14 percent of new employment within the region. Densities would riso substanjia^. from^ 
1990 levels of about 11 people per acre to abotif 20 people per acre.

pfeiraStmfercial u^ sized fe

The siting and development of new industrial areas would consider the proximity of housing 
for all income ranges provided by employment in the projected industrial center, as well as
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accessibility to convenient and inexpensive non-auto transportation. The continued 
development of existing industrial areas would include attention to these two issues as well.

Urban Reserves

One important feature of the Growth Concept is that it would accommodate all 50 years of 
forecasted growth through a relatively small amount of urban reserves. Urban reserves 
consist of land set aside outside the present UGB for future growth. The Growth Concept 
contains approximately 22,000 acres of Urban Reserve Study Areas shown on the Concept 
Map. Less than 15,000 of these^the full Study Area may borwe needed for urban r^rye 
^a designation growth If the other density goals of the Growth Concept are met. Over 75 
per^nt of these lands are currently zoned for rural housing and the remainder are zoned 
for farm or forestry uses. These areas shall be refined to the 14,500 acres for designation 
of urban reserves required by the Growth Concept for designation-ofurban-reserves-areas 
under the-LCDC Urban Reserve-Rule and-indusion in4he regionaHramework-plan.

Transportation Facilities

In undertaking the Region 2040 process, the region has shown a strong commitment to 
developing a regional plan that is based on greater land use efficiencies and a truly multi­
modal transportation system. However, the transportation system defined in the Growth 
Concept Analysis serves as a theoretical definition (construct) of the transportation system 
needed to serve the land uses in the Growth Concept (Recommended Alternative urban 
form). The modeled system reflects only one of many possible configurations that might be 
used to serve future needs, consistent with the policy direction called for in the Growth 
Concept (amendment to RUGGOs).

As such, the Growth Concept (Recommended Alternative) transportation map provides only 
general direction for development of an updated RTF and does not prescribe or limit v^at 
the RTF will ultimately Include in the regional system. Instead, the RTF will build upon the 
broader land use and transportation directions that are defined in the Growth Concept 
(Recommended Alternative).

The transportation elements needed to create a successful growth management policy are 
those that support the Growth Concept. Traditionally, streets have been defined by their 
traffic-carrying potential, and transit service according to its ability to draw commuters. 
Other travel modes have not been viewed as important elements of the transportation 
system. The Growth Concept establishes a new framework for planning In the region by 
linking urban form to transportation. In this new relationship, transportation is viewed as a 
range of travel modes and options that reinforce the region's growth management goals.
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Within the framework of the Growth Concept is a network of multi-modal corridors and 
regional through-routes that connect major urban centers and destinations. Through-routes 
provide for high-volume auto and transit travel at a regional scale, and ensure efficient 
movement of freight. Within multi-modal corridors, the transportation system will provide a 
broader range of travel mode options, including auto, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 
networks, that allow choices of how to travel in the region. These travel options will 
encourage the use of alternative modes to the auto, a shift that has clear benefits for the 
environment and the quality of neighborhoods and urban centers and address the needs of 
those without access to automobiles.

In addition to the traditional emphasis on road and transit facilities, the development of 
networks for freight travel and intermodal facilities, for bicycle and pedestrian travel and the 
efficient use of capacity on all streets through access management and congestion 
management and/or pricing will be part of a successful transportation system.

While the Concept Map shows only major transit facilities and corridors, all areas within the 
UGB have transit access. Transit service in the Growth Concept included both fixed-route 
and demand responsive systems. The RTP shall further define the type and extent of 
transit service available throughout the region.

Intermodal Facilities

The region's continued strength as a national and international distribution center is 
dependent upon adequate intermodal facilities and access to them. Intermodal facilities 
include marine terminals, railroad intermodal points, such as the Union Pacific's Albina 
Yard, the airports and the Union Station/inter-city bus station area. The RTP will identify 
these areas and their transportation requirements and will identify programs to provide 
adequate freight capacity.

Tnid( Routes
Tru ’̂rdule^ wilt be Mentifi^'^ freight rr^emeht will be 'giw 'pnori^ jn term's of 
rbadv^^'desigri and pperatiori between areas with freight dependent ujeTwfihunJhe^fllpo 

serving areasjocationsoutsi^ the region.

Regional Through-Routes

These are the routes that move people and goods through and around the region, connect 
regional centers to each other and to the Central City, and connect the region to the 
statewide and Interstate transportation system. They include freeways, limited access 
highways and heavily traveled arterials, and usually function as through-routes. As such.
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they are important not only because of the movement of people, but as one of the region’s 
major freight systems. Since much of our regional economy depends on the movement of 
goods and services, it is essential to keep congestion on these roads at manageable 
levels. These major routes frequently serve as transit corridors but are seldom conducive 
to bicycles or pedestrians because of the volume of auto and freight traffic that they carry.

With their heavy traffic and high visibility, these routes are attractive to business. However, 
when they serve as a location for auto-oriented businesses, the primary function of these 
routes, to move regional and statewide traffic, can be eroded. While they serve as an 
appropriate location for auto-oriented businesses, they are poor locations for businesses 
that are designed to serve neighborhoods or sub-regions. These are better located on 
multi-modal arterials. They need the highest levels of access control. In addition, it is 
important that they not become barriers to movements across them by other forms of travel, 
auto, pedestrian, transit or bicycle. They shall focus on providing access to centers and 
neighbor cities, rather than access to the lands that front them.

Multi-Modal Arterials

These represent most of the region's arterials. They include a variety of design styles and 
speeds, and are the backbone for a system of multi-modal travel options. Older sections of 
the region are better designed for multi-modal travel than new areas. Although these 
streets iji often smaller than suburban arterials, they carry a great deal of traffic (up to 
30,000 vehicles a day), experience heavy bus ridership along their routes and are 
constructed In dense networks that encourage bicycle and pedestrian travel. The RTP shall 
identify these multi-modal streets and develop a plan to further encourage alternative travel 
modes within these corridors.

Many new streets, however, are designed to accommodate heavy auto and freight traffic at 
the expense of other travel modes. Multiple, wide lanes, dedicated turning lanes, narrow 
sidewalks exposed to moving traffic, and widely-spaced intersections and street crossings 
create an environment that is difficult and dangerous to negotiate without a car. The RTP 
shall identify these potential multi-modal corridors and establish design standards that 
encourage other modes of travel along these routes.

Some multi-modal arterials also carry significant volumes of freight. The RTP will ensure 
that freight mobility on these routes is adequately protected by considering freight needs 
when identifying multi-modal routes, and in establishing design standards intended to 
encourage alternative modes of passenger travel.

Collectors and Local Streets
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These streets become a regional priority when a lack of adequate connections forces 
neighborhood traffic onto arteriais. New suburban development increasingly depends on 
arterial streets to carry trips to local destinations, since most new local streets systems IH 
a specifically designed with curves and cul-de-sacs to discourage local through travel by 
any mode. The RTF should consider a standard of 8 to 20 through streets per mile, 
applied to both developed and developing abas to reduce local travel on arteriais. There 
should also be established standard bicycle and pedestrian through-routes (via easements, 
greenways, fire lanes, etc.)-In existing neighborhoods where changes to the street system 
are not a reasonable alternative.

Light Rail

Light rail transit (LRT) daily travel capacity measures in tens of thousands of riders and 
provides a critical travel option to major destinations. The primary function of light rail in 
the Growth Concept is to link regional centers and the Central City, where concentrations of 
housing and employment reach a level that can justify the cost of developing a fixed transit 
system. In addition to their role in developing regional centers, LRT lines can also support 
significant concentrations of housing and employment at individual station areas along their 
routes.

In addition, neighbor cities of sufficient size should also include a transit connection to the 
metropolitan area to provide a full-range of transportation alternatives.

"Planned and Existing Light Rail Lines" on the Concept Map represent some locations 
shown on the current RTF which were selected for initial analysis. "Proposed Light Rail 
Alignments" show some appropriate new light rail locations consistent with serving the 
Growth Concept. "Potential HCT lines" highlight locations for some concentrated form of 
transit, possibly including light rail. These facilities demonstrate the general direction for 
development of an updated RTP which will be based on further study. The Concept Map 
transportation facilities do not prescribe or limit the existing of updated RTP.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Networks

Bicycling and walking should play an important part in the regional transportation system 
especially within neighborhoods and centers and for other shorter trips. They are also 
essential to the success of an effective transit system, in addition to the arrangement of 
land uses and site design, route continuity and the design of rights-of-way in a manner 
friendly to bicyclists and pedestrians are necessary. The RTP will establish targets which 
substantially increase the share p on these modes.
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2240 Demand Management/Pricing
2241
2242 The land uses and facilities in the Growth Concept cannot, by themselves, meet the
2243 region's transportation objectives. Demand Management (carpooling, par1<ing management
2244 and pricing strategies) and system management will be necessary to achieve the
2245 transportation system operation described in the Growth Concept. Additional a^^ns will
2246 be need to resolve the significant remaining areas of congestion and the high yMT/capita
2247 which it causes. The RTP will identify explicit targets for these programs in various areas
2248 of the region.
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GLOSSARY

Areas and Activities of Metropolitan Concern. A program, area or activity, having 
significant impact upon the orderly and responsible development of the metropolitan area 
that can benefit from a coordinated multi-jurisdictional response.

Beneficial Use Standards. Under Oregon law, specific uses of water within a drainage 
basin deemed to be important to the ecology of that basin as well as to the needs of local 
communities are designated as "beneficial uses," Hence, "beneficial use standards" are 
adopted to presen/e v/ater quality or quantity necessary to sustain the identified beneficial 
uses.

Center City. The downtown and adjacent portions of the dty of Portland. See the Growth 
Concept map; and text.

Transportation Corridors. White some corridors may be continuous, narrow bands of 
Ngher intensity development along arterial roads, others may be more ‘nodaf, that is, a 
series of smaller centers at major intersections or other locations along the arterial which 
have high quality pedestrian environments, good connections to adjacent neighborhoods 
and good transit service. So tong as the average target densities and uses are allowed 
and encouraged along the corridor, many different development patterns - nodal or linear - 
may meet the corridor objective Residential and retail development concentrated along 
major afterials and bus lines.

Economic Opportunities Analysis. An "economic opportunities analysis" is a strategic 
assessment of the likely trends for growth of local economies in the state consistent with 
OAR 660-09-015. Such an analysis Is critical for economic planning and for ensuring that 
the land supply in an urban area will meet long-term employment growth needs.

Employment Areas Areas of mixed employment that Include various types of 
manufacturing, distribution and warehouslng uses, commercial and retail development as 
Well as some residential development ,Retail uses should primarily serve the needs of the 
t^i^e wbrkirig of llvIngTh the fenmedtete employment area.. Exceptions to this g^er# 
j^^c#i,bemade for..e>teniple*^land„cpissumptivec^^ whidi have q
^ni^ltyp/reglpiTwldkm^et.
Exception. An "exception" is taken for land when either commitments for use, current 
uses, or other reasons make it impossible to meet the requirements of one or a number of 
the statewide planning goals. Hence, lands "excepted" from statewide, planning goals 3 
(Agricultural Lands) and 4 (Forest Lands) have been determined to be unable to comply
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with the strict resource protection requirements of those goals and are thereby able to be 
used for other than rural resource production purposes. Lands not excepted from statewide 
planning goals 3 and 4 are to be used for agricultural or forest product purposes, and other, 
adjacent uses must support their continued resource productivity.

Exclusive Farm Use. Land zoned primarily for farming and restricting many uses that are 
incompatible with farming, such as rural housing. Some portions of rural reserves also may 
be zoned as exclusive farm use. •

FatFShare" A prepbrtfonate amount ty lSf jti^ictlon. Us^ in,ihec6nt€o4 bf^wlable 
busing in this document/ “Fair share- means that aa<^ city md county within the region^ 
vvbrt<tng with Metro to establish local and regional poUdes whk^ will provide me opportunity 
^thin eari jurisdiction for accommodating a portion of the region's need for affordable
busing.

Family Wage Job. A permanent job with an annual income greater than or equal to the 
average annual covered wage in the region. The most current average annual covered 
wage information from the Oregon Employment Division shall be used to determine the
family wage job rate for the region or for counties within the region.

Fiscal Tax Equity. The process by which inter-jurisdictional fiscal disparities can be 
addressed through a partial redistribution of the revenue gained from economic wealth, 
particularly the increment gained through economic growth.

Freight Mobility. The efficient movement of goods from point of origin to destination.

Functional Plan. A limited purpose multi-jurisdictional plan for an area or activity having 
significant district-wide impact upon the orderly and responsible development of the 
metropolitan area that serves as a guideline for local comprehensive plans consistent with 

ORS 268.390.

Growth Concept. A concept for the long-term growth management of our region, stating 
the preferred form of the regional growth and development, including where and how much 
the UGB should be expanded, what densities should characterize different areas, and 
which areas should be protected as open space.

High Capacity Transit Transit routes that may be either a road designated for frequent 
bus service or for a light-rail line.
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Housing Affordability. The availability of housing such that no more than 30 percent (an 
index derived from federal, state and local housing agencies) of the monthly income of the 
household need be spent on shelter.

Industrial Areas. Large tracts of land set-aside for industrial use j^irea s^ asldefor 
^KiUstriat activities. Supporting commerdat and related uses may be allow^, provided 
theyare tended to serve the primary Industrial users,. Residential development shalt not 
be cdnsiclered a supporting use, nor shall retell users whose market area is substantially

i^usiM

Infill. New development on a parcel or parcels of less than one contiguous acre located 
within the UGB.

Infrastructure. Roads, water systems, sewage systems, systems for storm drainage, 
bridges, transportation facilities, parks! schools and public facilities developed to support 
the functioning of the developed portions of the environment. Areas of the undeveloped 
portions of the environment such as floodplains, riparian and wetland zones, groundvvater 
recharge and discharge areas and Greenspaces thatprovide Important functions relied to 
maintaining the region's air and water quality, reduce the need for Infrastructure expenses 
and ^contribute to the region's quality of life,

Inner Neighborhoods. Areas in Portland and the older cities suburbs that are primarily 
residential, close to employment and shopping areas, and have slightly smaller lot sizes 
and higher population densities than in outer neighborhoods

intermodal .The connection of one type of transportation mode with another

Intermodal Facility. A transportation element that accommodates and interconnects 
different modes of transportation and serves the statewide, interstate and international 
movement of people and goods.

Jobs Housing Balance. The relationship between the number, type, mix and wages of . 
existing and anticipated jobs balanced with housing costs and availability so that non-auto 
trips are optimized in every part of the region.

Key or Critical Public Facilities and Services. Basic facilities that are primarily planned 
for by local government but which also may be provided by private enterprise and are 
essential to the support of more intensive development, including transportation, water 
supply, sewage, parks, schools and solid waste disposal.
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Local Comprehensive Plan. A generalized, coordinated land use map and policy 
statement of the governing body of a city or county that inter-relates all functional and 
natural systems and activities related to the use of land, consistent with state law.

ly E^orAmendmenC A^propbsat miieB;the'^8troXoun<^ forexpansl^ pf ti. 

i'^sprjn^^cpnslstent'xft^.ikep^
Metropolitan Housing Rule. A rule (OAR 660, Division 7) adopted by the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission to assure opportunity for the provision of 
adequate numbers of needed housing units and the efficient use of land wi hin the Metro 
LIGB, This rule establishes minimum overall net residential densities for all cities and 
counties within the UGB, and specifies that 50 percent of the land set aside for new 
nssidential development be zoned for multifamily housing.

Main Streets. Neighborhood shopping areas along a main street or at an intersedion 
sometimes having a unique character that draws people from outside the area. NW 23rd 
/^kvenue and SE Hawthorne Boulevard are current examples of main streets.

Mixed-use Employment Areas.-Areas of mixed- . . . . . . _
v/arehouoing uses and limited retail and residential-development, tl iat include various 
types of-eommcrdal and retail development-os well as-somc residences:

Neighborhood Centers. Retail and service development that surrounds major M^ 
stations and other major intersections, extending out for one-quarter to one-half mile.

Neighboring Cities. Cities such as Sandy. Canby, and Newberg that are outside Metro’s 
jurisdiction but will be affected by the growth policies adopted by the Metro Cornell pother 
jiirisdictions, such as North Plains, Estacada orScappoose, which may be affected by 

Metro actions.
Open Space. Publicly and privately -owned areas of land, including parks, natural areas
and areas of very low density development inside the UGB.

Outer Neighborhoods. Areas in the outlying ®i| suburbs that are primarily residential, 
f arther from employment and shopping areas, and have slightly larger lot sizes and lower 

l>opulation densities than inner neighborhoods.

j>edestnan Sc^liv Aj^iW^«^o^^W'pattem'^^ef0
inter^ting travel mode. It isan'area where walking is at least as attractive as any
inode to all destinations within the area,,. Til© following elements are not dted as

65



RUGGOs
Growth Management Committee Draft 

October 13, 1995

2409
2410
2411
2412
2413
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2436
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2439
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2442
2443
2444
2445
2446

requirements* tjut lilustrate examples of pedestrian scale: continuous, smooth and wide 
walkir^ surfaces; easily visible from streets and buildings and safe for walking; minimal 
pt^tswliera high speed automobile traffic and pedestrians rnix; frequent crossings; 
storefronts* trees* bollards* orvstreet parking, awnings* outdoor seating* signs, doorways 
sbd:lightthg designedioserve those on foot; welljnte^ated Into the traisit system and 
haying uses which cater to people on foot

Persons Per Acre. This Is a term expressing the intensity of building development by
combining residents per net acre and employees per net acre.

• «

Planning activities Planning actlvltres cited In the RUGGO are not regulatory but contain 
implementation ideas for future study in varies stages of development that rnay or may not 
lead to RUGGO amendments, new functional plans* functional plan amendments, or 
regional framework plan elements. Planning activities for any given year will be subject to 
Metro Executive Officer budget recommendations and Metro Council budget adoption.

Regional Centers. Areas of mixed residential and commercial use that serve hundreds of 
thousands of people and are easily accessible by different types of transit. Examples 
include traditional centers such as downtown Gresham and new centers such as 
Clackamas Town Center.

Rural Reserves. Areas that are a combination of public and private lands outside the 
UGB, used primarily for farms and forestry. They are protected from development by very 
low-density zoning and serve as buffers between urban areas.

State Implementation Plan. A plan for ensuring that all parts of Oregon remain in 
compliance with Federal air quality standards.

Stewardship A planning and management approach that considers environmental 
impacts and public benefits of ad;ions as weii as public and private dollar costs.

Transit Station Communities y. That area generally within a 1/4- to 1/2-mile radius of 
light rail stations or other highcapadty transjt which is planned as a multi-modal community 
of mixed uses and substantial pedestrian accessibility improvements.

Subregion. An area of analysis used by Metro centered on each regional center arid used 
for analyzing jobs/housing balance.
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Town Centers. Areas of mixed residential and commercial use that serve tens of 
thousands of people. Examples include the downtowns of Forest Grove and Lake 

Oswego.

Urban Form. The net result of efforts to preserve environmental quality, coordinate the 
development of jobs, housing, and public services and facilities, and inter-relate the 
benefits and consequences of growth in one part of the region with the benefits and 
consequences of growth in another. Urban form, therefore, describes ari overall framework 
within which regional urban growth management can occur. Clearly stating objedives for 
urban form; and pursuing them comprehensively provides the focal strategy for rising to the 
challenges posed by the growth trends present in the region today.

Urban Growth Boundary. A boundary which identifies urban and urbanizable lands 
needed during the 20-year planning period to be planned and serviced to support urban 
development densities, and which separates urban and urbanizable lands from rural land.

Urban Reserve Area. An area adjacent to the present UGB defined to be a priority 
location for any future UGB amendments when needed. Urban reserves are intended to 
provide cities, counties, other service providers, and both urban and rural land owners with 
a greater degree of certainty regarding future regional urban form. Whereas the UGB 
describes an area needed to accommodate the urban growth forecasted over a 20-year 
period, the urban reserves plus the area inside the UGB estimate the area capable of 
accommodating the growth expected for 50 years.

I:\GMUBNEWRUG11 .DOC 
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7.1 Resolution No. 95-2238, For the Purpose of Authorizing the Executive Officer to Purchase Property Within the Newell
1 Creek Target Area



Staff Report

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2238 FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER TO PURCHASE PROPERTY IN 
THE NEWELL CREEK TARGET AREA

Date: 3 November 1995 Presented by: Nancy Chase

PR flPnSFn ACTION

Resolution No. 95 -2238 would authorize the Executive Officer to purchase property in 
the Newell Creek Target Area from Applied Resources Inc. and Kenneth Allen Marlow.

R Ar.KGROUNJO AND ANALYSIS

The property is within the Newell Creek Target Area, which is a Metro regional target 
area It consists of two parcels totaling approximately 45 acres. Twenty-five of these 
acres are zoned and approved for 52 single family lots. The remaining acreage is outside 
the Urban Growth Boundary and has timber value. The site contains numerous spnngs 
and a year-round tributary to Newell Creek. Since Newell Creek still provides salmon, 
trout and steelhead habitat, control of a major tributary is important. The property was 
logged over 50 years ago and most of the site is now heavily forested with a wide variety 
of native vegetation. Acquisition of this property will assist in protecting the Newell 
Creek watershed. An option for this property was approved by Resolution No. 95 - 2128. 
This option was part of the Option Demonstration Project for Measure 26 - 26. All due 
diligence criteria has been reviewed and approved by Open Space staff and General 
Counsel.

RTIDGET IMPACT

A base price of $1,115,000 was set by the option subject to verification by an appraisal. 
Two independent appraisals have been completed and support the purchase pnce based 
on the option parameters. If this pvirchase is made the Newell Creek Target Area will 
have met 14.5% of the acreage goal and expended 19;6% of the budgeted funds.

Stabilization funds will be used for access control improvements to prevent illegal 
dumping and four wheel drive activity.

Maintenance costs will be minimal given the natural state of the property. The property 
is adjacent to 9. acres purchased by Metro in September, 1995 and will be managed as one
unit.



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING ) RESOLUTION NO. 95 -2238 
THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER TO PURCHASE )
PROPERTY WITHIN THE NEWELL CREEK ) Introduced by Mike Burton, 
TARGET AREA ) Executive Officer

WHEREAS, In July 1992, Metro completed the Metropolitan Greenspaces 
Master Plan which identified a desired system of natural areas interconnected with 
greenways and trails; and

WHEREAS, Acquisition of natural areas from willing sellers is a primary strategy 
for preservation of natural areas; and

WHEREAS, Newell Creek Canyon was designated as a Greenspace of regional 
significance in the Open Space, Parks and Streams Bond Measure; and

WHEREAS, The 45 acres owned by Applied Resources Inc. and Kenneth Allen 
Marlow have been identified as an important natural area in Newell Creek Canyon, and

WHEREAS, A Process for Considering and Executing Options to Purchase Lands 
was adopted by Council Resolution No. 94-1919; and

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 95 - 2128 authorized the Executive Officer to enter 
into an option for the subject property and the conditions set forth have been met, now 

therefore;

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Metro Council authorizes the Executive Officer to purchase the property, 
identified in Exhibit A.

ADOPTED by Metro Council this day of. _, 1995.

J. Ruth Me Farland, Presiding Officer



Order No. 776295

REVISED EXHIBIT "A"

PARCEL I:

A part of Section 5, Township 3 South, Range 2 East, of the Willamette Meridian, in the City of Oregon City, 
County of Clackamas and State of Oregon, described as follows:

Beginning at the Northeast corner of the Samuel N. Vance Claim No. 51 and running thence North on line 
between Sections 4 and 5, Township 3 South, Range 2 East, of the Willamette Meridian, 16.00 chains to a 
stake, 6.64 chains North of the one-quarter section corner on said section line; thence West 12.80 chains 
to a stake; thence South 15.50 chains to a stone; thence West 14.24 chains to a stake; thence South 25*30’ 
East 5.80 chains; thence East 80 feet; thence North 25° 30' West 5.25 chains to a stake; thence East 33 feet 
to a stake; thence South 25*30’ East 933 feet to an iron pipe; thence South 19* West 355.8 feet, more or 
less, to a point on the Northerly right of way line of Beavercreek Road; thence Easterly along said right of 
way to an intersection with the East line of the Samuel Vance Donation Land Claim; thence North 17*12' 
East along said Donation Land Claim line 21.94 chains, more or less, to the point of beginning.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM a tract described as follows:

Beginning at the Southwest corner of the hereinabove described tract; thence Easterly, along the Northerly 
right of way line of Beavercreek Road, a distance of 60 feet to the true point of beginning; thence continuing 
Easterly along said right of way line, 372 feet to an iron pipe; thence North 19* East 400 feet; thence 
Westerly parallel with the Northerly right of way line of said Beavercreek Road, 372 feet to a point North 19* 
East of the true point of beginning; thence South 19* West 400 feet to the true point of beginning.

EXCEPTiNG THEREFROM that tract of land conveyed to Paul N. Rumbold, et ux, by deed recorded as 
Recorder’s Fee No. 72 8435.

ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM that tract of land conveyed to John A. Hinds, et al, by Contract recorded 
September 7, 1979 as Recorder’s Fee No. 79 39334.

ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM that portion conveyed to Jerry L Yarberry, et ai, by Contract recorded 
September 12, 1986 as Recorder’s Fee No. 86 34288.

ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM the North .16.00 chains of the East 12.80 chains lying North of the North 
line of the Samuel N. Vance Donation Land Claim.

ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM that portion lying Southerly and Easterly of the following described line:

Beginning at the Southwest comer of the hereinabove described tract; thence Easterly along the Northerly 
right of way line of Beavercreek Road, a distance of 60 feet to the true point of beginning; thence continuing - 
Easterly, along said right of way line, 372 feet to an iron pipe; thence North 19* East 200 feet to the 
beginning of the line to be described; thence East to an intersection with the West line of said Portland 
General Eectric easement as recorded in Book 615, page 556 on December 28, 1962; thence in a 
Southeasterly direction at right angles to said Westerly line of said easement 35 feet; thence North 45* 18’30* 
East to a point on the Easterly line of the Samuel N. Vance Donation Land Claim and the terminus of the 
herein described line.

PARCEL II:

A part of Section 5, Township 3 South, Range 2 East, of the Willamette Meridian, in the County of Clackamas 
and State of Oregon, described as follows:

Beginning at the Northeast corner of the Samuei N. Vance Claim No. 51 and running thence North on a line 
between Sections 4 and 5, Township 3 South, Range 2 East, of the Willamette Meridian, 16.00 chains to a 
stake, 6.64 chains North of the one-quarter section corner on said section line; thence West 12.80 chains 
to a stake; thence South 16.00 chains to a point on the North line of the Samuel Vance Donation Land Claim 
No. 51; thence East along the North line of said Donation Land Claim line 12.80 chains to the point of 
beginning.
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7.2 Resolution No. 95-2236, For the Purpose of Authorizing an Exemption to Metro Code Chapter 2.04.041(c), Competitive 
Bidding Procedures, and Authorizing a Sole-Source Contract with Waste Recovery, Inc. for Recycling of Waste Tires from

Metro’s Solid Waste Facilities



STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2236 FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
AUTHORIZING AN EXEMPTION TO COMPETITIVE BIDDING PROCEDURES, AND 
AUTHORIZING A SOLE-SOURCE CONTRACT WITH WASTE RECOVERY, INC. 
FOR RECYCLING OF WASTE TIRES FROM METRO’S SOLID WASTE FACILITIES

Date: November 1, 1995 Presented by; Terry Petersen

PROPOSED ACTION

Adoption of Resolution No. 95-2236, authorizing an exemption to competitive bidding procedures and 
authorizing the execution of a public contract with Waste Recovery, Inc. for recycling of waste tires from 
Metro’s solid waste transfer stations.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

During 1994 Metro received 43,417 waste tires at its solid waste transfer stations. It is estimated that 
Metro will receive 46,000 waste tires during FY 1995-96 (29,716 at Metro South and 16,284 at Metro 
Central. The state of Oregon prohibits the landfilling of waste tires. Currently, Metro has a contract with 
Waste Recovery, Inc. (WRI), located in North Portland, to recycle the tires from the transfer stations. The 
contract expires November 30, 1995.

On June 6, 1995, the Council Solid Waste Committee considered the release of a Request For Bids (RFB) 
for recycling of waste tires from Metro solid waste facilities. A memorandum from PacificAVest 
Communications Group, Inc. was given to the Committee at the June 6, 1995 meeting suggesting some 
changes to the RFB Scope of Work. The suggested changes included language about the disposal of 
residue material. No action was taken by the Committee regarding the RFB at that time. Metro staff has 
since met with Waste Recovery, Inc. officials four times regarding the issue of residue material. As a 
result of these meetings, WRI is expected to apply for a Metro franchise and is expected to agree to a plan 
designed to virtually eliminate their residue within three years.

It has been determined that there is now only one company in Oregon that can recycle tires. Therefore, a 
RFB is no longer required or recommended. It is proposed that Metro enter into a sole-source contract with 
Waste Recovery, Inc. for recycling waste tires. The term of the proposed contract, attached, is December 
1, 1995 through November 30, 1997. The contract provides that the contractor shall recycle all waste tires 
received from Metro. Tires may be shredded and used as road base material or sold as hog fuel, or 
recovered in some other manner consistent with Metro’s recycling policies. The contract provides the 
following rates: $0.52 per tire for passenger tires, and $3.50 for truck tires. Current rates are $0.50 and 
$3.50 respectively. .



SOLE-SOURCE JUSTIFICATION

Waste Recovery, Inc. is the only company in the state of Oregon that provides tire recycling services. 
Previously, one other company recycled tires: RMAC International, Inc. in Troutdale, Oregon. That 
company is no longer in business. There are tire recycling facilities in other states but it is not feasible to 
transport waste tires to those facilities. The closest facility known to Metro, other than WRI, is located in 
Redding, California. Another alternative is for Metro to install its own tire shredding equipment. The cost 
for purchasing this equipment is estimated to be $260,000. In addition, there would be installation and 
operating costs. Also, there may not be room to install the equipment at either of Metro’s transfer stations. 
Given the relatively small number of tires Metro receives at its facilities, Metro staff has concluded that 
purchasing tire shredding equipment would not be cost effective. The cost of contracting tire recyclmg for 
the next ten years is estimated to be $298,000. The cost is estimated to be $382,000 if Metro purchased, 
installed and operated its own equipment for the same time period.

BUDGET IMPACT

The total amount of the proposed two-year contract is $52,000. The estimated cost of the contract for 
FY 1995-96 is $14,850. Atotal of $25,516 is budgeted for tire recycling in FY 1995-96.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 95-2236.

RBxIk
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BEFORE THE METRO CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING AN EXEMPTION ) RESOLUTION NO. 95-2236 
TO METRO COMPETITIVE BIDDING PROCEDURES, )
AND AUTHORIZING A SOLE-SOURCE CONTRACT ) Introduced by Mike Burton 
WITH WASTE RECOVERY, INC. FOR RECYCLING OF ) Executive Officer 
WASTE TIRES FROM METRO’S SOLID WASTE )
FACILITIES )

WHEREAS, Metro receives approximately 46,000 waste tires annually at its solid 

waste transfer stations; and

WHEREAS, the state of Oregon prohibits the landfilling of waste tires; and

WHEREAS, Waste tires are currently hauled from the transfer stations to a tire 

recycling facility; and

WHEREAS, The current contract with Waste Recovery, Inc. for recycling waste 

tires from Metro’s transfer stations expires November 30, 1995; and

WHEREAS, Waste Recovery, Inc. is the only company in the state of Oregon that 

provides tire recycling services; and

WHEREAS, Metro knows of no other tire recycler close enough for Metro to 

economically deliver waste tires, and it would not be economical to purchase equipment to 

recycle its own tires due to its low overall volume of tires and the expenses of necessary 

equipment; and •

WHEREAS, The resolution was submitted to the Executive Officer for 

consideration and was forwarded to the Metro Contract Review Board for their approval; now 

therefore.



BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the Metro Contract Review Board hereby exempts the attached 

contract (Exhibit “A” hereto) with Waste Recovery, Inc. from the competitive bidding 

requirement pursuant to Metro Code Chapter 2.04.060, because the Contract Review Board finds 

Waste Recovery, Inc. is the sole provider of the required services.

2. That the Metro Council authorizes execution of the Contract attached as

Exhibit “A”.

ADOPTED by the Metro Contract Review Board this day of.

1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

RB«bc
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EXHIBIT A

CONTRACT NO. 904564

PUBLIC CONTRACT

THIS Contract is entered into between Metro, a metropolitan service 
district organized under the laws of the State of Oregon and the 1992 Metro Charter, 
whose address Is 600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97232, and WASTE 
RECOVERY, INC., whose address is 8501 N. Borthwick, Portland, Oregon 97217, 
hereinafter referred to as the "CONTRACTOR."

In exchange for the promises and other consideration set forth below, the 
parties agree as follows:

ARTICLE I 
SCOPE OF WORK

CONTRACTOR shall perform the work and/or deliver to METRO the 
goods described in Attachment A, the Scope of Work, which is incorporated herein by 
this reference. All services and goods shall be of good quality and, -otherwise, in 
accordance with the Scope of Work.

ARTICLE II
TERM OF CONTRACT

The term of this Contract shall be for the period commencing December 1, 
1995, through and including November 30,1997.

ARTICLE III
CONTRACT SUM AND TERMS OF PAYMENT

METRO shall compensate the CONTRACTOR for work performed and/or 
goods supplied as described in the Scope of Work. METRO shall not be responsible 
for payment of any materials, expenses or costs other than those which are specifically 
included in the Scope of Work.

ARTICLE IV
LIABILITY AND INDEMNITY

CONTRACTOR is an independent contractor and assumes full 
responsibility for the content of its work and performance of CONTRACTOR'S labor, 
and assumes full responsibility for all liability for bodily injury or physical damage to 
person or property arising out of or related to this Contract, and shall indemnify, defend 
and hold harmless METRO, its agents and employees, from any and all claims, 
demands, damages, actions, losses, and expenses, including attorney's fees, arising 
out of or in any way connected with its performance of this Contract. CONTRACTOR is
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solely responsible for paying CONTRACTOR'S subcontractors and nothing contained 
herein shall create or be construed to create any contractual relationship between any 
subcontractor(s) and METRO.

ARTICLE V 
TERMINATION

METRO may terminate this Contract upon giving CONTRACTOR seven 
(7) days written notice. In the event of termination, CONTRACTOR shall be entitled to 
payment for work performed to the date of termination. METRO shall not be liable for 
indirect or consequential damages. Termination by METRO will not waive any claim or 
remedies it may have against CONTRACTOR.

ARTICLE VI 
INSURANCE

CONTRACTOR shall purchase and maintain at CONTRACTOR'S 
expense, the following types of insurance covering the CONTRACTOR, its employees 
and agents.

A. Broad form comprehensive general liability insurance covering 
personal injury, property damage, and bodily injury with automatic coverage for 
premises and operation and product liability. The policy must be endorsed with 
contractual liability coverage.

B. Automobile bodily injury and property damage liability insurance.
Insurance coverage shall be a minimum of $500,000 per occurrence. If

coverage is written with an aggregate limit, the aggregate limit shall not be less than 
$1,000,000. METRO, its elected officials, departments, employees, and agents shall 
be named as an ADDITIONAL INSURED. Notice of any material change or policy 
cancellation shall be provided to METRO thirty (30) days prior to the change.

This insurance as well as all workers' compensation coverage for 
compliance with ORS 656.017 must cover CONTRACTOR'S operations under this 
Contract, whether such operations be by CONTRACTOR or by any subcontractor or 
anyone directly or indirectly employed by either of them.

CONTRACTOR shall provide METRO with a certificate of insurance 
complying with this article and naming METRO as an insured within fifteen (15) days of 
execution of this Contract or twenty-four (24) hours before services under this Contract 
commence, whichever date is earlier..
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ARTICLE VII 
PUBLIC CONTRACTS

All applicable provisions of ORS chapters 187 and 279, and ail other 
terms and conditions necessary to be inserted into public contracts in the State of 
Oregon, are hereby incorporated as if such provision were a part of this Agreement, 
including, but not limited to, ORS 279.310 to 279.320. Specifically, it is a condition of 
this contract that Contractor and all employers working under this Agreement are 
subject employers that will comply with ORS 656.017 as required by 1989 Oregon 
Laws, Chapter 684.

ARTICLE VIII 
ATTORNEY'S FEES

In the event of any litigation concerning this Contract, the prevailing party 
shall be entitled to reasonable attorney's fees and court costs, including fees and costs 
on appeal to any appellate courts.

ARTICLE IX
QUALITY OF GOODS AND SERVICES

Unless otherwise specified, all materials shall be new and both 
workmanship and materials shall be of the highest quality. All workers and 
subcontractors shall be skilled in their trades.

CONTRACTOR guarantees all work against defects in material or 
workmanship for a period of one (1) year from the date of acceptance or final payment 
by METRO, whichever is later. All guarantees and warranties of goods furnished to 
CONTRACTOR or subcontractors by any manufacturer or supplier shall be deemed to 
run to the benefit of METRO.

ARTICLE X
OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS

All documents of any nature including, but not limited to, reports, 
drawings, works of art and photographs, produced by CONTRACTOR pursuant to this 
agreement are the property of METRO and it is agreed by the parties hereto that such 
documents are works made for hire. CONTRACTOR does hereby convey, transfer and 
grant to METRO all rights of reproduction and the copyright to all such documents.
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ARTICLE XI 
SUBCONTRACTORS

CONTRACTOR shall contact METRO prior to negotiating any 
subcontracts and CONTRACTOR shall obtain approval from METRO before entering 
into any subcontracts for the performance of any of the services and/or supply of any of 
the goods covered by this Contract.

METRO reserves the right to reasonably reject any subcontractor or 
supplier and no increase in the CONTRACTOR'S compensation shall result thereby. All 
subcontracts related to this Contract shall Include the terms and conditions of this 
agreement. CONTRACTOR shall be fully responsible for all of its subcontractors as 
provided In Article IV.

ARTICLE XII
RIGHT TO WITHHOLD PAYMENTS

METRO shall have the right to withhold from payments due 
CONTRACTOR such sums as necessary, in METRO'S sole opinion, to protect METRO 
against any loss, damage or claim which may result from CONTRACTOR'S 
performance or failure to perform under this agreement or the failure of CONTRACTOR 
to make proper payment to any suppliers or subcontractors.

If a liquidated damages provision is contained in the Scope of Work and if 
CONTRACTOR has, in METRO'S opinion, violated that provision, METRO shall have 
the right to withhold from payments due CONTRACTOR such sums as shall satisfy that 
provision. All sums withheld by METRO under this Article shall become the property of 
METRO and CONTRACTOR shall have no right to such sums to the extent that 
CONTRACTOR has breached this Contract.

ARTICLE XIII 
SAFETY

If services of any nature are to be performed pursuant to this agreement, 
CONTRACTOR shall take all necessary precautions for the safety of employees and 
others In the vicinity of the services being performed and shall comply with all 
applicable provisions of federal, state and local safety laws arid building codes. 
Including the acquisition of any required permits.

ARTICLE XIV
INTEGRATION OF CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

All of the provisions of any bidding documents including, but not limited to, 
the Advertisement for Bids, Request for Bids or Proposals, General and Special 
Instructions to Bidders, Proposal, Bid, Scope of Work, and Specifications which were 
utilized in conjunction with the bidding of this Contract are hereby expressly 
incorporated by reference. Otherwise, this Contract represents the entire and
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integrated agreement between METRO and CONTRACTOR and supersedes all prior 
negotiations, representations or agreements, either written or oral. This Contract may 
be amended only by written instrument signed by both METRO and CONTRACTOR. 
The law of the state of Oregon shall govern the construction and interpretation of this 
Contract.

ARTICLE XV 
ASSIGNMENT

CONTRACTOR shall not assign any rights or obligations under or arising 
from this Contract without prior written consent from METRO.

WASTE RECOVERY, INC. METRO

Signature Signature

Print name and title Print name and title

Date Date
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Metro Contract No. 904564

Attachment A

SCOPE OF WORK

1. Description of the Work.

(a) Contractor shall receive and recycle approximately 91,600 waste 
passenger and truck tires, and approximately 700 bundles of waste 
bicycle tires (ten tires per bundle) from Metro's solid waste transfer 
stations. It is estimated that 98% of the tires delivered to the Contractor 
will be passenger tires (90,500) and 1% will be truck tires (1,100).

(b) Metro shall be responsible for the hauling of all tires to the Contractor’s 
facility.'

(c) All tires that are on rims less than twenty-four (24) inches in diameter will 
be dismounted prior to delivery to Contractor’s site. Tires on larger rims 
will be delivered still on the rim.

(d) Contractor shall recycle all waste tires received from Metro. Tires may be 
shredded and used as road base material or sold as hog fuel, or recycled 
in some other manner consistent with Metro’s recycling policies.

(e) Under no circumstances shall any of the tires hauled from a Metro solid 
waste facility be landfilled or disposed of unlawfully by the Contractor.

2. Payment and Billing.

Metro shall compensate Contractor for recycling of waste tires as follows:

(a) Passenger tires off the rim: $0.52 per tire

(b) Truck tires off the rim: $3.50 per tire

(c) Bicycle tires:
Single tires: $0.10 per tire 
Bundle of 10 tires: $0.50 per bundle

Contractor shall perform the above work for a maximum price not to exceed 
FIFTY TWO THOUSAND AND NO/100 DOLLARS ($52,000.00).
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The maximum price includes all fees, costs and expenses of whatever 
nature. Each of Metro's payments to Contractor shall equal the percentage of 
the work Contractor accomplished during the billing period. Contractor's 
billing statements will include an itemized statement of work done and 
expenses incurred during the billing period, will not be submitted more 
frequently than once a month, and will be sent to Metro, Attention Regional 
Environmental Management Department. Metro will pay Contractor within 30 
days of receipt of an approved billing statement.

RBidk
s:\share\barMcontract\904564.pub 
ion 1/95 7:11 AM
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TRANSMITTAL SUMMARY
«00 NOKTHCAST CHANO AVINUC I rOKTlAHO. OKCGON •7i>] 27>« 

. m SOJ 7 9 7 1700 I »AX S0J.797 1719

To; Risk and Contracts Management 

Rom:

Metro

Date OCTOBER. 31 . 1995 Vendor WASTF RFnnVFRY ■ TNC

Division FNV T RDNMFNTAI 1 1 Bid 171 Contract PORTLAND OR. 97217

Name RAY BARKER ' □ RFP 1 1 Other Vendor no.

Title MANAGEMENT ASSISTANT Contract no.

Extension 1fi94
Purpose

RFFYni TNF OF UA9TF T T R-F9

Expense
I I Procurement | | Personal/professional services [~^ Services (L/M) | | Construction I IKSA

Revenue □ Contract 

I I Grant
r~] Other

Budget code(s)
531-310244-524190-75000

531-310254-524190-7.5000

This project is listed in the 
199 F -199F budget

HYos 

□ no
171 Typo A 

I I Type B

Price basis 

I X I Unit prices. NTE 

I I Per task 

I I Total/lump cum 

Payment required 

I I Lump sum 

nn Progress payments

Contract term 

I I Completion4 

I I Annual 

f~^ Multi-year44

BgefMRP 1 r 1995
Beginning date4

NOVEMBER. 1997
Ending date

Total commitment Onginal amount

Previous amendments 

This transaction 

Total

A. Amount of contract to be spent fiscal year 199 5 - 9 6

5 2, non, no.

52.000.00

52.000.00

14.850.00

B. Amount budgeted for contraelM TSf, PROF F R V T P F $ ^ 1,280,788.00

C. Uncommittad/discretionary funds remaining as of 10/31/9 5 $ 1,092,423.36

Approvals

Project manager Dirisiofwnanager Department director

Rscal Budget manager Risk

Legal
• Sm hflruaioni on rav«ra«. ~ n muW-year. atucti achadula o( «xp«ni»ur«s. — B A o< B ta 7Mt«f (fun C. and tXtwf me «em(») used, atudi expUrulkxVjjjsillcitlon.



Competitive quotes, bids or proposals

Submitted by $Amount M/W/DBE Foreign or Oregon contractor

Submitted by $Am6unt M/W/DBE Foreign or Oregon contractor

Submitted by $Amount M/W/DBE • Foreign or Oregon contractor

Comments SOLE - SOURCE NO OTHER VENDORS IN ORFRON 'ppni/TnF THT9 F R V T F F

Attachments | | Ad for bid 1 1 Plans and specifications 1 1 Bidders fist (M/W/DBEs included}

Instructions
1. Secure contract number from Risk and Contracts Management- Place number on the transnrAtal summary and all contract 
copies.

2. Complete transmittal summary form to the extent of project completion.

3. If contract Is: ..............A. Solo source, attach memo detailing justrficatton pursuant to ORS 279.
B Less than $2,500, attach memo detailing need for contract and contractor's capabilities, bids, etc.
C More than $2,500 but loss than $25,000, attach quotes, infonnal solicitations, evaluation fo^t etc, •
o' More than $25,000 attach RFP/RFB complete wHh summary, all required documents and all evaluation, utilization forms.

A. List and identify all subcontractors below. ,

5. Provide completed RFB/RFP packet to Risk and ConUacts Managenwnt.

SubconIrKlor/atppMr M/W/D6E oertided ttnocay

Address Type at wortr

Ctly/SUta/ZIP

Ptions' OoBeremourrt

Suboortrsdor/suppler MAV/D6E ceitMled

Address Type at woric

CSyMUe/ZIP

Ptwne Ooflar amount

Attach additional list(s) as necessary.

asiusG

Total utilization: $.

Total contract: $.

Percent utilization:
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7.3 Resolution No. 95*2232, For the Purpose of Endorsing the Oregon Department of Transportation I*5/Highway 217
Subarea Transportation Plan



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2232 FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
ENDORSING THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 1-5/ 
HIGHWAY 217 SUBAREA TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Date: October 27, 1995 Presented by: Andrew Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION

This resolution endorses the Oregon Department of Transportation 
(ODOT) I-5/Highway 217 Subarea Transportation Plan. With the 
endorsement, Metro Council and JPACT recognize the subarea trans­
portation plan.as providing recommendations for further analysis 
of the subarea transportation system and for inclusion of the 
I-5/Highway 217 interchange design Alternative B as part of the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update, Phase II.

TPAC has reviewed the I-5/Highway 217 Subarea Transportation Plan 
and recommends approval of Resolution No. 95-2232.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Interchange History

Over the past decade, a number of designs to improve the 1-5/ 
Highway 217 Interchange have been considered. A design developed 
in the early 1990's that relied on substantial reconstruction of 
the interchange and the use of a collector-distributor road 
system was abandoned in 1993. This design did not meet the needs 
of both regional and local traffic. A "down-scaled" design, 
referred to as the Phoenix Design, was suggested later in 1993. 
This design addressed the freeway-to-freeway movements, but some 
local traveling deficiencies remained and local access between 
Lake Oswego and Tigard was restricted. As a result, the Phoenix 
Design was not accepted as an effective solution by local juris­
dictions and businesses in the area. The I-5/Highway 217 Subarea 
Plan encompasses a larger project area than previously considered 
and recommends both system and interchange transportation proj­
ects. The plan's purpose is to identify solutions to the trans­
portation needs in the subarea that provide a reasonable and 
balanced system to accommodate local, regional, and statewide 
travel demand within and through the I-5/Highway 217 project 
area.

Subarea Transportation Plan

The subarea transportation plan recommendations are identified in 
Exhibit A. There are two major components to the recommenda­
tions, the interchange design alternative recommendation and the 
transportation system recommendation.



The recommended interchange design, referred to as Alternative B, 
was one of six major interchange design alternatives analyzed, 
and provides for full freeway-to-freeway movements without 
traffic signals. Alternative B also provides for all movements 
to/from Kruse Way and 72nd Avenue to/from Highway 217 and 1-5. 
Exhibit A describes the interchange recommendation in more 
detail.

The transportation system recommendation builds upon programmed 
and planned improvements in the I-5/Highway 217 subarea with a 
number of roadway widening projects recommended for further 
public review and analysis. Pedestrian and bicycle facility 
improvements, transportation demand management strategies and 
additional transit service planning are recommended in order for 
the interchange and subarea to function at an acceptable level. 
Exhibit A describes the transportation system recommendations in 
more detail.

•Process

The key steps in the planning process are described in Exhibit A. 
A Steering Group of 55 members and a Project Management Team made 
up of sponsoring jurisdictions identified issues, project 
alternatives and recommendations over a 10—month period. The six 
sponsoring jurisdictions include ODOT Region 1, Metro, Clackamas 
County, Washington County, the City of Lake Oswego and the City 
of Tigard.

Four Steering Group meetings were held to identify issues and 
evaluate existing conditions, define a range of plan alterna­
tives, define a preferred system plan, and make final plan 
recommendations. Three open house'public workshops were attended 
by an average of 200 persons per workshop. Four project news­
letters were published and distributed; an information hotline 
was used extensively by the public; and over 250 written comments 
were received from concerned citizens.

The I-5/Highway 217 Subarea Transportation Plan was completed in 
October 1995, with the Steering Group making a preferred alterna­
tive recommendation to the Project Management Team. At this step 
in the process, the plan is being forwarded to each of the spon­
soring jurisdictions for endorsement or adoption.

Key Findings

The I-5/Highway 217 Subarea Transportation Plan includes recom­
mendations for improvements at the interchange and on nearby 
regional and local roads. The subarea transportation plan was 
developed to be consistent with other regional planning efforts, 
including the Region 2040 Growth Concept and the Regional Trans­
portation Plan Update.

Interchange Recommendation. A number of preliminary interchange 
designs, including the 1993 Phoenix Design, were developed and



analyzed to identify operational benefits and weaknesses, costs, 
land acquisition constraints, safety concerns, and other issues. 
Two alternatives, the Phoenix Design and Interchange Alternative 
B, moved into a comprehensive technical analysisi

Both the Phoenix Interchange Alternative and Interchange Alterna­
tive B serve freeway traffic with free-flowing connections 
between 1-5 and Highway 217 without passing through traffic 
signals. However, the Phoenix Interchange eliminates local 
movements that currently exist between Kruse Way and 72nd Avenue 
and 72nd Avenue to 1-5 northbound, while Interchange Alternative 
B serves movements between Kruse Way and 72nd Avenue, and 72nd 
Avenue to 1-5 northbound by extending Kruse Way to the west to 
72nd Avenue.

Interchange Alternative B was identified as the preferred inter­
change. Other significant factors that went into the selection 
of Alternative B include maintenance of long-term acceptable 
operation, maintenance of the current Kruse Way structure over 
1-5, coordination with long-term plans for future widening of 
Highway 217, ability to construct in phases, and less right-of- 
way. acquisition.

Subarea Transportation System Recommendation. Seven combinations 
of improvements to the subarea transportation system were ana­
lyzed, including an alternative to make no improvements to the 
interchange and implement only those transportation system 
improvements that are already funded. The remaining alternatives 
included the Phoenix design and Interchange Alternative B design. 
With the recommended Interchange Alternative B design, the system 
alternatives included the following:

• Build the Alternative B Design and implement funded trans­
portation system improvements.

• Build the Alternative B Design and implement existing plans 
and policies for transportation improvements.

• Build the Alternative B Design, implement existing plans and 
policies for transportation improvements, and additional 
projects to improve transportation.

The recommended transportation system includes the Alternative B 
interchange, implementation of existing plans and policies, and 
additional projects subject to further review and analysis. 
Multi-modal road widening projects include Highway 99W, 72nd 
Avenue, Kruse Way, Bonita Road, Carman Drive and adding a 
crossing over Highway 217 from Hunziker Street to Dartmouth 
Street. Other system recommendations include further study of 
suburban transit service planning, improvements to bikeways and 
sidewalks at the interchange and on surface streets, and inclu­
sion of transportation demand management strategies.

Implementation. The Implementation section in Exhibit A 
describes further technical work as well as alternative funding 
strategies necessary to implement the preferred interchange



design and the transportation system improvements recommended in 
the plan. Existing programmed funds in the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) total $21.7 million. Interchange 
Alternative B can be constructed in two phases. The estimated 
cost of Phase 1 is $39.5 million, a shortfall of $17.8 million. 
The estimated cost of Phase II construction is $7.7 million.

TPAC, JPACT and Metro Council endorsement is the next step in the 
implementation process, prior to ODOT proceeding with final 1-5/ 
Highway 217 interchange design. The next steps toward implemen­
tation for ODOT include final design in late 1995, with construc­
tion scheduled for 1998. Right-of-way acquisition will occur in 
about one year. ODOT will continue to work with Metro to obtain 
any additional funds needed for Phase I construction. Also, the 
I-5/Highway 217 Subarea Transportation Plan system recommenda­
tions will be considered as part of the Regional Transportation 
Plan update in 1996.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 95- 
2232.



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENDORSING THE ) 
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA- ) 
TION 1-5/HIGHWAY 217 SUBAREA ) 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN )

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2232

Introduced by 
Councilor Rod Monroe, 
JPACT Chair

WHEREAS, The State of Oregon, acting by and through its 

Oregon Transportation Commission, has caused to be prepared and 

submitted to JPACT and the Metro Council a transportation plan 

for the I-5/Highway 217 Subarea for a resolution of support; and

WHEREAS, Said plan has been developed in collaboration with 

representatives of the cities and counties within the transporta­

tion subarea in consultation with key stakeholders and the public 

in the transportation subarea; and

WHEREAS, Said plan recommends two major components, the 

interchange design Alternative B and transportation system 

recommendation; and

WHEREAS, The I-5/Highway 217 Subarea Transportation Plan 

interchange and transportation system recommendations will guide 

development of local and' regional Transportation System Plans for 

the subarea; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That JPACT and the Metro Council:

1. Accept this Subarea Transportation Plan.

2. Direct,that the revised interchange design Alterna­

tive B be included in the RTP financially constrained network.

3. Urge adoption of interchange design Alternative B by the 

Oregon Transportation Commission.



4. Direct that the interagency consultation process to 

determine regional air quality conformity analysis be initiated.

5. Direct Metro staff to work with local governments and 

the public to develop the I-5/Highway 217 subarea local 

transportation system circulation plan element in coordination 

with local transportation system plans, the Waluga Triangle 

Study, the Tigard Triangle Study, and Phase II of the RTP Update, 

and to include a 2040 land use review.

6. Direct Metro staff to review transit system and 

transportation demand management recommendations in the I-

5/Highway 217 Subarea Transportation Plan for consistency with 

and/or inclusion in other ongoing transportation studies.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of

1995,

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

10-27-95 
95-2232.RES



Exhibit A

1-5 / Highway 217 Subarea 

Transportation Plan

Briefing Packet

October, 1995



1-5/Highway 217 Interchange Subarea Transportation Plan

Decision Process

Workshops

Steering Group
(Citizens, Businesses, Agencies)

Project Management | 
Team

(Jurisdictions)

Prelerred
SubwMPIan

Technical Working 
Groups

Lake Oswego' i Tigard I Clackamas
County

Washington i 
County 1

Metro 1

1 Adopt Into Regional
Adopt Into Transportation 1 Transportation Plan (RTP)/ ;

Plans/Capital Improvements 1 , State Transportation i
Program 1 Improvement Program ]

(STIP) 1



1-5/Highway 217 Interchange Subarea Transportation Plan

Participatory Planning Process

Issues
Workshop

- Idonlify 
Project 
Issues

- Develop 
Conceptual 
Approaches

• Establish 
Evaluation

• Factors

Public
Open Houses

2 months

Transportation
Systems
Workshop

Planning
Workshop

Interstate/ 
State System 
Multi-modal 
Elements

• Land Use
• Environmental
• Public Facilities

Economics 
Financing 
Policy

Regional/ 
Local System

- Refine 
Alternatives to 
Most Promising Set

- Conduct 
Quantitative 
Systems Analysis

Evaluation 
Workshop

• Present Quantitative 
Analysis on Most 
Promising Alternatives

• Identify Opportunities 
& Constraints

- Finalize Evaluation 
Process

Consensus
Workshop

Develop Broad Range of Alternatives 
Conduct Qualitative Analysis 
Identify Trade-offs & Bonofits 
Screen Alternatives

Compile 
Individual 
Reviews & 
Evaluations 
Develop 
Consensus 
Alternative

Preferred 1-5/ 
Highway 217 

Interchange Subarea 
Transportation Plan

Individual 
Review & 

Evaluations

4 months 4 months 2 months



1-5 / HIGHWAY 21 7 SUBAREA TRANSPORTATION PLAN

PROJECT GOAL:
(

Ul^0}area balanc^4'?ysiemo^^
acco

vAvsa.QQ^unpipyc
<V^\?SCS532V

OBJECTI.VES: (Not listed in order of priority)

Utwnstrat?.

1 Develop the I-5/Highway 217 
Subarea Transportation Plan in 
an open public forum where 
involvement of local governments, 

citizens, business and transportation users 
is actively solicited and respected.

3 Develop a transportation system 
plan that provides for safe and 
convenient alternative modes 
including transit, bicycling and 

walking.

4 Develop transportation improve­
ment strategies that support 
existing and future Compre-hen- 

sive Plan land uses, provide 
opportunities for continued economic 
development, and facilitate efficient move1 
ment of commerce throughout the area.

5 Ensure future transportation 
improvements support 
neighborhood livability by:

NEIGHBORHOOD SAFETY AND 
LIVABILITY ISSUES ARE IMPORTANT 
PLAN CONSIDERATIONS.

2Identify a transportation 
system hierarchy within 
the study area that:

A. Accommodates local, regional, 
and statewide access and circulation 
needs in a safe and efficient manner;
IJ. Reduces conflicts between various 
transportation modes and travel 
movements; and
C. Is compatible with and suppoiis 
existini; and liilure Comprehensive 
PLin land uses

A. Improving safety and opportunities 
for walking, bicycling, and access to 
u-ansit;
B. Supporting existing and planned 
land use patterns;
C. Minimizing transportation-related ’ 
environmental impacts; and
D. Incorporating aesthetic considera­
tions.

6 Ensure proposed transportation 
improvements are consistent with 
applicable local, regional, state 
;ind federal plans and adopted by 

im|ilementing regulatiotis, ineluding:
•A. The Comprehensive Plan ofk)cal 
liirisdictions;

It. .Metro 2040 Grovult Concept and

the Regional Transportation Plan;
C. The Oregon Transportation Plan; 
and
D. State and Federal environmental 
regulations.

THE EFFICIENT MOVEMENT OF GOODS 
AND COMMERCE THROUGH THE 
REGION IS VITAL TO ITS ECONOMY.

7 Develop a transportation
improvement program for the 
area that is cost-effective, 
identifies funding responsibilities, 

is attainable within reasonable 
funding expectations, and is prioritized 

,to identify near term solutions at the 
I-5/Highway 217 Interchange and 
throughout the subarea.



RECOMMENDED INTERCHANGE

This project team narrowed the conceptual interchange alternatives from six 
alternatives to three - Phoenix, Interchange B, and Interchange B-Modified. The 
Phoenix design remained under consideration because it was the design most 
recently proposed for development by ODOT. While this interchange has 
shortcomings, it does provide for the dominant freeway-to-freeway movements at a 
given financial cost.

After a number of technical sessions with ODOT design staff. Interchange 
Alternative B was identified as the preferred interchange. The Project Management 
Team and Steering Group concurred with this recommendation.

Relative to all interchange alternatives evaluated, the most significant factors that 
went into the selection of Alternative B as the preferred alternative were:

Maintains long-term acceptable operation of freeway-to-freeway 
movements.

• Maintains long-term operation of Interstate 5.
Restores the access between Kruse Way and 72nd Avenue that was 
eliminated with the Phoenix interchange design.
Can be constructed in phases if necessary.

• Maintains the current Kruse Way structure over 1-5.
Matches long-term plans for future widening improvements on 
Highway 217.

• Minimizes right-of-way requirements.

The following two figures illustrate the Recommended Interchange for the first and 
second phases. A digital image of what the completed interchange might look like 
is also included.
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1-5 / Highway 217 / Kruse Way

Comparison of Alternative B

with the

Phoenix Design



Alternative B Phase 1 Review

Pros: Improves long term acceptable operation for most freeway to freeway moves. 

Improves long term operation of I-5 mainline.

Alt. B Phase 1 may operate better and last longer than Phoenix.

No work on Kruse Way structure over I-5.

Cons:Phase 1 more expensive than Phoenix.

Requires 11’ travel lanes under the 72nd. structure.

Sight distance problems for fly-under / fly-over structures. Protective screening 
problems etc.

Sight distance problems for EB Kruse Way to see SB ramp terminal 
intersection.(structure, horizontal and vertical curve).

RAA/ acquisition required for one business, Western Family Food Offices.

Substandard lane and shoulder widths for Kruse Way on structure over I-5.

Closely spaced exit/exit on northbound I-5. May cause congestion and may be 
difficult to sign.

Requires dropping two auxiliary lanes consecutively on SB I-5 at the Carmen exit 
and under the structure.

Doesn't solve future problems at Bangy Intersection and 72nd. system 

Visual impacts of bridges and retaining wall.

B Phase 1 Cost Estimate

Phase Engineering $ Construction $ R/W$ Totals
(millions) (millions) (millions) (millions)

I $1.1 $36.2 $2.2 $39.5

Currently Programmed
. $.7 $14.6 $6.4 $21.7



B Phase 2 Alt. Review

Pros: Removes SB 217 to NB I-5 from Kruse and improves Kruse/Bangy
intersection operation.

Cons: Still doesn’t solve 72nd. Ave. system operation.

Additional visual impact of flyover from SB 217 to NB 1-5.

B Phase 2 Cost Estimate

Phase Engineering $ Construction $ R/W $ Totals
(millions) (millions) (millions) (millions)

1 $1.1 $36.2 $2.2 $39.5

II $0 $7.7 $0 $7.7
— — —

i&ii $1.1 $43.9 $2.2 $47.2

Currently Programmed
$.7 $14.6 $6.4 $21.7
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Phoenix Alternative Review

Pros:lmproves long term acceptable operation for most freeway to freeway 
moves.

Improves long term operation of 1-5 mainline.

Provides better long term alignment (shoulders on O’xing, better ramp alignment).

Least disruption of existing system during construction than other alternatives.

Less visual impact with no flyover structures and fewer retaining walls as 
compared to the other alternatives.

Fewer lanes on 1-5 between Kruse Way and Carmen both NB and SB.

New 1-5 overcrossing will meet seismic standards.

ConsiDoesn’t solve future problems at Bangy Intersection and 72nd. system

R/W acquisition of two businesses, Coiltron and Western Family Food Offices. 
(However, the design might be able to be refined to avoid impacting Coiltron).

Does not provide direct access to and from Kruse Way to 72nd. Access would 
need to be from Bonita Rd. or Carmen Dr. Also does not provide direct access 
from 72nd. to northbound 1-5; would need to use Haines 1C.

WB Kruse Way to SB 1-5 has unconventional left hand entrance onto SB 217 to SB 
I-5 ramp.

Requires rnerging 2 lanes of WB Kruse Way to 1 lane; and has a left hand entrance 
into 217.

Insufficient storage distance for ramp meter from westbound Kruse Way to 
southbound 1-5. (Unable to meter Kruse to 217 NB.)

More “throw away” costs associated with future 217 improvements.

Phoenix Cost Estimate

Engineering $ Construction $ R/W $ Total
(millions) (millions) (millions) (millions)

$.7 $20.3 $4.2 $25.2

Currently Programmed
$.7 $14.6 $6.4 $21.7
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RECOMMENDED TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

The following section presents the recommendations for the subarea transportation 
plan. These improvements would ensure that the interchange is accessible and 
separate traffic destined to the interchange from areas such as the Tigard Triangle and 
intra-subarea traffic.

The Steering Group members recognized that, given existing funding constraints, 
pursuit of the local system Improvements in this recommendation is ambitious. The 
Project Management Team and the Steering Group did concur that these 
recommendations make the most sense from an operations standpoint.

There are several elements of the recommendation that are necessary for the 
interchange to work as designed. Other elements may be desirable over the next 20 
years from a local transportation system perspective, while others stand a low chance 
of ever being implemented.

The recommended improvements are not meant to remedy all of the transportation 
problems within the subarea. The number of recently completed and proposed studies 
in the area, including Metro's 2040 Plan and Regional Transportation Plan, city and 
county transportation system plans, Tigard Triangle Update Study, and Waluga Triangle 
Land Use and Transportation Plan, attests to the need for coordination of 
improvements in this area. These studies and planning processes will be the basis for 
integrating the interchange needs with the other competing needs of the transportation 
system users of the subarea.

Based on the comments received, the recommended transportation system includes 
the Alternative B interchange, implementation of existing plans and policies (including 
bringing existing facilities up to adopted design standards) and the following 
improvements. These improvements are recommended for further public review and 
analysis in the local and regional transportation planning processes:

Highway 99W: 6 lanes (plus turn lanes at intersections) from 1-5 to south of Hwy. 217; 
72nd Avenue: 4 lanes (plus turn lanes at intersections) from Bonita to Hwy. 99 (Incl. 
diamond interchange and Hunziker/Hampton Flyover);
Bonita: 4 lanes (plus.turn lanes at intersections) from Hall to Bangy; 2 lanes (plus turn 
lanes at intersections) from Bangy to Carman;
Carman: 2 lanes (plus turn lanes at intersections) from I-5 to Kruse;
Dartmouth to Hunziker: 3 lane new crossing of Hwy. 217;
Dartmouth: 4 lanes (plus turn lanes at intersections) from 72nd to 68th;
Kruse: 6 lanes (plus turn lanes at intersections) from Bangy to Boones Ferry, 
developed in phases.



DISCUSSION OF IMPROVEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

Highway 99W: Widen to 6 lanes plus turn lanes, from 1-5 to south of Hwy. 217 - 
This is desirable from a traffic operations standpoint. However, the cost. In terms of 
right-of-way acquisition and loss of businesses, could make the project cost-prohibitive 
and politically unfeasible. Other solutions may be needed to reduce congestion in this 
corridor.

Recommendation: Retain under consideration, as it is part of existing adopted 
plans. Examine implementation strategies, including access management programs, 
creation of a transportation management association. Improved transportation system 
management/transportation demand management In Tigard and regional plans. This is 
consistent with the recommendations of the Tigard Triangle Update Study.

72nd Avenue: Widen to 4 lanes plus turn lanes from Bonita to Hwy. 99 (Incl. 
diampnd interchange and Hunziker/Hampton Flyover). Widening 72nd is necessary to 
accommodate the anticipated growth in the Tigard Triangle. The current interchange is 
inefficient, and the bridge will ultimately need replacement to accommodate five lanes 
(two,through lanes in each direction plus turning lanes for the interchange ramps). 
Bridge replacement will adversely impact the existing interchange ramps. The 
Hunziker/ Hampton flyover has shown some merit as a local transportation system 
Improvement, although there may be properties that would be rendered undevelopable.

Recommendation: Tigard should incorporate a 4/5-lane section for 72nd into their 
Transportation System Plan update. Tigard should also consider Incorporation of the 
flyover. This is in. agreement with the recommendations of the Tigard Triangle Update 
Study, completed this year.

Durham Rd: Widen to 5 lanes from Highway 99 to I-5. This action shows some 
merit as an improvement for accessing the Carman interchange. Recent street 
improvements in this area, along with development along the road, suggest that 
widening from three to five lanes is not likely.

Recommendation: Leave Durham Rd. as shown in existing plans and policies (3 
lanes).



Bonita: Widen to 4 lanes plus turn lanes at intersections from Hall to Bangy; 
reconstruct to standard 2 lanes plus turn lanes at intersections from Bangy to Carman;

Carman: Reconstruct to standard 2 lane cross-section plus turn lanes at 
intersections from 1-5 to Kruse. Widening Bonita west of 1-5 is needed to accommodate 
traffic from 72nd and growth in the southwest interchange quadrant. The improvements 
east of 1-5 are needed to maintain the system hierarchy of major collectors on the east 
side of 1-5. The congestion anticipated along Kmse Way In the 20-year horizon shows 
a need to accommodate non-freeway trips on the local arterial/collector network. 
Without these improvements, traffic may seek less congested paths through the 
neighborhoods. The improvement to Carman is consistent with the 1992 Lake Osweao 
Public Facilities plan.

Recommendation: Lake Oswego and Clackamas County should amend their 
transportation plans to include future development of Carman and Bonita to a major 
collector standard. Tigard should include widening Bonita to 4/5 lanes between Hall 
and Bangy.

Dartmouth to Hunziker: Construct a new 3 lane crossing of Hwy. 217;
Dartmouth: Widen to 4 lanes plus turn lanes from 72nd to 68th. The new crossing of 
Highway 217 provides some relief for Highway 99W. Widening Dartmouth would 
provide improved access to/from the Haines interchange, which could attract trips away 
from the subject interchange.

Recommendation: Tigard should consider including the new overcrossing as a 
local transportation system improvement. The widening should be considered by 
Tigard as a project to improve access to 1-5 and the Tigard Triangle. This 
recommendation is in agreement with the recommendations of the Tigard Triangle 
Update Study.

Kruse: Widen to 6 lanes from Bangy to Boones Ferry. This project is necessary to 
provide adequate access to the interchange and to provide for east-west circulation to 
keep arterial traffic off of the local street system. Because of the configuration of the 
various ramps and Kruse Way, the section of Kruse way between 1-5 and Westlake will 
need to be six lanes at the time the interchange is operational. Volume estimates, 
including turning movements into the neighborhoods to the north and business and 
neighborhoods to the south, show that six lanes will be needed along the entire 
segment to accommodate the 2015 demand.

Recommendation: Lake Oswego and Clackamas County should include widening 
Kruse Way to six lanes, initially between I-5 and Westlake, and ultimately to Boones 
Ferry in their Transportation System Plans. Creation of a transportation management 
association (TMA) in this area, as described in the Waluga Triangle Land Use and 
Transportation Plan and initial development studies, should be implemented.



OTHER SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS .

As with the roadway improvements, these system elements are believed to be needed 
in order for the interchange and subarea to function at an acceptable level.

Pedestrian and Bicycle: When existing surface streets are rehabilitated or 
upgraded, sidewalks and bicycle lanes appropriate to the street's functional 
classification should be constructed. Pathways and trails in the local jurisdiction plans 
should be Implemented as defined. While the Interchange Includes pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, there is a need to explore alternative systems on surface streets which 
may provide a lower cost and more effective routing for users.

Public Transportation: There is a need for Tri-Met to conduct a Southwest 
Subarea study which would quantify the changing commuter and social travel patterns 
of Southwest Portland, Tigard, Lake Oswego and unincorporated areas. Current transit 
system plans do not address the change from suburb-to-central city commute to 
suburb-to-suburb commute, and continue to focus on the central city. Current and 
planned development patterns. Including the 2040 concept, and other changes would 
be used to identify a system that may be more productive than that currently proposed.
The end result would be to develop a service plan to meet the local and regional 

needs of the study area as both an employment and residential base.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM): As part of regional and local 
transportation plans, transportation system management elements are being supported. 
These include use of alternate work hours, telecommuting, use of alternate modes of 
travel, and provision of worksite incentives and amenities to encourage use of travel 
modes other than single occupant vehicles; Within the study area, there are numerous 
opportunities for an array of TDM actions to be implemented which could result In a 
reduction of peak period vehicular demand on the road system.
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IMPLEMENTATION

There are three areas where further work is needed in order to make the transportation 
improvement plans a reality: technical, funding and strategy. A schematic diagram of 
the timing of these actions is presented after this discussion. The following is a 
summary of what steps are needed within each of these areas. The recommended 
strategy is to pursue a new gas tax or other state-based funding mechanistin (see 5A 
below).

TECHNICAL
1. Walt for TPAC/JPACT and Oregon Transportation Commission approval before

proceeding with final design (anticipated in November, 1995).
2. Get FHWA approval of design concept.
3. Conduct air quality "hot spot" analysis.
4. Reconfirm that a "Major Investment Study" is not needed.
5. Prepare Transportation Operations Tech Memo.
6. Prepare Drainage/Water Quality/Mitigation Plan.
7. Update right of way area and cost estimates.
8. Assure compliance with Metro Congestion Management System.
9. Confirm that a new EA or EIS is not needed.

These activities should be completed by the end of 1995. The primary responsibility 
lies with ODOT for their completion.

FUNDING

(STIP):
Existing Programmed funds in State Transportation Improvement Program

Engineering
ROW
Construction
TOTAL

700,000
6,400,000
14.600.000

$21,700,000

Phase 1 Alternative B: 
Engineering 
ROW
Construction
TOTAL

$1,100,000 (est.) 
2,200,000 
36.200.000

$39,500,000

Shortfall is about $17.8 million assuming that ROW surplus may be converted to 
construction dollars. It is about $22,000,000 if ROW surplus cannot be converted. The 
current ODOT information is that it cannot be converted.

Phase II Alternative B:
Construction 7,700,000 '

Total shortfall is about $29.7 million assuming ROW funds cannot be used for 
construction.



The concept of a large project Steering Group was identified to serve two purposes. 
The first was to gather as many ideas as possible and assure representation of key 
interest groups in the study area The second purpose was to gather a group of 
community leaders who can serve as project advocates as the solution identified by the 
Steering Group moves toward implementation.

JMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

1. ADOPT ALTERNATIVE B

A. TPAC/JPACT/Metro Council briefing on the selected alternative and funding 
implications, along .with Sunset Highway. I-5 to 99W Expressway, I-5 and other top 
priority projects in the region.

B. Presentation/approval from Oregon Transportation Commission of 
interchange plan and funding strategy (Steering Group members Invited to make 
presentation in support of project).

C. Develop documentation on why the selected alternative is appropriate: I-5 
traffic operations, cost-benefit, Region 2040 consistency, community support.

2. DEVELOP PROJECT COST AND REVENUE INFORMATION (ODOT Region 1 and 
statewide)

A. Develop documentation on revenue projections for 1999-2000; acknowledge 
that a new funding source (such as gas tax increase) Is needed and bonds can be 
issued against future revenue stream to keep project on schedule.

B. Develop documentation on the cost of high priority major projects (Sunset 
Highway, I-5 to 99W Expressway, I-5 and others). Money can not be spent on this 
interchange and ignore other needs.

3. DEVELOP INFORMATION FOR PUBLIC AND LEGISU\TURE

A. Provide letter and other materials to legislators on importance of various 
projects, costs, revenue projections and need for gas tax increase.

B. Develop public information/media releases on project, costs, revenues, et 
cetera, including information that there is no money elsewhere in the state to transfer to 
this project.

4. DEVELOP AND APPROVE LOCAL TSPs AND AMENDMENTS

A. Metro and local governments develop and adopt local TSPs, including 
approvals of interchange and subarea improvements.

B. Develop agreements with Lake Oswego, Tigard, Clackamas Co., 
Washington Co., and Metro regarding land use, transportation impacts et cetera in the 
study area.



C. Develop agreements to commit to a phasing program wherein the timing of 
ODOT freeway improvements are alternated with local improvements.

5. RECOMMENDED FUNDING STRATEGY -

A. Identify new statewide money sources (gas tax increases? other legislative 
package?). Possible use of bonding against this source to speed construction schedule.

6. CONSIDERED FUNDING STRATEGIES - Options included (in no particular order)

A.

B.

C.

D.

E.

F.

Delay or delete existing ODOT projects -
1. STIP may be over-programmed as it is; there may be a need to delete

projects just to balance the existing STIP;
2. Not many projects in the 1998-99 fiscal years to delay;
3. Difficult political decision.
Capture funds from any ODOT/Regional project programmed for 1996-98 
that are delayed or stopped for any reason - 
1. No such projects identified.
Tap into potential Regional Arterial Fund (Regional Gas Tax supported);
1. Uncertain regional support:
2. More appropriate to fund local improvements In study area. 
Phase/Delay Alternative B until funds are accumulated -
1. Final engineering, air quality, environmental, et cetera in the next two 
years;
2. Right of way in FY '98-99;
3. Construction after 2000.
Identify other new money sources -
1. Cities or Counties?
2. Federal (ISTEA reauthorization?)
3. Bonding against same source of funds as above?
Creative funding sources -
1. Congestion pricing;
2. Tolling:
3. Public-private partnerships.



-5/Highway 217 Interchange Implementation Schedule

TASK or ACTION OCT. '95 NOV. ’95 DEC. ’95

FECHNICAL ACTIVITIES
Air Quality Review

Environmental Confirmation
Drainage HRFHWA Approval

Engineering Plans - , <
Right-Of-Wav Acguisition

POLICY ACTIONS
nterchange Specific

1st Third ’96 2nd Third *96 3rd Third ’96 JAN. '97

(5'/>
/ ’

Steering Group Endorsement
TPAC/JPACT Endorsement

OTC Endorsement
Subarea Transportation Plan

Incorporate Into Local TSPs
FUNDING STRATEGY

Develop Strategy
Regional Arterial Fund Vote

Implement Strategy
LEGISLATIVE SESSION
STEERING GROUP/CITIZEN ACTIONS

OTC
Letter/Speaking Campaign
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STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 95-624 FOR TFIE PURPOSE OF 
ADOPTING THE REGIONAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATE; October 30, 1995

Introduction

Presented by; Mike Burton 
Bern Shanks

The Executive Officer reconunends adoption of the 1995-2005 Regional Solid Waste 
M^agement Plan (RSWMP) through adoption of Ordinance No. 95-624. Adoption of the 1995- 
2005 RSWMP represents a revision of the RSWMP adopted by Council in 1988 and is intended 
to replace that Plan. In 1994, the Council directed staff to update the RSWMP and to address 
waste reduction and disposal needs for the next ten years. This Plan accomplishes that task.

The Plan’s recommendations were initially developed by Metro’s Solid Waste Advisory 
Committee (SWAC). SWAC and Metro staff conducted an extensive public review process, after 
which SWAC made adjustments to its recommendations. See Attachment 1, “Public Information 
Program, Meetings and Comments Summary,” for a report of the public process. The draft 
RSWMP was then forwarded to the Executive Officer. The Executive Officer accepted SWAC’s 
recommendations. He did, however, amend Goal 7 (page 5-7, Chapter 5) to increase the level of 
recycling and recovery the region would accomplish. This final draft reflects the Executive 
Officer’s recommendations.

The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has responsibility to review and 
approve Metro’s adopted RSWMP. DEQ representatives have reviewed the draft RSWMP and 
have determined the Plan will meet or exceed DEQ’s requirements for approval.

Organization of the Plan

• Background Information 
Section 1, Chapters 1-4

The first section includes four chapters that provide background information on the regional 
solid waste system and the issues addressed in the new RSWMP. Chapter 4, Key Solid Waste 

. Planning Issues, provides a background to recommendations in the key areas of waste 
reduction, transfer stations/recovery facilities, and the need for revenue stability and equity in 
the solid waste financing system. The intent is to update this information on a regular basis to 
ensure the Plan remains relevant to policy discussions.



• Management Plan 
Section 2, Chapters 5-9

The second section of the Plan contains five chapters and covers the RSWMP’s goals, 
objectives, recommendations and implementation. Staff would like to stress the importance of 
the process by which the Plan was developed, and the process by which it will be implemented 
and monitored. The involvement of local governments, the private sector and the general public 
was critical in formulating the Plan. Chapter 6 describes this process in detail. Chapter 7, pages 
7-2 and 7-3, summarize how the recommended practices were developed. The implementation, 
monitoring and revision program contained in the Plan is intended to ensure that the Plan’s 
goals and objectives are achieved.

• Appendices and Glossaries 
Section 3

Because the Plan utilizes many unfamiliar terms and relies on technical studies, this third 
section is provided to assist the reader.

Summary of Plan Recommendations

• Recommended Goals and Objectives

While the goals and objectives are generally consistent in intent, tone, and language with 
existing RSWMP policies, they are designed to reflect more accurately the needs of the next 
ten years. The goals emphasize Metro’s commitment to the waste management hierarchy 
(reduce, reuse, recycle and recover before landfilling), the importance of public education in 
promoting waste reduction, and the need to consider costs and benefits in developing solid 
waste management practices.

Most of the goals and objectives presented in Chapter 5 were developed in cooperative 
discussions with the Solid Waste Advisory Committee. Some objectives were added to 
SWAC’s recommendations as a result of Metro legal counsel and DEQ review. Goal 7 (page 
5-7), a statement of the region’s waste reduction goals, was amended by the Executive Officer 
to state that a 50% regional recycling goal will be met or exceeded by the year 2005, and that 
a year 2000 interim recovery goal of 52% will be met.

• Recommended Solid Waste Management Practices

The Plan includes recommended practices for waste reduction and disposal services for each 
sector of the solid waste stream: residential, business, and building industries (construction 
and demolition). The recommendations also address regulatory issues. In recognition of its 
importance, a separate chapter is devoted to financing recommendations for Metro’s solid 
waste management system. The recommended practices were developed in cooperative 
discussions with SWAC.



Major recommendations in the Plan are;

• Build no new transfer stations.

Recommended waste reduction practices (including processing facilities) are designed to 
compensate for future growth.

• Emphasize the waste reduction hierarchy.

A major new regional effort in waste prevention and resource conservation is needed. The 
previous plan focused on residential recycling and significant amounts of post-collection 
recovery.

• Target the business sector for major new recycling efforts.

Both local governments and Metro will place significantly more focus on improving 
recycling services to businesses.

• Expand and improve existing programs in the residential sector.

These include the home composting program, waste prevention efforts, and both the 
single-family and multi-family curbside recycling systems.

• Restructure Metro’s rates.

The Plan reiterates previous recommendations made to Metro Council that new methods 
of financing be explored. These new methods include System Benefit Charges, Generator 
Charges, and Special Disposal Fees on specific products or groups of products (for 
example, an Advance Disposal Fee on hazardous household products). The Plan 
recommends financial objectives: rate equity, incentives aligned with waste management 
policies, and revenue stability, adequacy and neutrality.

• Implement Advance Disposal Fees.

Specifically recommended for further study is a Special Disposal Fee in the form of an 
Advance Disposal Fee to assist in funding household hazardous waste management 
services.



Impacts of the new Plan

The Plan is designed to build upon the strengths of existing waste reduction efforts.
Implementation of the Plan is expected to have several important impacts:

• Requirements that Metro play a strong role to provide technical assistance and coordinate the 
development of solid waste plans, policies and services in the region.

• Significant advances in business recycling and organics processing. Regional cooperation will 
be critical to achieving these advances.

• Strong emphasis on education and regional media promotion to meet waste reduction and 
recycling goals. While staff is confident these can be very effective, the Plan specifically calls 
for development of long-term funding for such efforts and to evaluate their effectiveness.

• Reliance on local governments to continue to improve and expand both their residential and 
commercial programs. The FY 1996-97 Metro and local government work plans are being 
developed to be consistent with the Plan.

• No significant public investment in capital intensive facilities. However, the Plan does 
envision private investment in dry waste processing and organics processing facilities in order 
to reach the year 2005 recycling goals.

• Staffing and funding programs at or above current levels by both Metro and local . 
governments to achieve the Plan’s goals. The implementation process outlined in the Plan is 
designed to promote the development of the most efficient and effective programs.

Other Issues

Organics Recovery

In order to reach or exceed the region’s ambitious recycling goal by the year 2005, the Plan 
recommends a phased approach to recover organics, first from businesses and then from 
residences. The Plan also recommends development of organics processing capacity. A 
request for proposals for an organic waste recovery demonstration project consistent with the 
Plan’s long-term recommendations is currently before the Council Regional Environmental 
Management Committee.



Plan Implementation and Revision

The Plan is intended to be a “living” plan and subject to changes and revisions as the solid 
waste system changes. For example, the Plan recognizes that decisions on franchising or 
licensing facilities (e.g., a reload facility) can depend on the successful implementation of 
waste reduction efforts or the accuracy of growth forecasts.

Metro revenue and regulatory system revisions

The Plan makes reference at several points to expected major changes to Metro’s long-term 
financing and regulatory system. These include a revision to the rate structure and regulatory 
systems for yard debris and organics facilities. Future revisions to Metro Code that are brought 
before Council will be developed in coordination with the Plan.

“Vertical Integration”

Historically there have been two main “vertical integration” issues Metro policy makers have 
considered;

1. Ownership by a business of two or more major disposal system components — e.g., 
hauling routes, transfer stations, and landfills.

The existing RSWMP makes a general reference to the effect that this issue should be a 
factor in solid waste decision making. The Executive Officer recommends that these 
issues should continue to be considered on a case by case basis in making major decisions 
about the solid waste system. Objective 4.6 (page 5-5) has been added as an amendment 
to Goal 4 to accomplish this.

2. Permitting Metro franchised facilities {e.g, dry waste processing facilities) to accept waste 
from other than their own trucks.

Currently Metro Code only allows this to occur through an exemption. The draft Plan 
states that the Council should consider whether the code needs to be revised to allow this 
outright. Staff will soon propose an ordinance and staff report for Executive Officer and 
Council consideration.

Reload Facilities

The Plan calls for no new transfer stations. The Plan allows reload facilities on a case-by-case 
basis to improve service in outlying areas or if existing transfer stations had capacity problems.



Final Development of Plan

There are several solid waste management areas in which long-term recommendations have not 
yet been fiilly developed and integrated into the Plan. These are;

Household hazardous waste (completion of recommended practices)
Disaster debris management 
Illegal dumping
Local government land use facility siting policies

Staffs work to incorporate these elements into the final RSWMP is expected to be completed 
during fiscal year 1995-96.

Planning Requirements Fuifilled by the Plan

The Plan is intended to satisfy both functional planning requirements and state laws and regulation 
that require Metro to submit a waste reduction plan.

Objective 6.4 (page 5-6) as recommended by SWAC has been amended upon the advice of Metro 
counsel to ensure that the Plan enables Metro to exercise its functional planning authority.

DEQ representatives have participated in the development of the Plan both in SWAC meetings (as a 
non-voting member) and on SWAC’s Planning Subcommittee. DEQ has reviewed the draft 
RSWMP and has determined the Plan will meet or exceed its requirements for approval. DEQ 
reserves formal, final approval for after review of the adopted RSWMP.

Financial Impact

Adoption of the Plan will have no direct financial impact on the Department’s FY 1995-96 
budget. The current budget was developed at the same time as the Plan was being drafted.
During that process, an effort was made to insure that the budget, including long-term fiscal 
plans, would reflect probable Plan directives. The Plan, for example, directs Metro to continue to 
perform waste generator studies and monitor the performance of the Plan. The current year’s 
budget includes funds for such efforts.

Executive Officer

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of the new Regional Solid Waste Management Plan 
through adoption of Metro Ordinance No. 95-624.



Attachments and Exhibits: *
Exhibit A Executive Officer’s Recommended Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, 

Final Draft, October 1995
Attachment 1 Public Information Program, Meetings and Comments Summary,

Final Report, October 20, 1995

* These two documents were delivered to all Metro Councilors under separate cover the week of October 30, 1995.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING 
THE REGIONAL SOLID WASTE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN

ORDINANCE NO. 95-624

Introduced by Mike Burton, 
Executive Officer

WHEREAS, Metro Ordinance No. 88-266B adopted the Regional Solid Waste 

Management Plan as a functional plan under ORS 268.390; and

• WHEREAS, There is a need for a new Regional Solid Waste Management Plan 

because 1) the Metro Council requested a revision of the waste reduction and facilities Chapters 

of the Plan, 2) the Plan as adopted and amended called for a major review every five years and 

3) major changes have occurred in the regional solid waste system that need to be addressed; and 

WHEREAS, The ordinance was submitted to the Executive Officer for 

consideration and was forwarded to the Council for approval; now therefore,

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS;

1. The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan as shown in Exhibit A to this ordinance is 

adopted as a functional plan under ORS 268.390 and containing the Waste Reduction Program 

required under ORS 459.055.

2. That Ordinance 88-266B adopting a Regional Solid Waste Management Plan and the 

following amendments 89-315 (Waste Reduction Chapter), 90-359 (Plan Development and 

Amendment Chapter), 90-356 (Special Waste Chapter), 91-377 (Yard Debris Plan), 91-393A 

(Local Government Facility Siting Standards), 91-406A (Illegal Dumping Chapter), 91-416 

(Metro West Transfer and Material Recovery System Chapter), 92-456 (Household Hazardous 

Waste Chapter) are hereby rescinded.



ADOPTED by the Metro Council this_____ day of 1995.

S:SHARE\P&TS\96PLAN\ORD624.RPT

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

ATTEST: Approved as to Form:

Recording Secretary . Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel
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8.2 Ordinance No. 95-621-A, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Code Chapter 5.01 to Establish Licensing Standards for
Yard Debris Processing and Yard Debris Reload Facilities



STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 95-621A FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF AMENDING METRO CODE CHAPTER 5.01 TO ESTABLISH 
LICENSING STANDARDS FOR YARD DEBRIS PROCESSING AND YARD 
DEBRIS RELOAD FACILITIES.

November 22, 1995 Presented by Bill Metzler

Proposed Action

Adoption of Ordinance No. 95-621A to amend Metro Code Chapter 5.01 to establish licensing 
standards for yard debris processing and yard debris reload facilities.

Purpose

Ordinance No. 95-621A is the result of a collaborative effort between Metro, local governments, 
yard debris processors and the DEQ. The licensing standards program is a framework for 
problem identification and resolution. Metro will:

1. Establish licensing standards that can be implemented on a regional level to help ensure the 
stability of the regional yard debris recycling system.

2. Assist local governments to manage the impacts yard debris processing facilities through a 
regional licensing program. ‘

3. Minimize the potential for nuisance complaints. Increase the confidence that citizens and local 
governments have in yard debris processing facilities. Continued growth and greater 
development densities on surrounding land will lead to more public scrutiny and objections to 
these facilities.

Recommended Program Elements 

Metro

• Implement a licensing program for new and existing yard debris processing and yard debris 
reload facilities.

Work with processors, local governments and the DEQ to ensure a coordinated program 
where information and technical assistance is shared in a cooperative problem solving manner. 
Technical assistance may include teams consisting of local government and Metro staff (e.g..



land use and solid waste planners), DEQ, and others with special expertise to address facility 
concerns.

Local Governments

• Amend zoning ordinances and development codes, as needed, to include clear and objective 
facility siting standards that do not effectively prohibit them.

• Amend zoning ordinances and development codes so that they include a condition of approval 
for obtaining a Metro license.

• Amend collection franchises requiring yard debris collected through curbside programs be 
delivered to licensed facilities.

Processors

• Apply for a Metro license, make use of available technical assistance (if needed), and' comply 
with licensing standards.

• Participate in program evaluation to ensure that the licensing program is effective.

Factual Background and Analysis

On September 20, 1995, the Metro Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) unanimously 
approved the Licensing Standards for Yard Debris Processing and Yard Debris Reload Facilities 
(Attachment A), and voted to forward them to Council for consideration.

Yard debris recycling rates in the Metro region increased from 23% in 1987 to 70% in 1994 
(115,000 tons). The tremendous success of yard debris recycling programs has created many 
opportunities as well as problems for the region. Nuisance impacts (e.g., odor, dust, noise) 
associated with these facilities have been exacerbated, causing heightened public awareness and 
concern. This has resulted in: 1) facilities being labeled as NIMBY’s (not in my backyard) and 
lulu’s (locally unwanted land uses), and 2) local government land use decisions that essentially 
prohibit the siting of these facilities, which are greatly needed and provide a valuable product and 
service to both the region and the individual communities they serve..

In 1994, at the request of Clackamas County, Metro convened a regional discussion group to 
discuss yard debris processing facilities, their associated impacts, and how Metro can help the 
region to solve these problems - before they get any worse. The regional discussion group 
consists of yard debris processors, local governments, haulers and the DEQ. The Licensing 
Standards for Yard Debris Processing and Reload Facilities and the licensing program proposal 
were developed with the assistance and guidance of this regional discussion group. Great 
emphasis was placed on solutions that would be effective as well as acceptable to the yard debris 
processing industry (see Attachments B and C for additional background and program



information). All of the provisions contained in the Licensing Standards for Yard Debris 
Processing and Reload Facilities have been codified and are embodied in the proposed 
amendments to Metro Code Chapter 5.01.

Proposed Amendments to Metro Code Chapter 5.01

ORS Chapter 268 grants Metro the authority to license resource recovery sites or facilities. The 
proposed Code amendments establish licensing program standards for facilities that process and 
reload yard debris in the District. The regulations applying to yard debris facilities has been set 
out in great detail in the code. The code amendments related to the licensing, of yard debris 
facilities establish clear and concise standards for a smoother administrative process. Facility 
operators will know, up front, what the licensing requirements are. A standard licensing 
application form (Attachment D), will be used in the process to help assess compliance with the 
licensing requirements.

Provisions are included for a local government that owns or operates a yard debris facility to 
administer and enforce facility standards through an intergovernmental agreement with Metro 
(Section 5.01.240 (b). Public facilities should be accountable to residents in their communities 
through local elected officials.

There are two general categories of proposed Code amendments:

1. General licensing provisions. Adds language to the Code to define and include facility 
licensing. Includes amendments that set forth standard regulatory provisions that are (in most 
cases) not unique to yard debris facilities. These amendments are inserted within the existing 
franchise code language. Examples of this category are found in the amendments proposed 
for the following:

5.01.010 - Definitions through
5.01.180 - Enforcement of Franchise or License Provisions: Appeal

2. Licensing provisions specific to yard debris facilities. These include amendments that set forth 
provisions specifically applicable to the licensing of yard debris processing and reload 
facilities. These amendments are detailed and unique to the licensing of yard debris facilities. 
Examples of this category are found in the amendments proposed for the following:

Section 9 - Additional Provisions Relating to the Licensing of Yard Debris Processing
and Yard Debris Reload Facilities:

5.01.230 - Scope of Yard Debris Facility Regulations through 
5.01.380 General Conditions Relating to Yard Debris Facility Licensees



Budget Impacts

There will be a slight increase in revenues from the annual licensing fee paid by the licensee of 
$300 per year. There are currently 16 yard debris processors in the Metro region.. The licensing 
program will bring in approximately $4,800 in revenues annually.

During the initial implementation phase, Metro will retain a consultant to assist staff with facility 
operational issues that may require highly specialized expertise. This initial consultant contract is 
estimated at no more than $7,000. After the initial facility licensing phase, the consultant will be 
retained for special circumstances (if required), this contract is estimated at no more than $2,000 
per year.

The annual licensing fee paid by the processors (which is similar to a franchise fee) will help 
defray some of the costs of the licensing program. Annual licensing fees are set by the Metro 
Council. However, the regional discussion group recommends that the fees be no more than $300 
per year. Keeping fees low is part of Metro’s effort to help maintain the competitive viability of 
in-district facilities.

Executive Officer’s Recommendation

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Ordinance No. 95-621A.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING METRO ) 
CODE CHAPTER 5.01 TO ESTABLISH )
LICENSING STANDARDS FOR YARD )
DEBRIS PROCESSING AND RELOAD )
FACILITIES )

ORDINANCE NO. 95-621A

Introduced by Mike Burton 
Executive Officer

WHEREAS, The Metro region has limited land and resources for the disposal of solid

waste.

WHEREAS, It is the responsibility of Metro to provide and protect such resources and 

to do so requires that Metro franchise, license, or permit disposal sites, transfer stations, 

processing facilities and resource recovery facilities.

WHEREAS, To protect the health, safety, and welfare of Metro residents, the Council 

declares it to be the public policy of Metro and purpose of this Ordinance to establish a licensing 

program for facilities that process and reload yard debris in the Metro region in order to:

(a) Establish standards that are implementable on a regional level to help ensure the 

stability of the regional yard debris recycling system;

(b) Assist local governments in managing the impacts of yard debris processing 

facilities through a licensing program that is responsive to the risks and benefits associated with 

these facilities.

(c) Increase the confidence that citizens and local governments have in yard debris 

processing facilities by minimizing the potential for nuisance complaints and alleviating negative 

public perception of these facilities.
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WHEREAS, this Ordinance will establish standards for yard debris processing and reload 

facilities operating in the District through a regional licensing program, including problem 

resolution through intergovernmental cooperation, technical assistance, and enforcement 

measures; now, therefore,

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. • Metro Code Chapter 5.01, "Disposal Site Franchising," is renamed "Solid

Waste Facility Regulation."

Section 2. Metro Code Section 5.01.010 is amended to read:

5.01.010 Definitions

For the purposes of this chapter unless the context requires otherwise the following terms shall 

have the meaning indicated:

(a) "Certificate" means a written certificate issued by or a written agreement with the 

District dated prior to the effective date of this chapter.

(b) "Code" means the [Code-of the Metropolitan Service-District]-Metro Code.

(c) "Compost* means the stabilized and sanitized product of composting^ which has 

vmd^one an initial t^id stage of decomposition and Is in die process of humification (curing) ; 

and which :diootd be suitable for plant growth,

' "Composting" means the biological treatment process by which microorganisms 

the ommic fraction of die waste, producing compost.

"Council" [has the same-meaning os-in-Code Seetion4-:OL€40] means the

HehroCbnhcil.
^MW.VWVWiVVW.r.^if.v.
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"DEQ" means the Department of Environmental Quality of the State of

Oregon.

"Disposal Site" means the land and facilities used for the disposal of solid 

wastes whether or not open to the public, biit does not include transfer stations or processing 

facilities.

"District" has the same meaning as in Code Section 1.01.040. 

"Exclusive Franchise" means a franchise (or franchises) which entitles the 

holder to the sole right to operate in a specified geographical area or in some specified manner.

f(h)3||| "Executive Officer" means the Metro Executive Officer [of—the 

Metropolitan Service-Di9triet]or the Executive Officer’s designee.

"Franchise" means the authority given by the Council to operate a disposal 

site, a processing facility, a transfer station or a resource recovery facility.

"Franchisee" means the person to whom a franchise is granted by the District 

under this chapter.

"Franchise Fee" means the fee charged by the District to the franchisee 

for the administration of the Franchise.

(n) "Hazardous waste" im the meaning provided In OR$ 466.005,

(o) " "Mixed solid waste" means solid waste containing a variety of waste material, 

some of wMcIi may dt may or may not be considered recyclable.

"Person" has the same meaning as in Code Section 1.01.040.

"Petroleum Contaminated Soil" means soil into which hydrocarbons.

including gasoline, diesel fuel, bunker oil or other petroleum products have been released. Soil
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that is contaminated with petroleum products but also contaminated with a hazardous waste as 

defined in ORS 466.00S, or a radioactive waste as defined in ORS 469.300, is not included in 

the term.

wKvviwtv.v.v.'.'Mi'K'IwK^Mw
or "Processed" means a method or system of

altering the form, condition or content of solid wastes, including but not limited to composting, 

shredding, milling, or pulverizing, but excluding compaction. A$ toykd <^m. teiras

»dM%}^th,n^^amcal::andfeiolpgi<^:.m (aerobic and anaerobic

methods), fermentation, and vermicon^sdng (of only yard debris).

t(o)3-||J "Processing Facility" means a place or piece of equipment where or by 

which solid wastes are processed. This definition does not include commercial and home 

garbage disposal units, which are used to process food wastes and are part of the sewage system, 

hospital incinerations, crematoriums, paper shredders in commercial establishments, or 

equipment used by a recycling drop center.

"Rate" means the amount approved by the District and charged by the 

franchisee, excluding the User Fee and Franchise Fee.

"Recycling Drop Center" means a facility that receives and temporarily 

stores multiple source separated recyclable materials, including but not limited to glass, scrap 

paper, corrugated paper, newspaper, tin cans, aluminum, plastic and oil, which materials will 

be transported or sold to third parties for reuse or resale.

Page 4 - Ordinance No. 95-621A



"Resource Recovery Facility" means an area, building, equipment, process 

or combination thereof where or by which useful material or energy resources are obtained from 

solid waste.

"Solid Waste Collection Service" means the collection and transportation 

of solid wastes but does not include that part of a business licensed under ORS 481.345.

"Solid Waste" means all putrescible and nonputrescible wastes, including 

without limitation, garbage, rubbish, refuse, ashes, waste paper and cardboard; discarded or 

abandoned vehicles or parts thereof; sewage sludge, septic tank and cesspool pumpings or other 

sludge; commercial, industrial, demolition and construction waste; discarded home and industrial 

appliances; asphalt, broken concrete and bricks; manure, vegetable or animal solid and semi­

solid wastes, dead animals, infectious waste as defined in ORS 459.387, petroleum-contaminated 

soils and other wastes; but the term does not include:

(1) Hazardous wastes as defined in ORS 466.005;

(2) Radioactive wastes as defined in ORS 469.300;

(3) Materials used for fertilizer or for other productive purposes or which are 

salvageable as such or materials which are used on land in agricultural 

operations and the growing or harvesting or crops and the raising of fowls 

or animals; or

(4) Explosives.

"Solid Waste Management Plan" means the Regional Solid Waste

Management Plan.
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"Transfer Station" means a fixed or mobile facilities including but not 

limited to drop boxes and gondola cars normally used as an adjunct of a solid waste collection 

and disposal system or resource recovery system, between a collection route and a processing 

facility or a disposal site. This definition does not include solid waste collection vehicles.

"User Fee" means a user fee established by the District under ORS

268.515.

"Waste" means any material considered to be useless, unwanted or 

discarded by the person who last used the material for its intended and original purpose.

^cc) "Yard Debris*tmeans vegetaUveand woody material generated from residential 

prop^ o^ &om commercial l^scaping activities. "Yard Debris" includes landscape waste, 

leav^, hedge trimmings, stumps and other similar vegetative waste, but does 

not iaclude demolition debris, j«inted or treated wood.

(dd ) "Yard Debris Facilities1’ means Y^d Debris Processing Facilities and Yard Debris 

leload Fadli'll

(ee) "Yard Debris Reload Facility" means an operation or facility that receives yard 

debris for temporary storage, awaiting transport to a processing facility.

Section 2. Metro Code Section 5.01.020 is amended to read:

5.01.020 Findings and Purposes

(a) The council rinds that the district has limited land and resources for the disposal 

of solid waste. It is the responsibility of the Council to provide and protect such resources and 

to do so requires that the Council franchise or license disposal sites, transfer stations, processing 

facilities and resource recovery facilities.
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(b) * To protect the health, safety and welfare of the district’s residents, the council 

declares it to be the public policy of the district and the purpose of this chapter to establish fen 

exclusive franehise]! system for regulatihE facilities for the disposal and processing of solid 

waste in the District [under-the- authority granted- to the- Council- by- ORS-€hQpter-268]in order 

to:

Provide a coordinated regional disposal and resource recovery program(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

and solid waste management plan in cooperation with federal, state and 

local agencies to benefit all citizens of the district.

Provide, as necessary, standards for the location, geographical zones and 

total number of disposal sites, processing facilities, transfer stations and 

resource recovery facilities to best serve the citizens of the district. 

Ensure that rates are just, fair, reasonable and adequate to provide 

necessary public service.

Prohibit rate preferences and other discriminatory practices.

Ensure sufficient flow of solid waste to district’s resource recovery 

facilities.

Maximize the efficiency of the [District’slRegional Solid Waste 

Management Plan.

Provide for cooperation between cities and counties in the district with 

respect to regional franchising and licensing of solid waste disposal sites, 

processing facilities, transfer stations and resource recovery facilities.
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(8) Reduce the volume of waste that would otherwise be disposed of in a 

landfill through source reduction, recycling, reuse and resource recovery.

Section 3. Metro Code Section S.01.030 is amended to read:

5.01.030 Prohibited Activities

Except as provided in this chapter, it shall be unlawful:.

(a) For any person to establish, operate, maintain or expand a disposal site, 

processing facility, transfer station or resource recovery facility unless such person is a 

franchisee or llcen^'as requited by this Chapter, or Is otherwise exempted by Section 5.01.040 

[of this-chapter}.

(b) For a franchisee or licensee to receive, process or dispose of any solid waste not 

specified in the franchise or license agreement.

(c) For any person to take, transport or dispose of solid waste at any place other than 

a disposal site, processing facility, transfer station or resource recovery facility operated by a 

franchisee or licensee or exempted by Section 5.01.040 [of thi9-chapter]except by written 

authority of Ae Council.

(d) For a franchisee to charge any rate not established by the council or executive 

officer under this chapter.

Section 4. Metro Code section 5.01.040 is amended to read:

5.01.040 Exemptions

(a) The following are exempt from the provisions of this chapter govennng

"X'X,w,:wx,:,x^x<,:*X’X,x,x*

Page 8 - Ordinance No. 95-621A



(1) Municipal and industrial sewage treatment plants accepting sewage, 

sludge, septic tank and cesspool pumpings or other sludge.

(2) Disposal sites, processing facilities, transfer stations, or resource recovery 

facilities owned or operated by the district.

(3) . Recycling drop centers.

(4) Disposal sites receiving only clean, uncontaminated earth, rock, sand, soil 

and stone, hardened concrete, hardened asphaltic-concrete, brick and other 

similar materials, provided that such clean, uncontaminated materials 

include only those materials whose physical and chemical properties are 

such that portions of these materials when subjected to moderate climatical 

fluctuations in heat, exposure to moisture or water, abrasion from normal 

handling by mechanical construction equipment or pressure from 

consolidation will not produce chemical salts, dissolved solutions, or

gaseous derivations at a rate sufficient to modify the biological or
\

chemical drinking water quality properties of existing surface and ground 

waters or normal air quality.

(5) Persons who process, transfer or dispose of solid wastes which:

(A) Are not putrescible, which, for the purposes of this section 

includes wood, dry cardboard and paper uncontaminated by food 

waste or petroleum products;

(B) Have been source separated;

(C) Are not and will not be mixed by type with other solid wastes; and
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(D) Are reused or recycled.

(6) Person or persons who generate and maintain residential compost piles for 

residential garden or landscaping purposes.

(7) Temporary transfer stations or processing centers established and operated 

by local government for sixty (60) days or less to temporarily receive, 

store or process solid waste if the District finds an emergency situation 

exists.

(b) Notwithstanding Section 5.01.040(a)(2) of this chapter, the District shall comply 

with Section 5.01.150, (User Fees); Section 5.01.180, (Determination of Rates); subsection 

5.01.070(f) and Section 5.01.130, (Administrative Procedures of Franchisees); and shall require 

contract operators of District-owned facilities to provide a performance bond pursuant to Section 

5.01.060(b)(1).

(O) Notwithstandbg anything to the contrary in this section, yard debris processing 

and yard debris reload facHities are subject to the licensing requirements of this chapter,
•{•;«i,.*.W.V.S‘Aw.W.V<V,V.%V.WrtV.V.V.V.'.%w.v,-.-.-.-.-.-.-.V.-,-.-.-.-.-.-.-r-r>-.-. . ............................... .. ................................................................................................ .. .................................................................... ..................................................................................................................................................................

Section 5. Metro Code Section 5.01.060 is amended to read:

5.01.060 Applications

(a) Applications for a franchise or license or for transfer of any interest in, 

modification, expansion, or renewal of an existing franchise orilicense shall be filed on forms 

provided by the Executive Officer. Franchises and licenses are subject to approval by the

(b) In addition to the infonnation required on the forms, franchise applicants must 

submit the following to the executive officer:
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(1) Proof that the applicant can obtain and will be covered during the term of 

the franchise by a corporate surety bond guaranteeing full and faithful 

performance by the applicant of the duties and obligations of the franchise 

agreement. In determining the amount of bond to be required, the 

Executive Officer may consider the size of the site, facility or station, the 

population to be served, adjacent or nearby land uses, the potential danger 

of failure of service, and any other factor material to the operation of the 

franchise;

(2) In the case of an application for a franchise transfer, a letter of proposed 

transfer from the existing franchisee;

(3) Proof that the applicant can obtain [publio-liability-^nsuronce,- ■ including 

automotive-coveragerin-the-amounts of not less than-$500,000-for-ony

number-of claims arising-out-of-a-single-accident-of-occurrencer$50^000

to-ony-cloimant-for-any-number-ofKilaims-for-dafflage-to-eF-destruetien-ef

property-andr$100,000 to any claimant-for all-other-claims arising-out-of

a-single- accident- or occurrence- or-such-other- amounts as may-be-required

byHState-law] the liability insurance required by this chapter;

(4) If the applicant is not an individual, a list of stockholders holding more 

than S percent of a corporation or similar entity, or of the partners of a 

partnership. Any subsequent changes in excess of 5 percent of ownership 

thereof must be reported within 10 days of such changes of ownership to 

the executive officer;
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(5) A duplicate copy of all applications for necessary DEQ permits and any 

other information required by or submitted to DEQ;

(6) Signed consent by the owner(s) of the property to the proposed use of the 

property. The consent shall disclose the property interest held by the 

franchisee, the duration of that interest and shall include a statement that 

the property owner(s) have read and agree to be bound by the provisions 

of Section 5.01.190(e) of this chapter if the franchise is revoked or 

franchise renewal is refused;

(7) Proof that the applicant has received proper land use approval; and

(8) Such other information as the Executive Officer deems necessary to 

determine an applicant’s qualifications.

f(e)----Disposal-sitesrtmnsfer stations, and processing-facilities which ore operating-on

the effective date of this chapter under a District Gertificate-or Agreement may-continue service

under-the-conditions of their Distriet-€ertificate-or-Agrccment until-their-franchise-application

is granted or denied if on abbrevinted-applieotion-form provided-by-the-Executive-Offieer-has

been submitted-to-the District within thirty-(30)-days after receipt ■ of -such-applieationr

Applications filed pursuant to-this-seetion-shall-^iet-be unreasonably-deniedr-]

(c) Yard Debris FacOity license Applications:

B"'' Operatoii of proposed yard debiis processing and yard debris reload 

shall submit applications for licensing and shall comply with the
<HH<^K-:,>K*»K<S'KS,»;s’«v«vww;f«WA*;';';*^wiv;v;*i».w?A;-#»vivi-i-/.v.>A^ssv.v.*rtv.-rt-.».v.i,.v.vAV.'As-Asv.*.-.,.ssssv.'TO*.ss,.v.%*Av.sssssv.,.-.v.*Av.v.ssNVAv.-Av.%^-.-.,.s%w*vAWrtsvw<vs‘>

licensing standards ikd reouiiements fbllowmg the effective date of dm 

licensing standards in this chapter.
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(2^, Opei^rs ^ processing juid j'ard <Jebnsj^p^

facilities i^tall submit an amplication for licensing and demonstrate

'mrnwmi^m
•XWWiVJSWW.WkWSViWrtV.V.*AW«VyWAV»X'X,X,Kv>

"cdasl^v

___

(d) An incomplete or insufficient application shall not be accepted for filing.

Section 6. Metro Code Section 5.01.100 is amended to read:

5.01.100 Appeals

Any applican|fefj franchisee or licensee is entitled to a contested case hearing pursuant to Code 

chapter 2.05 upon the [Council’s] suspension, modificationfT-or] revocation or refusal by the 

eoaincil or executive off^r,' as appropriate^ to issue, renew dr transfer a franchise or license or 

to grant a variance, as follows:

(a) Except as provided in subsection (c) of this section,[the Council’s] refusal to 

renew a franchise or license by thecouncH or execuHve officer, as ^propriate, shall not become 

effective until die franchisee or licensee has been afforded an opportunity to request a contested 

case hearing and an opportunity for a contested case hearing if one is requested.

(b) The [Council’s] refusal by the council or executive officer, as appropriate, to 

grant a variance, or to issue or transfer a franchise or license shall be effective immediately. 

The franchisee^ Keeh^^ or applicant may request a hearing on such refusal within [sixty- 

days of notice of such refusal.
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(c) Upon a finding of serious danger to the public health or safety, the executive 

officer may suspend a franchise or license or the council or executive officer^ as appropriate^ 

may refuse to renew a franchise or license and such action shall be effective immediately. If 

a franchise renewal is refused effective immediately, the franchisee or licensee shall

have [ninety (90)}|| days from the date of such action to request a contested case hearing.

Section 7. Metro Code Section 5.01.150 is amended to read:

5.01.150 User Fees

(a) Notwithstanding Section 5.01.040(a)(2) of this chapter, the council will set user 

fees annually, and more frequently if necessary, which fees shall apply to processing facilities, 

transfer stations, resource recovery facilities or disposal sites which are owned, operated, or 

franchised by the district or which are liable for payment of user fees pursuant to a special 

agreement with the district. User fees shall not apply to wastes received at franchised p 

Mcens^ facilities that accomplish materials recovery and recycling as a primary operation. User 

fees shall not apply to wastes received at franchised facilities that treat petroleum contaminated 

soil to applicable DEQ standards^ or to licensed yard debris processing facilities or yard debris 

reload fiicilities. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Code, user fees shall apply to 

petroleum contaminated soils disposed of by landfilling.

(b) User fees shall be in addition to any other fee, tax or charge imposed upon a 

processing facility, transfer station, resource recovery facility or disposal site.

(c) User fees shall be separately stated upon records of the processing facility, 

transfer station, resource recovery facility or disposal site.
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(d) User fees and finance charges on user fees shall be paid as specified in Metro 

Code section S.02.0S5.

(e) There is no liability for user fees on charge accounts that are worthless and 

charged off as uncollectible provided that an affidavit is filed with the district stating the name 

and amount of each uncollectible charge account and documenting good faith efforts that have 

been made to collect the accounts. User fees may not be deemed uncollectible unless the 

underlying account is also uncollectible. If the fees have previously been paid, a deduction may 

be taken from the next payment due to the district for the amount found worthless and charged 

off. If any such account is thereafter collected, in whole or in part, the amount so collected 

shall be included in the first return filed after such collection, and the fees shall be paid with the 

return.

(f) All user fees shall be paid in the form of a remittance payable to the district. All 

user fees received by the district shall be deposited in the solid waste operating fund and used 

only for the administration, implementation, operation and enforcement of the Solid Waste 

Management Plan.

Section 8. Metro Code Section 5.01.180 is amended to read:

5.01.180 Enforcement of Franchise pr License Provisions: Appeal

(a) The executive officer may, at any time, make an investigation to determine if 

there is sufficient reason and cause to suspend, modify or revoke, a franchise or license as 

provided in this section. If, in the opinion of the executive officer, there is sufficient evidence 

to suspend, modify, or to revoke a franchise or license, the executive officer shall notify the 

franchisee orlicen^ in writing of the alleged violation, and the steps necessary to be taken to
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cure the violation. Upon a finding that violation exists and that the franchisee or Bceos^ is 

unable to or refuses to cure the violation within a reasonable time after receiving written notice 

thereof, the executive officer may {moke a recommendation-to the-Counciljprovide nodce'to t^

that the franchise fb^or license i$ suspended, modified or revoked.

(b) [The Gouneil-may-direet-the-Executive Officer to give-the-franchisee notice that 

the franchise is, or on a specified-date-sholl be, suspended^modified-or-revokedT-} The notice 

authorized by this subsection shall be based upon the [Councir3]ex^uttve of!lCef>^ finding that 

the franchisee dr licensee has:

(1) Violated the tochise or license agreement, this chapter, the Code, 

[ORS-€hapter 4591state law, local ordinance or the rules promulgated 

thereunder or any other applicable law or regulation; or

(2) Misrepresented material facts or information in the franchise or license 

application, annual operating report, or other information required to be 

submitted to the District;

(3) Refused to provide adequate service at fthe}| franchised site, facility or 

station, after written notification and reasonable opportunity to do so;

(4) Misrepresented the gross receipts from the operation of the franchised 

site, facility or station;

(5) Failed to pay when due the fees required to be paid under this chapter; or

(6) Been found to be in violation of a city or county solid waste management 

ordinance if such ordinances require licensees or franchisees to comply
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with the Metro [Disposal Franchise ordinance]SQh{i waite
AVuWii'.VW^NVa-.'^iV.SSVpSVSSWA'AV.Sreguktioii code.

(c) . Except as provided in subsection (d) of this section, the fGouncil*sllliMie

revocation, modification or suspension of a franchise shall not become effective until

the franchisee has been afforded an opportunity to request a contested case hearing and an 

opportunity for a contested case hearing if one is requested.

(d) Upon a finding of serious danger to the public health or safety as a result of the 

actions or inactions of a franchisee or licensee under this chapter, the executive officer may in 

accordance with Code Chapter 2.05 immediately suspend the franchise or license and may take 

whatever steps may be necessary to abate the danger. In addition, in the case of a franchise^ 

the executive officer may authorize another franchisee or another person to provide service or 

to use and operate the site, station, facilities and equipment of fth^|| affected franchisee for 

reasonable compensation in order to provide service or abate the danger for so long as the 

danger continues. If a franchise is immediately suspended, the franchisee shall have 90 days 

from the date of such action to request a contested case hearing in accordance with Code chapter 

2.05.

(e) Upon revocation or refusal to renew the franchise or license:

(1) All rights of the franchisee or licensee in the franchise or license shall 

immediately be divested. If franchise is awarded to a new

franchisee, the District may require the owner or prior franchisee to sell 

to the new franchisee the owner’s or prior franchisee’s interest or a 

leasehold interest in the real property relating to the operation of the prior
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franchisee. In such a case the new franchisee shall pay an amount equal 

to the fair market value of the ownership or leasehold interest in the real 

property as soon as that amount can be determined. In any event, the 

prior franchisee immediately upon revocation or expiration of the 

franchise shall vacate the property, and the new franchisee shall have the 

right to occupy and use the real property so as to allow continuity of 

service. In addition, at the option of the new franchisee, the prior 

franchisee shall, upon sale or lease of the real property, convey any or all 

personal property relating to the operation for the fair market value of 

such property.

(2) If the prior franchisee whose franchise is revoked or refused renewal 

under this section is not the owner of the property, the owner may only 

be required under this section to transfer the same property interest that 

the owner disclosed in the consent form submitted pursuant to Section 

5.01.060(b)(6) of this chapter.

Section 9. The following sections are added to Metro Code Chapter 5.01, following 

the subheading "Additional Provisions Relating to the Licensing of Yard Debris Processing 

Facilities and Yard Debris Reload Facilities":

5.01.230 Scope of Yard Debris Facility Regulations (

(a) Sections 5.01.230 through 5.01.380 relate to Metro licensing of yard debris 

processing and yard debris reload facilities. Nothing herein is intended to limit the power of a
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federal, state, or local agency to enforce any provision of law relating to yard debris facilities 

that it is authorized or required to enforce or administer.

(b) The licensing requirements of this Chapter apply to all yard debris processing and 

yard debris reload facilities operating in the District, except those expressly exempted pursuant 

to Section S.01.240.

(c) Yard debris reload facilities are exempt from sections 5.01.260(d); 5.01.260(g)(3); 

5.01.270(e), (f) and (h); and 5.01.280(g), (i) and 0).

(d) Biological decomposition of organic material can be either a naturally occurring 

or artificially controlled process. Nothing in this Chapter is intended to establish standards or 

other regulatory requirements for inadvertent composting resulting from the storage of organic 

materials. An activity that produces material that will be sold or given away based on biological 

decomposition that has occurred to the material shall not be considered inadvertent composting.

(e) Nothing in these standards shall be construed as relieving any owner, operator, 

or designee from the obligation of obtaining all required permits, licenses, or other clearances 

and complying with all orders, laws, regulations, reports or other requirements of other 

regulatory agencies, including but not limited to, local health departments, regional water quality 

control boards, local land use authorities, and fire authorities.

5.01.240 Exemptions from Yard Debris Licensing Requirements

(a) The following operations do not constitute yard debris processing facilities and 

are not required to meet these licensing requirements:

(1) Residences, parks, community gardens and homeowner associations.
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(2) Universities, schools, hospitals, golf courses, industrial parks, and other 

similar facilities, if the landscape waste or yard debris was generated from 

the facility’s own activities, the product remains on the facility grounds, 

and the product is not offered for off-site sale or use.

(3) Operations or facilities that chip or grind wood wastes (e.g. untreated 

lumber, wood pallets), unless such chipped materials are composted at the 

site following chipping or grinding.

(4) Solid waste transfer stations and Metro franchised material recovery 

facilities, except to the extent that these licensing requirements are 

referenced in the franchise.

(b) A local government that owns or operates a yard debris facility may enter into an 

intergovernmental agreement with Metro under which the local government will administer and 

enforce yard debris standards at the facility in lieu of compliance with this chapter.

(c) Nothing in this Section precludes Metro from inspecting an excluded operation 

to verify that, the operation is being conducted in a manner that qualifies as an excluded activity 

or from taking any appropriate enforcement action.

5.01.250 Authorized and Prohibited Solid Wastes at Licensed Yard Debris Facilities

(a) A licensed yard debris facility is authorized to accept loads of yard debris for 

processing at the facility. The facility may also accept other source separated material if doing 

so is consistent with other federal, state and local regulations.
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(b) A licensed yard debris facility shall not accept hazardous waste. Any hazardous 

waste inadvertently received shall be handled, stored, and removed pursuant to state and federal 

regulations.

(c) A licensed yard debris facility is prohibited from accepting mixed solid waste, but 

may accept loads of mixed yard debris, landscape waste, and wood wastes (e.g. untreated 

lumber, wood pallets).

5.01.260 General Yard Debris Facility Design Requirements & Design Plans

(a) Yard debris processing facilities shall be designed and constructed to comply with 

the facility design plan and the operational requirements set forth in Section 5.01.270 - General 

Operating Requirements, and Section 5.01.280 - Processing Operations Plan.

(b) The facility design plan shall include the following drawings and diagrams:

(1) A site plan showing dimensions and details of the proposed receiving, 

processing, production, curing and storage areas.

(2) A landscape plan showing the location, size and type of plantings, fences, 

berms, and existing trees to remain and/or to be removed.

(3) Drawings of the site that indicate location of initial and permanent roads; 

buildings and equipment to be installed; sewer and water lines; and storm 

water system. The drawings shall show final grade contours (required for 

only new or relocating facilities).

(c) The facility must be designed and constructed in a manner suitable for 

maintenance and processing operations, including visual inspection of piling areas and fire 

fighting operations.
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(d) The facility design plan shall address management of storm water. The run-off 

from the facility resulting from precipitation shall be controlled. Methods must be consistent 

with storm water system standards of the controlling agency (local jurisdiction). For new or 

relocating facilities only, the facility must be designed and constructed so that precipitation run- 

on is diverted around the processing area.

(e) The facility design plan shall address:

(1) Effective barriers to unauthorized entry and dumping (fencing, gates, 

locks);

(2) All-weather access roads to the site;

(3) Appropriate signs (at facility entrance, directing traffic flow, public 

information); and

(4) Access to scales, if applicable.

(f) The facility shall have sufficient processing capacity to handle projected incoming 

volumes of yard debris.

(g) Facility design shall address specific capacity and storage issues, including:

(1) Capacity for incoming wastes waiting to be processed;

(2) Capacity for proper handling, storage, and removal of hazardous or other 

non-permitted wastes delivered to or generated by the facility; and

(3) Capacity for finished product storage.

5.01.270 General Operating Requirements For Yard Debris Facilities

(a) All activities shall be conducted in a manner that minimizes or prevents vectors, 

odor impacts, dust, and noise impacts.
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(b) Facility grounds shall be cleaned of litter at least weekly.

(c) Random load checks of feedstocks for contaminants shall be conducted by the

operator.

(d)

(e) 

(0

Storage and handling capacities shall not be exceeded.

Compost piles and windrows shall be spaced to facilitate mixing and aeration. 

Windrow, compost pile, and/or active processing area dimensions shall not exceed 

the design specifications of the facility’s equipment

(g) Incidental non-compostables shall be properly stored and removed from the facility 

on a regular basis to avoid nuisance conditions, or at a frequency approved in the license 

agreement.

(h) Incidental wastes and feedstocks shall be stored separately from active, stabilizing, 

stabilized, curing, and cured feedstock areas.

(i) Surrounding fencing, gates, and/or other natural or artificial barriers shall be 

maintained to discourage unauthorized human or animal access to the facility.

(j) The operator shall provide fire prevention, protection, and control measures, 

including but not limited to, temperature monitoring of windrows, adequate water supply for fire 

suppression, and the isolation of potential heat sources and/or flammables from the composting 

pad/processing area.

(k) The operator shall begin processing incoming feedstocks in a time frame that does 

not create potential for a nuisance, odor, fire, or vectors, or as specified in the license 

agreement.
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(l) All drainage, leachate control, and diversion systems shall be managed and 

maintained in good working order.

(m) All facility road surfaces and traffic control signs shall be maintained.

(n) Vehicles containing landscape waste or yard debris feedstock/waste shall not be 

parked on public streets or roads except under emergency conditions. Adequate off-street 

parking facilities for transport vehicles shall be provided.

(o) Signs at all public entrances to the facility shall be posted, legible, and include 

the following information:

(1) The name of the facility;

(2) The name of the operator;

(3) Facility hours of operation;

(4) List or statement of materials that will and will not be accepted (if open 

to the public);

(5) Schedule of charges, if any;

(6) The phone number where the operator or designee can be reached in case 

of an emergency; and

(7) Any other information as required by the license agreement and/or local 

government sign code.

5.01.280 Yard Debris Processing Operations Plan

All activities at a licensed facility must be conducted in accordance with a processing operations 

plan containing the following information, as well as any additional information required by 

Metro:
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(a) Designation of personnel, by titie, responsible for operation, control and 

maintenance of the facility;

(b) A description of the anticipated quantity and variation throughout the year of 

waste to be received;

(c) Methods for measuring and keeping records of incoming waste;

(d) Methods for encouraging waste delivery in covered loads;

(e) Methods to control the types of waste received, and methods for removing, 

recovering and disposing of non-compostables;

(f) Designation of disposal sites for non-compostable wastes;

(g) Management procedures that will be used in processing, which must include:

(1) A general description of any treatment the wastes will receive prior to 

, processing (e.g., chipping, shredding) and the maximum length of time

required to process each day’s receipt of waste into windrows or other 

piles;

(2) The specifications to which the windrows or other piles will be 

constructed (width, height, and length) and calculation of the capacity of 

the facility; and

(3) An estimate of the length of time necessary to complete the process.

(h) Methods to control noise, vectors, dust and litter.

(i) Methods for monitoring and adjusting temperature, oxygen level and moisture 

level of the material during processing.

(j) General plans for marketing the finished product.
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5.01.290 Yard Debris Facility Odor Minimization Plans

(a) The operator shall take specific measures to control odors so as not to cause or 

contribute to a violation of the license agreement. Specific measures an operator shall take to 

control odor include but are not limited to adherence to the contents of the odor minimization 

plan required below.

(b) The operator shall have an Odor Minimization Plan. The plan must include 

methods to minimize, manage and monitor all odors, including odors produced by grass 

clippings. The plan must include:

(1) A management plan for malodorous loads;

(2) Procedures for receiving and recording odor complaints, immediately 

investigating any odor complaints to determine the cause of odor 

emissions, and remedying promptly any odor problem at the facility;

(3) Additional odor-minimizing measures, which may include the following:

(A) Avoidance of anaerobic conditions in the composting material;

(B) Use of mixing for favorable composting conditions;

(C) Formation of windrow or other piles into a size and shape 

favorable to minimizing odors; and

(D) Use of end-product compost as cover to act as a filter during early 

stages of composting.

(4) Specification of a readily-available supply of bulking agents, additives or 

odor control agents;
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(5) Procedures for avoiding delay in processing and managing landscape waste

and yard debris during all weather conditions;

(6) Methods for taking into consideration the following factors prior to

turning or moving composted material:

(A) Time of day;

(B) Wind direction;

(C) Percent moisture;

(D) Estimated odor potential; and

(E) Degree of maturity.

(c) Grass clippings must be processed in a timely manner to avoid nuisance 

conditions. Incoming leaves, brush or woody landscape waste may be stored in designated areas 

for use as a carbon source and bulking agent, rather than being processed into windrows or other 

piles.

(d) If odors at the facility become a significant source of nuisance complaints, 

processor shall work with a Metro appointed odor complaint panel. The odor complaint panel 

will investigate odor complaints to determine their validity and sources and will help the 

processor with solutions to the nuisance complaints. The odor complaint panel may consist of 

representatives from Metro, DEQ, the local government, the processing industry and citizen 

representatives.

5.01.300 Yard Debris Facility Records

(a) Licensee shall effectively monitor facility operation and maintain accurate records 

of the following information:
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(1) Estimated amount of feedstock received and quantity of product produced 

at the facility. Records shall be reported to Metro no later than thirty (30) 

days following the end of each quarter. The report shall be signed and 

certified as accurate by an authorized representative of licensee.

(2) Records of any special occurrences encountered during operation and 

methods used to resolve problems arising from these events, including 

details of all incidents that required implementing emergency procedures.

(3) Records of any public nuisance complaints (e.g. noise, dust, vibrations, 

litter) received by the operator, including:

. (A) The nature of the complaint;

(B) The date the complaint was received;

(C) The name, address, and telephone number of the person or persons 

making the complaint; and

(D) Any actions taken by the operator in response to the complaint.

(4) For every odor complaint received, the licensee shall record the date, 

time, and nature of any action taken in response to an odor complaint, and 

record such information within one business day after receiving the 

complaint. Records of such information shall be made available to Metro 

and local governments upon request.

(b) The licensee shall submit to Metro duplicate copies of regulatory information 

submitted to the DEQ and local jurisdictions pertaining to the facility, within 30 days at the same 

time of submittal to DEQ and/or a local jurisdiction.

Page 28 - Ordinance No. 95-621A



5.01.310 Yard Debris Facility Closure

(a) Unless otherwise authorized in a facility license, all yard debris, composting 

material, end-product, and other solid wastes must be removed from the facility within 180 days 

following the beginning of closure.

(b) The facility operator shall close the facility in a manner which eliminates the 

release of landscape waste, landscape waste leachate, and composting constituents to the 

groundwater or surface waters or to the atmosphere to the extent necessary to prevent threats 

to human health or the environment.

(c) Within 30 days of completion of closure, the operator shall file a report with 

Metro verifying that closure was completed in accordance with this Section.

5.01.320 Yard Debris Facility Annual License Fees

Licensee shall pay an annual license fee. In order to keep costs at a minimum, and so as to not 

encourage deliveries outside the district, the fee shall be based on a minimum cost for service 

basis and shall not exceed $300 per year. The fee shall be delivered to Metro within thirty (30) 

days of the effective date of this license and each year thereafter.

5.01.330 Insurance for Yard Debris Facilities

(a) Licensee shall purchase and maintain the following types of insurance, covering 

licensee, its employees, and agents:

(1) Broad form comprehensive general liability insurance covering personal 

injury, property damage, and personal injury with automatic coverage for 

premises, operations, and product liability. The policy must be endorsed 

with contractual liability coverage; and
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(2) Automobile bodily injury and property damage liability insurance.

(b) Insurance coverage shall be a minimum of $500,000 per occurrence, $100,000 

per person, and $50,000 property damage. If coverage is written with an annual aggregate limit, 

the aggregate limit shall not be less than $1,000,000.

(c) Metro, its elected officials, departments, employees, and agents shall be named 

as ADDITIONAL INSUREDS. Notice of any material change or policy cancellation shall be 

provided to Metro 30 days prior to the change or cancellation.

(d) A license shall specify that licensee, its contractors, if any, and all employers 

operating under the license are subject employers under the Oregon Workers’ Compensation Law 

and shall comply with ORS 656.017, which requires them to provide Workers’ Compensation 

coverage for all their subject workers. Licensee shall provide Metro with certification of 

Workers’ Compensation insurance including employer’s liability.

5.01.340 Indemnification

Licensee shall indemnify and hold METRO, its agents, employees, and elated officials harmless 

from any and all claims, demands, damages, actions, losses and expenses, including attorney’s 

fees, arising out of or in any way connected with licensee’s performance under the license, 

including patent infringement and any claims or disputes involving subcontractors. Licensee 

shall not assume liability for any negligent or intentionally wrongful act of Metro, its officers, 

agents or employees.

5.01.350 Compliance With Law

A license shall require the licensee to fully comply with all federal, state, regional and local 

laws, rules, regulations, ordinances, orders and permits pertaining in any manner to the license.

Page 30 - Ordinance No. 95-621A



All conditions imposed on the operation of the facility by federal, state or local governments or 

agencies having jurisdiction over the facility shall be deemed part of the license. Such 

conditions and permits include those attached as exhibits to the license, as well as any existing 

at the time of issuance of the license and not attached, and permits or conditions issued or 

modified during the term of the license. r

5.01.360 Metro Access to Licensed Facilities

Authorized representatives of Metro shall be permitted access to the premises of a licensed 

facility at all reasonable times for the purpose of making inspections and carrying out other 

necessary functions related to this license. Access to inspect is authorized during all business 

hours.

5.01.370 Disposal Rates and Fees

(a) The rates charged at licensed facilities are exempt from Metro rate setting.

(b) A licensee is exempted from collecting and remitting Metro fees on waste received 

at the facility. A licensee is fully responsible for paying all costs associated with disposal of 

residual material generated at the facility, including all Metro fees and taxes. A licensee shall 

obtain a nonsystem license prior to disposal of residuals at any facility not designated by Metro.

(c) A licensee shall adhere to the following conditions with regard to disposal rates 

charged at the facility:

(1) A licensee may modify rates to be charged on a continuing basis as 

market demands may dictate. Rate schedules should be provided to Metro 

on a regular basis, and shall be provided to Metro on request.
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(2) Public rates charged at the facility shall be posted on a sign near where 

fees are collected. Rates and disposal classifications established by a 

licensee shall be reasonable and nondisciiminatory.

5.01.380 General Conditions Relating to Yard Debris Facility Licensees

(a) A licensee shall be responsible for ensuring that its contractors and agents operate 

in compliance with the terms, and conditions of the license.

(b) The granting of a license shall not vest any right or privilege in the licensee to 

receive specific quantities of solid waste during the term of the license.

(c) The power and right to regulate, in the public interest, the exercise of the 

privileges granted by a license shall at all times be vested in Metro. Metro reserves the right 

to establish or amend rules, regulations or standards regarding matters within Metro’s authority, 

and to enforce all such legal requirements against licensee.

(d) A license may not be transferred or assigned without the prior written approval 

of Metro, which will not be unreasonably withheld.

(e) • To be effective, a waiver of any term or condition of a license must be in writing, 

signed by the Executive Officer. Waiver of a term or condition of a license shall not waive nor 

prejudice Metro’s right otherwise to require performance of the same term or condition or any 

other term or condition.

(f) A license shall be construed, applied, and enforced in accordance with the laws 

of the State of Oregon.
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(g) If any provision of a license is determined by a court of competent jurisdiction 

to be invalid, illegal, or unenforceable in any respect, the validity of the remaining provisions 

contained in the license shall not be affected.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this____ day of. ., 1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

ATTEST: Approved as to Form:

Recording Secretary 

kaj
1242

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel
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ATTACHMENT A

LICENSING STANDARDS
FOR YARD DEBRIS PROCESSING AND YARD DEBRIS RELOAD FACILITIES

October 9,1995



INTRODUCTION

The Licensing Standards for Yard Debris Processing and Yard Debris Reload Facilities is the result of 
an on-going collaborative effort between Metro, local government representatives, yard debris 
processors, and the DEQ. This regional discussion group was formed to explore options to help reduce 
nuisance impacts related to the operation of yard debris compost facilities in the region.

The regional discussion group voted on May 18, 1995, to forward a recommendation that the Metro 
SWAC consider the adoption and implementation of a program for licensing yard debris processing and 
reload facilities.

On September 21, 1995 the Metro SWAC unanimously endorsed the Licensing Standards for Yard 
Debris Processing and Yard Debris Reload Facilities, and voted to forward them to Metro Council for 
consideration.

The following is a list of the regional discussion group participants;

Processors
Don Chappel, American Compost
Charles Danner, Danner Nursery
Dan Davis, River Cities One Stop Recycling
Ralph Gilbert, East Co. Recycling
Howard Grabhom, Lakeside Reclamation
Jeff Grimm, Grimm’s Fuel
Dan Holcomb, Oregon Soils Corp.
Steve Jessop, Scott’s Hyponex 
Jim Lackey, American Waste Recovery 
Dan McFarlane, McFarlane’s Bark 
Chuck Minsinger, Minsinger’s Floral Nursery 
Rod Oakes, Wilsonville Wood Waste 
Tim Perri, Best Buy In Town 
Randy Wubben, All-Wood Recycling 
Loretta and Duane Stroup, S&H Logging 
Greg White, Tualatin Valley Waste Recovery 
Lainy Zchr, Universal Wood Recycling

Local Government 
Lynda Kotta, Gresham 
Mark Schoening, Lake Oswego 
JoArm Herrigal, Milwaukie 
Lee Barrett, Portland 
Randy Johnson, Portland 
Daryl Worthington, Troutdale 
William Harper, Tualatin 
Dermis Koellermeier, West Lirm 
Ron Oberg, Clackamas Co.
Ken Spiegel, Clackamas Co. 
Susan Ziolko, Clackamas Co. 
Kathy Kiwala, Washington Co. 
Lyime Storz, Washington Co. 
Artdrea Friedrichsen, Clark Co.

DEO
Dave Kunz . •
Haulers
Tom Miller, Miller’s Sanitary 
Dave White, ORRA
Industry
Barry Naone, Fred Meyer 
Steven Diddy, BFI
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LICENSING STANDARDS FOR
YARD DEBRIS PROCESSING AND YARD DEBRIS RELOAD FACILITIES

1. Purpose, Authority and Scope 

1.1 Purpose

(a) The purpose of this Chapter is to establish performance standards for yard debris processing and 
yard debris reload facilities operating in the District through a regional licensing program. The 
program will include problem resolution through intergovernmental cooperation, technical 
assistance, and enforcement measures.

(b) The Council finds that the District has limited land and resources for the disposal of solid waste. It 
is the responsibility of Metro to provide and protect such resources and to do so requires that 
Metro Franchise, License, or Permit disposal sites, transfer stations, processing facilities and 
resource recovery facilities.

(c) To protect the health, safety, and welfare of the District’s residents, the Council declares it to be 
the public policy of the District and purpose of this chapter to establish a licensing program for 
facilities that process and reload yard debris in the District in order to;
1) Establish standards that can be implemented on a regional level to help ensure the stability of 

the regional yard debris recycling system.
2) Assist local governments in managing the impacts of yard debris processing facilities through a 

licensing program that is responsive to the risks and benefits associated with these facilities.
3) The licensing program is intended to increase the confidence that citizens and local 

governments have in these facilities by minimizing the potential for nuisance complaints and 
alleviating negative public perception of these facilities.

1.2 Authority and Scope

(a) This document wall implement those provisions of the Code relating to licensing of yard debris 
processing and reload facilities. Nothing in this Chapter is intended to linut the power of any 
federal, state, or local agency to enforce any provision of the law that it is authorized or required to 
enforce or administer.

(b) The provisions in this Chapter apply to all yard debris processing and reload facilities operating in 
the District, except those expressly exempted pursuant to Section 4 - Excluded Operations and 
Facilities.
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(c) Yard debris reload facilities and operations are exempt from the following sections;

• Section 6c, 6e, and 6f(3); .
• Section 7e, 7f, and 7h; and
• Section 8a (7, 8, 10, and 11).

(d) Biological decomposition of organic material can be either a naturally occurring or artificially 
controlled process. Nothing in this Chapter is intended to establish standards or other regulatory 
requirements for inadvertent composting resulting from the storage of organic materials. An . 
activity that produces material that will be sold or given-away based on biological decomposition 
that has occurred to the material shall not be considered inadvertent composting,

(e) Nothing in these standards shall be construed as relieving any owner, operator, or designee from 
the obligation of obtaining all required permits, licenses, or other clearances and complying wth all 
orders, laws, regulations, reports or other requirements of other regulatory agencies, including but 
not limited to, local health departments, regional water quality control boards, local land use 
authorities, and fire authorities.

2. Definitions

(a) "Code" means the Metro Code.

(b) “Compost” means the stabilized and sanitized product of composting, which has undergone an 
initial rapid stage of decomposition and is in the process of humification (curing), and should be 
suitable for plant growth.

(c) “Composting” means the biological treatment process by which microorganisms decompose the 
organic fraction of the waste, producing compost.

(d) “Hazardous.waste” has the meaning provided in ORS 466.005;

(e) “Mixed solid waste” means solid waste containing a variety of waste material, some of which may 
or may or may not be considered recyclable.

(f) “Processing” means the controlled method or system of altering the form, condition or content of 
y^d debris utilizing both mechanical and biological methods. Includes composting (aerobic and 
anaerobic methods), fermentation, and vermicomposting (of yard debris only).

(g) “Solid waste” means all putrescible and nonputrescible wastes, including without limitation, 
garbage, rubbish, refuse, ashes, waste paper and cardboard; discarded or abandoned vehicles or 
parts thereof; sewage sludge, septic tank and cesspool pumpings or other sludge; commercial, 
industrial, demolition and construction waste; discarded home and industrial appliances; asphalt, 
broken concrete and bricks; manure, vegetable or animal solid and semi-solid wastes, dead
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•animals, infectious •waste as defined in ORS 459.387, petroleum-contaminated soils and other 
wastes; but the term does not include:
1) Hazardous wastes as defined in ORS 466.005;
2) Radioactive wastes as defined in ORS 469.300;
3) Materials used for fertilizer or for other productive purposes or which are salvageable as such 

or materials which are used on land in agricultural operations and the growing or harvesting of 
crops and the raising of fowls or animals; or

4) Explosives

(h) "Yard debris” means vegetative and woody material generated firom residential property or from 
commercial landscaping activities. Includes landscape waste, grass clippings, leaves, hedge 
trimmings, stumps and other similar vegetative waste. Does not include construction and 
demolition debris, painted or treated wood.

(i) “Yard debris reload facility” means an operation or facility that receives yard debris for temporary 
storage, awaiting transport to a processing facility.

3. Licensing Application Compliance Dates

(a) Operators of proposed facilities shall submit applications for licensing and shall comply with the 
licensing standards and requirements, by the effective date of the licensing standards in this 
chapter.

(b) Operators of existing facilities shall submit an application for licensing, and demonstrate 
compliance with the applicable standards and requirements within eighteen (18) months after the 
effective date of the licensing standards in this chapter.

(c) Applications for Yard Debris Licenses shall be as specified by the Executive Officer.

4. Excluded Operations and Facilities

(a) Residences, parks, community gardens and homeowner associations are excluded operations. In 
addition, universities, schools, hospitals, golf courses, industrial parks, and other similar facilities 
are excluded operations if the yard debris was generated from the facility’s own activities, the 
product remains on the facility grounds, and the product is not offered for off-site sale or use.

(b) Chipping and grinding of wood wastes (e.g. untreated lumber, wood pallets) are excluded 
operations, unless such chipped materials are composted at the site following chipping or grinding.

(c) Solid waste transfer stations and Metro franchised material recovery facilities are excluded 
facilities, except to the extent that these licensing requirements are referenced in the franchise.
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(d) Nothing in this Section precludes Metro from inspecting an excluded operation to verify that the 
operation is being conducted in a manner that qualifies as an excluded activity or from taking any 
appropriate enforcement action.

5. Authorized and Prohibited Solid Wastes

(a) Licensee is authorized to accept loads of yard debris for processing at the facility. The licensee 
may also take in other source separated material if in compliance and consistent with other federal, 
state and local regulations.

(b) Licensee shall not accept hazardous waste. Any hazardous waste inadvertently received shall be 
handled, stored, and removed pursuant to state and federal regulations.

(c) Licensee is prohibited from accepting mixed solid waste, but may accept loads of mixed yard debris 
and wood wastes (e.g. untreated lumber, wood pallets).

6. General Facility Design Requirements & Design Plan

(a) The Facility Design Plan shall include the following drawings and diagrams:
1) Site plan showing approximate dimensions of the proposed receiving, processing, production, 

curing and storage areas.
2) Landscape plan showing the location, size and type of plantings, fences, berms, and existing 

trees to remain and/or to be removed (required for only new or relocating facilities).
3) Drawings of the site that indicate location of initial and permanent roads; buildings and 

equipment to be installed; sewer and water lines; and storm water system. The drawings shall 
show final grade contours (required for only new or relocating facilities)

(b) . The facility must be designed and constructed in a manner suitable for maintenance and processing
operations, including visual inspection of piling areas and fire fighting operations.

(c) . Facility design plan shall address management of storm water. Methods must be consistent with
storm water system standards of the local jurisdiction.
1) The facility must be designed and constructed so that precipitation run-on is diverted around 

the processing area. The run-off from the facility resulting from precipitation shall be 
controlled (required for only new or relocating facilities).

(d) . Facility design plan shall address:
1) Effective barriers to unauthorized entry and dumping (fencing, gates, locks);
2) All-weather access roads to the site;
3) Appropriate signs (at facility entrance, directing traffic flow, public information);
4) Access to scales, if applicable;
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(e) Facility shall have sufficient processing capacity to handle projected incoming volumes of yard 
debris.

(f) Facility design shall address specific storage issues, including;
1) Capacity for incoming wastes waiting to be processed;
2) Capacity for proper handling, storage, and removal of hazardous or other non-penmtted wastes 

delivered to or generated by the facility; and
3) Capacity for finished product storage.

7. General Operating Requirements

(a) . All activities shall be conducted in a manner that minimizes or prevents vectors, odor impacts,
dust, and noise impacts.

(b) Facility grounds shall be cleaned of litter at least weekly.

(c) Random load checks of feedstocks for contaminants shall be conducted by the operator*

(d) Storage and handling capacities shall not be exceeded.

(e) Compost piles and windrows shall be spaced to facilitate mixing and aeration.

(f) Windrow, compost pile, and/or active processing area dimensions shall not exceed the design 
specifications of the facility's equipment

(g) - Incidental non-compostables shall be properly stored and removed from the facility on a regular
basis to avoid nuisance conditions, or at a frequency approved in the license agreement.

(h) Incidental wastes and feedstocks shall be stored separately fi'om active, stabilizing, stabilized, 
curing, cured feedstock areas.

(i) Surrounding fencing, gates, and/or other natural or artificial barriers shall be maintained to 
discourage unauthorized human or animal access to the facility.

(j) The operator shall provide fire prevention, protection, and control measures, including but not 
limited to, temperature monitoring of windrows, adequate water supply for fire suppression, and 
the isolation of potential heat sources and/or flammables firom the composting pad/processing area.

(k) The operator shall begin processing incoming feedstocks in a time firame that does not create 
potential for a nuisance, odor, fire, or vectors, or as specified in the license agreement.
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(l) All drainage, leachate control, and diversion systems shall be managed and maintained in good 
working order.

(m) All facility road surfaces and traffic control signs shall be maintained.

(n) Vehicles containing yard debris feedstock/waste shall not be parked on public streets or roads 
except under emergency conditions. Adequate ofif-street parking facilities for transport vehicles 
shall be provided.

(o) Legible signs at all public entrances to the facility shall be posted and include the following 
information:
1) The name of the facility,
2) The name of the operator,
3) Facility hours of operation
4) List or statement of materials that will and will not be accepted, if open to the public,
5) Schedule of charges, if applicable
6) The phone number where operator or designee can be reached in case of an emergency; and
7) Any other information as required by the license agreement and/or local government sign code.

8. Processing Operations Flan

(a) All activities at a licensed facility must be conducted in accordance with the processing operations 
plan containing the following information, as well as any additional information required by Metro:
1) Designation of personnel, by title, responsible for operation, control and maintenance of the 

facility;
2) A description of the anticipated quantity and variation throughout the year of waste to be 

received;
3) Methods for measuring and keeping records of incoming waste;
4) Methods for encouraging waste delivery in covered loads;
5) Methods to control the types of waste received, and methods for removing, recovering and 

disposing of non-compostables;
6) Designation ofdisposal sites for non-compostable wastes;
7) Management procedures that will be used in processing, which must include:

A) A general description of any treatment the wastes will receive prior to processing (e.g., 
chipping, shredding) and the maximum length of time required to process each day’s receipt 
of waste into windrows or other piles;

B) The specifications to which the windrows or other piles will be constructed (width, height, 
and length) and calculation of the capacity of the facility;
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C) An estimate of the length of time necessary to complete the process.
8) Metro may request additional process management procedures. Proprietary information will be 

submitted on a confidential basis.
9) Methods to control noise, vectors, dust and litter.
10) Methods for monitoring and adjusting temperature, oxygen level and moisture level of the 

material during processing.
11) General plans for marketing the finished product. ;

9. Odor Minimization Flan.

(a) The operator shall take specific measures to control odors so as not to cause or contribute to a 
violation of the license agreement. Specific measures an operator should take to control odor 
include but are not limited to adherence to the contents of the odor minimization plan required 
below.
1) The operator shall have an odor minimization plan . The plan must include methods to 

minimize, manage and monitor all odors, including odors produced by grass clippings. The 
plan must include:
(A) A management plan for malodorous loads;
(B) Procedures for receiving and recording odor complaints, immediately investigating any odor 

complaints to determine the cause of odor emissions, and remedying promptly any odor 
problem at the facility;

(C) Additional odor-minimizing measures, which may include the following:
i) Avoidance of anaerobic conditions in the composting material;
ii) Use of mixing for favorable composting conditions;
iii) Formation of windrow or other piles into a size and shape favorable to minimizing 

odors; and
iv) Use of end-product compost as cover to act as a filter during early stages of 

composting.
(D) Specification of a readily-available supply of bulking agents, additives or odor control 

agents;.
(E) Procedures for avoiding delay in processing and managing yard debris during all weather 

conditions;
(F) Methods for taking into consideration the following factors prior to turning or moving 

composted material:
1) Time of day;
2) Wind direction;
3) Percent moisture;
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4) Estimated odor potential; and
5) Degree of maturity.

(b) Grass clippings must be processed in a timely manner to avoid nuisance conditions. Incoming 
leaves, brush or woody landscape waste may be stored in designated areas for use as a carbon 
source and bulking agent, rather than being processed into windrows or other piles.

(c) If odors become a significant source of nuisance complaints, processor shall work with a Metro 
appointed odor complaint panel. The odor complaint panel will investigate odor complaints to 
determine their validity and sources and will help the processor vdth solutions to the nuisance 
complaints. TJie odor complaint panel may consist of representatives from Metro, DEQ, the local 
government, citizen representatives and the processing industry.

10. Operation and Facility Records

(a) Licensee shall effectively monitor facility operation and maintain accurate records of the following 
information:
(1) Estimated amount of feedstock received and quantity of product produced at the facility. 

Records shall be reported to Metro no later than thirty (30) days following the end of each 
quarter. The report shall be signed and certified as accurate by an authorized representative of 
licensee.

(2) Records of any special occurrences encountered during operation and methods used to resolve 
problems arising fi’om these events, including details of all incidents that required implementing 
emergency procedures.

(3) Records of public nuisarice complaints (e.g. noise, dust, vibrations, litter) received by the 
operator, including:
A) The nature of the complaint;
B) The date the complaint was received; the name, address, and telephone number of the 

person or persons making the complaint; and
C) any actions taken to respond to the complaint.

(4) For every odor complaint received, the licensee shall record the date, tiine, and nature of any 
action taken in response to an odor complaint, and record such information within one business 
day after receiving the complaint. Records of such information shall be made ayailable to 
Metro and local governments upon request.

(b) . The licensee shall submit to Metro duplicate copies of regulatory information submitted to the
DEQ .and local jurisdictions pertaining to the facility, at the same time of submittal to DEQ and/or 
local jurisdiction.
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11. Closure

(a) Unless otherwise authorized in a facility license, all yard debris, compostmg material, end-product, 
and other solid wastes must be removed from the facility within 180 days following the beginning 
of closure.

(b) The facility operator shall close the facility in a manner which eliminates the release of yard debris 
leachate arid composting constituents to the groundwater or surface waters or to the atmosphere 
to the extent necessary to prevent threats to human health or the environment.

(c) Within 30 days of completion of closure, the operator shall file a report with Metro verifying that 
closure was completed in accordance with this Section.

12. Term of License and Annual License Fees

(a) The term of the license shall be established by the Executive Officer not to exceed five (5) years.
If a license is issued for less than five (5) years, the reason(s) shall be set forth in the licensing, 
agreement.

(b) Licensee shall pay an annual license fee. In order to keep costs at a minimum, and so as to not 
encourage deliveries outside the district, the fee shall be based on a minimum cost for service basis 
and shall not exceed $300 per year. The fee shall be delivered to Metro within thirty (30) days of 
the effective date of this License and each year thereafter.

13. Insurance

(a) Licensee shall purchase and maintain the following types of insurance, covering Licensee, its 
employees, and agents:
1) Broad form comprehensive general liability insurance covering personal injury, property 

damage, and personal injury with automatic coverage for premises, operations, and product 
liability. The policy must be endorsed with contractual liability coverage; and

2) Automobile bodily injury and property damage liability insurance.

(b) Insurance coverage shall be a minimum of $500,000 per occurrence, $100,000 per person, and 
• $50,000 property damage. If coverage is written with an annual aggregate limit, the aggregate

limit shall not be less than $1,000,000.

(c) Metro, its elected ofScials, departments, employees, and agents shall be named as ADDITIONAL 
INSUREDS. Notice of any material change or policy cancellation shall be provided to Metro prior 
to the change or caricellation.

(d) A license shall specify that licensee, its contractors, if any, and all employers under this license are 
subject employers under the Oregon Workers' Compensation Law and shall comply with ORS 
656.017, which requires them to provide Workers' Compensation coverage for all their subject
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workers. Licensee shall provide Metro with certification of Workers' Compensation insurance 
including employer's liability.

14. Indemnification

Licensee shall indemnify and hold METRO, its agents, employees, and elected officials harmless 
from any. and all claims, demands, damages, actions, losses and expenses, including attorney's fees, 
arising out of or in any way connected wth licensee's performance under this license, including 
patent infnngement and any claims or disputes involving subcontractors. Licensee shall not assume 
liability for any negligent or intentionally wrongful act of Metro, its ofiBcers, agents or employees.

IS. Compliance With Law

Licensee shall fully comply with all federal, state, regional and local laws, rules, regulations, 
ordinances, orders and permits pertaining in any manner to this license. All conditions imposed on 
the operation of the facility by federal, state or local governments or agencies having jurisdiction 
over the facility are part of this license by reference as if specifically set forth herein. Such 
conditions and permits include those attached as exhibits to the license, as well as any existing at 
the time of issuance of this license and not attached, and permits or conditions issued or modified 
during the term of this license.

16. Enforcement of License Provisions

(a) The Executive Officer may, at any time, make an investigation to determine if there is sufficient 
reason and cause to suspend, modify or revoke a license as provided in this section. If, in the 
opinion of the Executive Officer, there is sufficient evidence to suspend, modify, or to revoke a 
license, the Executive Officer shall notify the licensee in writing of the alleged violation, and the 
necessary steps to be taken to cure the violation. Upon a finding that violation, exists and that the 
licensee is unable to or refuses to cure the violation within a reasonable time after receiving written 
notice thereof, the Executive Officer may provide notice to the licensee that the license is 
suspended, modified or revoked.

(b) The notice authorized by this subsection shall be based upon the Executive Officer’s finding that 
the licensee has:
1) Violated the license agreement, this chapter, the Code, state law, local ordinance or the rules 

promulgated thereunder or any other applicable law or regulation; or
2) The licensee has misrepresented material facts or information in the license application, annual 

operating report, or other information required to be submitted to Metro;
3) Failed to pay when due the fees required to be paid under this chapter; or
4) Been found to be in violation of a city or county solid waste management ordinance if such 

ordinances require licensees to comply with the Metro Code (solid waste facility regulation).
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(c) Except as provided in subsection (d) of this section, the Executive OfiBcer’s revocation, 
modification or suspension of a license shall not become effective until the licensee has been 
afforded an opportunity to request a contested case hearing and on opportunity for a contested 
case hearing if one is requested.

(d) Upon finding of serious danger to the public health or safety as a result of the actions or inaction of 
a licensee under this chapter, the Executive OfBcer may in accordance with Code Chapter 2.05 
immediately suspend the license and may take whatever steps may be necessary to abate the 
danger.

(e) Upon revocation or refusal to renew the license all rights of the licensee in the license shall 
immediately be divested.

17. Appeals

(a) Any applicant licensee is entitled to a contested case hearing pursuant to Metro Code Chapter 2.05 
upon the Executive Officer’s suspension, modification or revocation or refusal by the Council or 
Executive OfBcer, as appropriate, to issue, renew or transfer a license or grant a variance, as 
follows;

1) Except as provided in subsection (3) of this section, the Executive OfiBcer’s refusal to renew a 
license by the Council or Executive OfBcer, as appropriate, shall not become effective until the 
licensee has been afforded an opportunity to request a contested case hearing and an opportunity 
for a contested case hearing if one is requested.

2) The refusal by the Council or Executive Officer, as appropriate, to grant a variance, or to issue 
or transfer a license shall be effective immediately. The licensee or applicant may request a 
hearing on such refusal within thirty (30) days of notice of such refusal.

3) Upon finding of serious danger to the public health or safety, the Executive OfBcer may suspend 
a license or the Council or Executive OfBcer, as appropriate, may refiise to renew a license and 
such action shall be effective immediately. If a license renewal is refused effective immediately, 
the licensee shall have thirty (30) days from the date of such action to request a contested case 
hearing.

18. Disposal Rates and Fees

(a) In accordance with the variance granted by the Metro Council, the rates charged at this Facility 
shall be exempt from Metro rate setting.

(b) Licensee is exempted fi-om collecting and remitting Metro Fees on waste received at the Facility. 
Licensee is fully responsible for paying all costs associated with disposal of residual material 
generated at the Facility. Licensee shall obtain a non-system license prior to disposal of residuals at 
any facility not designated by Metro.
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(c) The Licensee shall adhere to the following conditions with regard to disposal rates charged at the 
Facility;
1) Licensee may modify rates to be charged on a continuing basis as market demands may dictate. 

Rate schedules should be provided to Metro on a regular basis, and shall be provided to Metro 
on request.

2) Public rates charged at the facility shall be posted on a sign near where fees are collected.
Rates and disposal classifications establish^ by the licensee shall be reasonable and 
nondiscriminatory.

19. General Conditions

(a) A licensee shall be responsible for ensuring that its contractors and agents operate in compliance 
with the terms and conditions o'f this license,

(b) The granting of a license shall not vest any right or privilege in the licensee to receive specific 
quantities of solid waste during the term of the license.

(c) The power and right to regulate, in the public interest, the exercise of the privileges granted by this 
license shall at all times be vested in Metro. Metro reserves the right to establish or amend rules, 
regulations or standards regarding matters within Metro's authority, and to enforce all such legal 
requirements against licensee.

(d) This license may not be transferred or assigned without the prior written approval of Metro, which 
will not be unreasonably withheld'

(e) To be effective, a waiver of any term or condition of a license must be in writing, signed by the 
Executive Officer. Waiver of a term or condition of a license shall not waive nor prejudice Metro's 
right otherwise to require performance of the same term or condition or any other term dr 
condition.

(f) The license shall be construed, applied, and enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of 
Oregon.

(g) If any provision of the license shall be invalid, illegal, or unenforceable in any respect, the validity 
of the remaining provisions contained in this license shall not be affected.

(h) Authorized representatives of Metro shall be permitted access to the premises of the facility at all 
reasonable times for the purpose of making inspections and carrying out other necessary functions 
related to this license. Access to inspect is authorized during all business hours.
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ATTACHMENT B 

Summary of Key Issues
Licensing Program for Yard Debris Processing and Yard Debris Reload Facilities

Background

Recent attempts to site a yard debris composting facility in Clackamas County resulted in a 
land use decision that requires these facilities to completely enclose their operations. This 
requirement is considered unusually restrictive and would, in effect, prohibit a yard debris 
processing operation from siting or relocating in Clackamas County. This situation does not 
appear to be unique. Many facilities in the region are located in areas that are now becoming 
highly urbanized. As a result, these facilities are increasingly being noticed for their potential 
to create a public nuisance.

In order to begin developing solutions to this situation, a regional discussion group was 
convened to discuss yard debris processing facilities and their associated impacts. Major 
issues included:

• How to maintain programs, provide safeguards for the existing system and provide 
additional security for the future stability of the yard debris recycling system (note that the 
yard debris recycling rate in the Metro region increased from 23% in 1987 to 70%
(110,000 tons) in 1993).

• How the confidence of local governments and the public could be restored so that siting or 
relocating these facilities does not become prohibitively expensive.

It was recognized early on that without the assistance and support from the local yard debris 
composting industry, it would not be possible to implement effective solutions. From that point 
forward, all group discussions included industry and local government representatives 
(including the DEQ). Great emphasis was placed on solutions that would be effective as well 
as acceptable to the yard debris processing industry.

A model ordinance approach for local government adoption was developed and reviewed by 
local governments. It was concluded that this approach would not be effective for the existing 
eighteen facilities in the region. Therefore, the discussion group recommended that the facility 
operational standards be developed as a regional licensing program.

Regional Discussion Group Endorsement

The licensing program proposal was voted on and endorsed by a clear majority of the 
discussion group participants on two separate occasions. Endorsement of the licensing 
proposal by the regional discussion group was based on the following:

• The licensing program addresses problems on a regional level. It is fair to all processors in 
region and will be beneficial to the industry. It helps maintain programs and provides 
needed safeguards for the future security of the system.



A local government model ordinance approach will not work for existing facilities. A 
voluntary program would not be effective on a regional scale, and would not help create a 
level playing field.

The licensing program is a framework for problem identification and resolution.
Surrounding land uses and growth in the region wii| lead to more public scrutiny and 
objections to these facilities. They may be forced out of operation, especiaiiy the smaller to 
medium sized operations.

The program enforcement measures are viewed as important elements by both processors 
and local governments. The program will help legitimate processors while limiting the fly- 
by-night processors trying to make a fast profit and creating nuisance conditions that give 
the industry a bad reputation.

Licensing Program Concerns

There are concerns about implementing a regional licensing program. These concerns are 
summarized below, and are followed by responses in italics.

1. The problem is zoning and facility issues should be addressed with local government land 
use planners. Further, a voluntary and/or model ordinance approach should be used 
rather than a region-wide licensing program.

The regional discussion group made it dear Uiat zoning is not the only issue that needs 
to be addressed. Operational issues, reporting requirements, and problem resolution 
and enforcement became an integral part of the equation.

The local government mode! ordinance approach was rejected by the group and 
determined to be ineffective for the 18 existing facilities in the region. This is also true 
fora voluntary program. The discussion group agreed that any program should foster a 
level playing field, and that it be implemented on a regional level.

Zoning ordinances typically can not indude the kind of operational standards and 
reporting requirements that are now needed to ensure that these types of facilities do 
not become public nuisances. This is particuiady true in light of the sustained growth 
that is projected for our region, as these fadiities get "pushed out."

One element of the licensing program is to work with local governments to ensure that 
development codes and zoning ordinances adequately address these fadiities. in 
addition, the group recommended that a spedai workgroup be set up to discuss die 
licensing program with land use planners and nuisance code enforcement personnel.

2. The DEQ could implement a state-wide permit program for yard debris processors.

The DEQ has made it dear that they do not intend to implement a state-wide permit 
program. However, the DEQ has indicated that they support the proposed regional 
licensing program.



3. Product quality standards for compost are all that may be necessary.

Metro has implemented a product quality standards program for yard debris compost 
(Earth-Wise Compost Designation). This program was set-up for marketing purposes 
and is voluntary (the program costs $1,000per year to participate). The product quality 
standards do not address facility operational issues, which are the source of concern, 
it may be possible to link the two programs in the future, but for now it has been 
recommended that they remain separate.

4. Counties with land outside the Metro boundary will have no way of encouraging these 
facilities to partidpate in the licensing program. Fadlities may relocate outside the Metro 
boundary to escape the licensing requirements.

An important element of the licensing program is to work with the local government iand 
use planners to encourage siting standards that set the conditions for approval on 
participation in the licensing program, in this way, facilities outside the Metro boundary 
will be able to participate in the program.

it is important to note two important considerations: 1) processors prefer to be located 
dose to the source of their feedstock and markets; and 2) zoning outside the Metro 
boundary tends to be predominantly rural or agricultural in nature and is generally not 
favorable for siting these types of commercial operations, unless they are strictly in 
conjunction with agricultural uses.

5. Local governments will not be able to amend their contracts with franchised haulers, 
requiring them to take yard debris from municipal curbside programs to approved (licensed) 
fadlities.

The City of Portland is currently doing this. For example, they provide a list of approved 
facilities to their haulers who may then select the most convenient facility for their use. 
it is primarily intended to ensure that, at a minimum, yard debris that the public source- 
separates for recycling through municipal programs is processed in a responsible 
manner.

Will Metro have to hire additional staff to administer a licensing program? Will the 
processors be required to pay for these costs through the license fees?

Implementation of a licensing program will not require Metro to hire additional staff. 
Existing staff \mH absorb the program responsibilities. However, it will be necessary to 
contract with a consultant to assist staff with spedal drcumstances. The consultant 
contract for the initiallicensing phase is estimated at $7,000, and $2,000 thereafter for 
special circumstance consultation (if needed).

The annual licensing fee paid by the processors (which is similar to a franchise fee) will 
help defray some of the costs of the licensing program. Annual licensing fees are set 
by the Metro Council. However, the regional discussion group recommends that the 
fees be no more than $300per year. High licensing fees could drive processors out of 
the region.



7. How will local governments be involved in the licensing program?

Local governments are typically the first to receive nuisance complaints. Therefore, 
Metro win coordinate the iicensing prograni with iocaigovernment iand use pianners, 
soiid waste and recyciing coordinators, and nuisance code administrators. Metro is 
committed to meet with iocai governments to develop a specific plan for responding to 
nuisance compiaints and other licensing program issues.

A key objective of the licensing program is to minimize potentiai nuisance conditions 
and encourage the processor, iocai government, and Metro to work together to resolve 
issues through a facility and operationai review process. Therefore, the iicensing 
program wiii take a proactive, cooperative approach to ensure intergovernmental 
coordination. Information on facilities wiH be shared, and Metro wiii consult with the 
local Jurisdiction before providing technical assistance or initiating enforcement action. 
Processors wiU be cioseiy invoived throughout the process.
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Attachment C - Licensing Program Regulatory Table

The following table summarizes the key regulatory concerns regarding the proposed yard debris processing and reload facility licensing 
program.

ISSUES METRO LOCAL GOVERNMENT DEQ

Siting Siting by private initiative. Metro sets 
up a regional workgroup to review 
zoning issues.

Local land use permit process. Ensure 
that zoning ordinances and 
development codes do not effectively 
prohibit these facilities.

NA

Local governments to work with a 
regional workgroup to review and 
discuss zoning issues.

Licensing Metro license required for all facilities 
within Metro boundary. Voluntary 
outside boundary.

The program will include problem 
resolution through intergovernmental 
cooperation, technical assistance and 
enforcement measures (see next page 
for details).

Local jurisdiction participates in 
program. Nuisance/code violations are 
handled locally. Metro is notified and 
may be asked for assistance, if 
warranted.

NA

Operational
Standards

Addressed through the license 
agreement.

Many operational concerns are not 
addressed through the land use permit 
process.

May provide technical assistance.

License Fees Fees are set by Metro Council. 
Recomendations'in the draft licensing 
standards are that fees should not 
exceed $300 per year.

NA NA

Collection Metro will not direct yard debris to 
processing facilities.

Facility designation. Local 
governments provide franchised 
haulers with a list of approved, 
licensed facilities where they may take 
curbside yard debris for processing or 
reload.

NA
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ISSUES i

Problem Resolution 
and Enforcement

Inside Metro Boundary

Intergovernmental Coordination 
Metro, local governments, DEQ share 
information on facilities. If nuisance 
complaints warrant Metro action, local 
governments can request assistance' 
from Metro. Metro may independently 
monitor facilitiiss and take appropriate 
action in cooperation with the local 
jurisdiction. Processor will be closely 
involved throughout the process.

Technical Assistance 
Metro, local governments, DEQ and 
the processor work together to resolve 
issues through a facility and 
operational review.

Enforcement
If issues can not be resolved, Metro 
can take enforcement action per Metro 
Code. Enforcement may include:

• Request corrective action
• Notice of intent to assess fines.
• Contested case proceeding.
• Findings of 

compliance/noncompliance.
• Temporary restraining order 

(emergency action).
• Injunction.
• Suspend or revoke the license.

Outside Metro Boundary

Conditional Use Permit 
As a condition for land use approval, 
zoning and development ordinances 
could require new facilities to 
participate in the Metro licensing 
program. If facilities do not comply 
with the licensing agreement, the local 
government can find them in violation 
of their conditional use permit.

Zoning
Typical land use zones outside Metro 
are Rural and Exclusive Farm Use 
zones |EFU). These zoning 
designations typically have restrictions 
on either feedstocks or product. These 
restrictions do not encourage the siting 
of municipal yard debris processing 
operations that sell a product to the 
public.

Rural zones - Facilities are subject 
to significant restrictions of the 
rural zone designation and other 
conditions of approval.

EFU zones * Facilities are not 
allowed in EFU zones, except when 
permined by the local land use 
authority as a commercial activity 
in conjunction with a farm.
Subject to statutory and Goal 
limits. Counties may define 
commercial activities more 
restrictively than state law.

DEQ

Complaint driven process. Odor, air, 
and water quality issues. Enforcement 
includes a DEQ Compliance Order.

DEQ has indicated support for the 
Metro licensing program and is willing 
to participate in a cooperative problem 
resolution process.
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ATTACHMENT D

MAIL THIS APPLICATION TO: DATE RECEIVED BY METRO

Metro
Regional Environmental Management 
600 N.E. Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

LICENSE APPLICATION FORM
YARD DEBRIS PROCESSING AND/OR YARD DEBRIS RELOAD FACILITY

Check all that apply:

Yard Debris Composting 
Yard Debris Reload 
Other (specify)

Date of Application:

PART 1

1. NAME OF FACILITY 

FACILITY ADDRESS

2. PROSPECTIVE LICENSEE

Public Agency Private
Name of Licensee:: 
Mailing Adress::

Phone Number:



3. OWNER(S) OF PROPERTY 

Name
Mailing Address:

Phone Number:

4. SUBCONTRACTOR(S)

Name, address and function of prospective franchisee's facility operation subcontractors, 
if any:

5. SITE LEGAL DESCRIPTION
(Include tax lot(s) descriptions, Section, Township and Range):

SECTION TOWNSHIP RANGE

6. ZONING

Present Land Use Zone: 
Restrictions: _____



7. Is a conditional use permit necessary for the facility? 
Yes__________ No_________

If required, has the permit been obtained?
Yes_______ __ No •______

8. PUBLIC HEARING(S)

Date(s) and nature of Public Hearing(s) held or to be held, if any:

9. PERMITS ISSUED OR APPLIED FOR

List name and number of all permits (i.e., DEQ Solid Waste Disposal Permit, Conditional 
Use Permit, National Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit, Etc.), plus name, 
address and contact person at the agency responsible for issuing the permit(s).

Permit(s) Applied for:

Permit(s) Received:



10. ESTIMATED QUANTITY OF YARD DEBRIS TO BE ACCEPTED

Annually:
Annually:

Cubic Yards Daily:
Tons (optional) Daily:

Cubic Yards 
Tons (optional)

11. PUBLIC/COMMERCIAL OPERATIONS 

Will the facility be open to the public? Yes

Will the facility be open to commercial solid 
waste collectors? ' Yes

No

No

12. OPERATING HOURS AND TRAFFIC VOLUME

OPERATING HOURS PUBLIC COMMERCIAL
Hours Per Day
Days Per Week
Estimated Vehicles Per Day

13. Does the owner/operator of this facility own, operate, maintain, have a proprietary interest 
in, or is the owner financially associated with or subcontracting the operation of the facility 
to any individual, partnership or corporation involved in the business of collecting 
residential, commercial, industrial or demolition refuse within the boundary of Metro?

Yes No

14. Will the facility be open to any solid waste collection companies not wholly owned by the 
franchisee that collect refuse within the boundary of Metro?

Yes No

15. Will the facility be open to solid waste collection companies who collect outside the 
boundary of Metro other than the franchisee?

Yes No



PART 2

GENERAL FACILITY DESIGN PLAN

1. Describe how storm water is managed at the facility.

Is precipitation run-on diverted around the processing area? 
Yes_____ No_____
Describe_____________________ ^____________________

Is run-off from the facility controlled?
Yes_____ No_____
Describe

2. Describe any barriers that the facility has (or will have) to prevent unauthorized entry and 
dumping (fencing, gates, locks).

3. Are there all weather access roads to the site? 
Yes_____ No_____



4. Does (or will) the facility have scales? 
Yes____ No____

5, Does the facility have signs (at entrance, directing traffic flow, public information) ? 
Yes____ No____

Please describe the location(s) and type of sign(s):

6. What is the estimated capacity (cubic yards) of the facility storage area(s) for incoming 

yard debris waiting to be processed?

7. What is the estimated capacity (cubic yards) for finished product storage?

8. Please desaibe how you handle, store and remove hazardous or other non-permitted or 
non-compostable wastes delivered to the facility.



PART 3

GENERAL OPERATING PLAN

1. Describe your methods for measuring and keeping records of incoming yard debris.

2. How often are the facility grounds cleaned of litter?

3. Describe how you encourage delivery of yard debris in covered loads.

4. Describe how you control the types of materials you receive, and methods for removing, 
recovering and disposing of non-compostables;

5. Where do you dispose of non-compostable wastes?



6. Please give a general description of the steps you take to process yard debris (from 
delivery to end-product).

7. What is the maximum length of time required to process each day’s receipt of yard debris?

8. How long does it typically take to process yard debris at your facility (from receipt to 
finished product)?

9. If applicable, what are the dimensions of the windrows or piles that are typically 
constructed at your facility (length, width, height)?

10. Describe how you control: 

Noise:



Vectors (insects, birds, rodents):

Dust:

Litter:

11. Describe the fire prevention, protection and control measures used at the facility.

12. Does (or will) the facility have legible sign(s) at public entrances that includes:

Name of facility?
Name of the operator?
Hours of operation?
List of materials that will and will not be accepted? 
Schedule of charges?
Phone number in case of emergency?

Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes No



13. Describe your methods for monitoring and adjusting the following (during processing): 

Temperature:

Oxygen levels

Moisture levels:

14, In general, what are your plans (existing or proposed) for marketing the finished product?

ip



PART 4

ODOR MINIMIZATION PLAN

1, Generally describe how you handle loads of bad smelling yard debris and grass clippings.

2, Describe your procedures for receiving, recording and remedying odor complaints or odor 
problems at the facility.

3. Describe your methods for minimizing and controlling odors at the facility.

11



4. Do you have and use a readily available supply of bulking agents, additives or odor control 
agents?

5. Describe your procedures for avoiding delay in processing yard debris during all weather 
conditions.

6, Prior to turning or moving composted material, describe how you consider the following 
factors;

Time of day:

Wind direction:

Percent moisture:

Estimated odor potential:

Degree of maturity:

12



LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

1. ATTACHMENT A-SITE PLAN

2. ATTACHMENT B - INSURANCE

3. ATTACHMENT C - OTHER REQUIRED PERMITS

13



1. ATTACHMENT A-SITE PLAN
The application must contain maps, drawings or diagrams showing the location of the facility
at a scale no smaller than one inch equals 100 feet. The following information must be
provided:

a) The boundaries of the facility;

b) The boundaries of the composting area;

c) The property boundaries, if different,

d) The location of all buildings on the property and other pertinent information with respect to 
the operation of the facility (e.g. water supply, fencing, access roads, paved areas, etc.);

e) The location and approximate dimensions of receiving, processing, curing, and storage 
areas for yard debris, end-product, and waste residuals; and

f) The drainage patterns of the composting facility and surrounding areas. For example, the 
direction of both on-site and off-site drainage, as well as the location of any ditches, 
swales, berms, or other structures that exist or will be constructed to control runoff and 
leachate generated by the facility’s operation.

(The following additional information is required for ail new and proposed yard debris 
processing and yard debris reload facilities:)

g) Landscape plan showing the location, size and type of plantings, fences, berms, and 
existing trees to remain and/or to be removed.

h) Drawings of the site that indicate location of initial and permanent roads; buildings and
■ equipment to be installed; sewer and water lines; and storm water system. The drawings 

shall show final grade contours (required for only new or relocating facilities).

2. ATTACHMENT “B” - INSURANCE
The application must contain a letter demonstrating that the applicant can obtain public 
liability insurance, including automotive coverage, in the amounts of not less than Five 
Hundred Thousand Dollars ($500,000) for any number of claims arising out of a single 
accident or occurrence. Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) to any claimant.for any number of 
claims for damage to or destruction of property, and One Hundred Thousand Dollars 
($100,000) to any claimant for all other claims arising out of a single accident or occurrence or 
such other amounts as may be required by State Law for public contracts.

3. ATTACHMENT “C” - OTHER REQUIRED PERMITS
The application must contain one copy each of any required federal, state, county, city or 
other permits or licenses and one copy each of all correspondence pertaining to all such 
permits or licenses.

14



LICENSE APPLICANT

I hereby certify that the information contained in this application is true and correct to the best 
of my knowledge. I agree to notify Metro within 10 days of any change in the information 
submitted as a part of this application. I am enclosing the required Three Hundred Dollar 
($300.00) non-refundable license application fee. (Make checks payable to Metro.)

Signature and title of person completing this application:

SIGNATURE TITLE

DATE PHONE

meti\y»riebri*\lieense\App.(ofmVlieense.ipp
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