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COUNCIL FUNCTIONAL PLAN WORK SESSION
September 5, 1996
Thursday
2:00 PM
Council Annex

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

1. OVERVIEW ON FUNCTIONAL PLAN

2. UPDATE AND PROCESS

3. COUNCIL INFORMATIONAL NEEDS

4. G.M. COMMITTEE UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
DISCUSSION ITEMS

4.1 Title 4: Retail in Employment & Industrial Areas

4.2 Title 9: Performance Measures

5. WRAP UP

ADJOURN

Presenter

McLain

Kvistad

Kvistad

Morrissey

Morrissey

Kvistad
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600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE 
TEL 503 797 1700

PORTLAND. OREGON 97232 2736 
PAX S 0 3 797 1797

M ETRO

GROWTH MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT;
CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 96-647A, FOR THE PURPOSE 

OF ADOPTING A FUNCTIONAL PLAN FOR EARLY IMPLEMENTATION OF 
THE 2040 GROWTH CONCEPT

Date: September 4, 1996 Presented by Councilor McLain

Committee Recommendation; At the August 6th meeting the committee voted 
unanimously to recommend that Ordinance 96-647A be sent to The Metro Council as a 
working document. Voting in favor: Councilors McCaig, Morissette and McLain.

Committee Issues/Discussion; Ordinance 96-647A was introduced by Metro 
executive Mike Burton and, as introduced to Council at first reading, contained both 
the MPAC final recommendations and a Burton proposed title related to benchmarks. 
The committee held one public hearing on the ordinance and allowed written testimony 
thorough two additional work sessions. Over 20 individuals testified at the public 
hearing and 45 separate submissions of written testimony were ultimately made.

The Growth Management Committee amended the ordinance in several significant 
ways:

• The Office of General Council (OGC) reviewed the document for legal consistency 
and made revisions to the introduction and titles 1,3,5,6,8 and 10., Of particular 
note was a rewrite of Title 1: Requirements For Housing and Employment. The 
major effects of this rewrite were to: 1) clarily the relationship between capacity 
and density with regard to Table 1 (Target Capacity for Housing and Employment 
Units 1994-2017); 2) clarify what table 1 requires and what it does not; and, 3) 
clarify the difference between the demonstration of capacity in table 1, and across- 
the-board requirements for density (including minimum density) and design types, 
as they relate to target density;

• Adding WRPAC recommendations to Title 3, which clarify Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Conservation and Mitigation Policy;

Recycled Pep e



• Significantly amending Title 9 and retitling it “Performance Measures”. The goal 
of the amendments is to change the emphasis of this title from one of reporting and 
evaluation to one which tightens timelines, adds corrective action procedures and 
directs that “The performance measures will be used to evaluate and adjust, as 
necessary, Metro’s functional plans. Urban Growth Boundary , and other regional 
plans.”

Several other amendments were made including adding or revising definitions in Title 
10.

Committee members expressed interest in continuing deliberations on possible 
amendments to Title 4: Retail in Employment and Industrial Areas, after the ordinance 
reaches the Council level. Three different amendments are attached: the first put 
forward by counselor Morissette at the request of Bob LeFeber and the Oregon 
chapter of the International Council of Shopping Centers, the second by counselor 
McLain and the third an analysis of a proposal by Fred Meyer Inc.

At issue is the scope of retail enterprises in employment and industrial areas, 
particularly as it pertains to the size of the facility, the geographical area which is 
served by the facility and, possibly a differentiation of the applicability of the title to 
employment areas and to industrial areas.

Committee members also expressed the desire to continue discussion on certain aspects 
of title 9, including the content and use of performance measures and dates when 
specific activities are triggered. Counselor McCaig stated that she was not comfortable 
recommending adoption of the Functional Plan until title 9 is worked out to her 
satisfaction.



TITLE 4: RETAIL IN EMPLOYMENT AND INDUSTRIAL AREAS

Amendments proposed by Councilor Morissette 
July26, 1996, arid Aug. 6, 1996 
Section 1 
Lines 436-441

It is the intent of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept that Employment and Industrial 
Areas contain very-little - supportive retail development. Employment and 
Industrial Areas would be expected to include some limited retail commercial 
uses primarily to serve the needs of the people working or living in the immediate 
Employment or Industrial Areas, not larger market areas outside the Employment 
or Industrial Areas. Exceptions to this general policy can be made for certain 
areas as identified on the Employment and Industrial Areas Exemptions Map ' 
(“Exemptions Map,’,,).

Section 2 
Lines 443 & 444

Cities and counties are hereby required to, if nece.ssarv. amend their 
comprehensive plans and implementing regulations to prehibit-provide a 
conditional use or other publie hearinu proeess for consideriim an applieation to
site retail uses larger than §0^000 60,000 square feet of gross leasable area per 
building or business in the Employment and Industrial Areas specifically 
designated on the 2040 Growth Concept Map.

Section 3 
Lines 448-457

Exceptions to this standard may shall be included for:

A. Low traffic generating, land-consumptive commercial uses with low parking 
demand which have a community or region wide market, or

B. As identified on the Employment-and-Industrial Areas Exemptions Map, specific 
Employment or Industrial Areas which already have substantially developed as retail 
areas or centers or which have been locally designated as retail areas or centers may shall 
allow new or redeveloped retail uses. Proposed refinements to the mapped areas may 
shall be considered in local compliance plans or at a later date as provided in Title 8.
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Metro

Date: August 1,1996

To: Councilor Susan McLain

Larry Shaw, Senior Assistant CounselFrom:

Regarding: Title 4 Amendments

At your request, I have prepared the following proposed amendments to Title 4 and the 
corresponding subsection of Title 8.

Section 1. Intent

It is the intent of Metro 2040 Growth Concept that Employment and Industrial Areas contain 
supportive retail development. Employment and Industrial Areas are expected to include some 
limited retail commercial uses primarily to serve the needs of the people working or living in the 
immediate Employment or Industrial Areas, not larger market areas outside the Employment or 
Industrial Areas. Exceptions to this general policy can be made for certain areas identified in a 
functional plan.

Section 2. Comprehensive Plan and Implementing Ordinance Changes Required

Cities and counties are hereby required to amend their comprehensive plans and implementing 
regulations, if necessary, to prohibit retail uses larger than 60,000 square feet of gross leasable 
area per building or business in the Employment and Industrial Areas specifically designated on 
the 2040 Growth Concept Map.

Section 3. Exceptions

Exceptions to this standard may be included in comprehensive plans and implementing 
regulations to allow:

A. Low traffic generating, land-consumptive commercial uses with low parking demand 
which have a community or regionwide market in all Employment Areas as designated 
on the 2040 Growth Concept Map, and



Councilor Susan McLain
August 1, 1996
Page 2

B, New or redeveloped retail uses to be located in those Employment or Industrial Areas 
identified as exception areas in a functional plan which already have substantially 
developed as retail areas or which have been locally designated as retail areas. Cities and 
counties may propose refinements to this section specifying exception areas for Metro 
adoption as amendments to this functional plan.

Page 29, lines 744 through 750 of TITLE 8: COMPLIANCE PROCEDURES to read:

4. Retail in Employment and Industrial Areas. Subject to the provisions of Title 4, cities or 
counties may propose exception areas where retail uses larger than 60,000 square feet 
may be allowed. Metro shall consider a local government request to establish an 
exception area to exempt existing or locally designated retail areas, where they can 
reasonably demonstrate that the requested retail area has been found to be appropriate for 
an exemption based upon current or projected needs within the jurisdiction.

kaj I;\DOCStt07.1>&D\04-2040I.MI>L\03UGMl;NC.I,I.N\03UCTML.I;Ml>\0801MCLA.MliM
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Date:

To:

From:

Re:

Metro

August 6,1996

Councilors Morissette and McCaig 

Larry S. Shaw, Senior Assistant Counsel 

Title IV Alternatives

Fred Meyer Points:

1. Allow medium sized "in fill" and redevelopment retail services in Employment Areas.

2. Focus regulation on market area, not size.

3. Focus on avoiding traffic from outside the area.

4. "Neighborhood" supermarkets have about a 3-mile market area.

5. Avoid "power center" of specialty stores less than 50,000 square feet.

6. Differentiate between industrial (stricter limits) and employment areas (more flexible).

7. More flexible approach based on market areas in Employment Areas.

Section 1. Intent

It is the intent of Metro 2040 Growth Concept that Employment andTndustrial Areas contain 
supportive retail development. Employment and Industrial Areas are expected to include some 
limited retail commercial uses primarily to serve the needs of the people working or living in the 
immediate Employment or Industrial Areas, not larger market areas outside the Employment or 
Industrial Areas. Exceptions to this general policy can be made for certain areas identified in a 
functional plan.

Section 2. Comprehensive Plan and Implementing Ordinance Changes Required

A. Cities and counties are hereby required to amend their comprehensive plans and 
implementing regulations, if necessary, to limit retail commercial uses in Industrial Areas 
as designated on the 2040 Growth Concept Map to only those uses demonstrated to be



necessary to serve the needs of the people working within the boundaries of the Industrial 
Area established in the plan or regulations.

B. Cities and counties are hereby required to amend their comprehensive plans and 
implementing ordinances to demonstrate the following in Employment Areas as 
designated on the 2040 Growth Concept Map: (1) the in fill and redevelopment for retail 
commercial uses is encouraged; and (2) retail commercial uses in Employment Areas are 
limited to those uses which are demonstrated by building size, needed parking, pedestrian 
and bicycle connections and market data to serve the needs of the people working and 
living within three miles of the retail use.

Section 3. Exceptions

Cities and counties may propose refinements to this section specifying areas of exception to
Section 2 for Metro adoption as amendments, to this functional plan. Exceptions may be
proposed to be included in comprehensive plans and implementing regulations to allow:

A. Low traffic generating, land-consumptive commercial uses with low parking demand 
which have a community or regionwide market in all Employment Areas as designated 
on the 2040 Growth Concept Map, and

B. Existing, new or redeveloped retail uses to be located on land in Employment Areas 
which has already substantially developed as retail areas or which has been locally 
designated as retail areas.

I;\DOCS#07.P&D\04-2040I.MPL\03UGMFNC.PLN\03RETAIL.EMP\MOR-MCAG.806
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METRO
TESTIMONY - PUBLIC HEARING 

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AND 

DENSITY INSIDE THE BOUNDARY

PORTLAND, OREGON
SEPTEMBER 5, 1996

I am against ANY expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary. I am against 
ANY expansion or density acceleration inside the Urban Growth Boundary. Any 
expansion will only exacerbate and eventually destroy not only our livability 
but also our quality of life, r.-f i.l" - hr- C_ r. 1 it Divii-ion-

!!;:t Ort-;;.;. t~ $4,700 drop in income. State 
value r • r ; t;.-- quality of life they-leerr; 

■;i in Oie. ANYONE

Some have said that growth is inevitable. There have been times in the past when some 
said that "the world was flat" and "man couldn't fly" . I also remember the day after the 1948 
Presidential Election. The Chicago Tribune front page headlines said that “Dewey defeated 
Truman". I say that growth can be stopped.

Th-r iii.niii fri.ri'y ' ;■ m :ii:i: Metro's 1992 Home Rule Charter i-r-rjair-r^ sdopticn
:f 5 vi.:i:r! * "enhance livability". r s'.r-w "Future Vision". : i-r- i i"’ .= /n Charter
Preamble .-.V: : "Metro's most important service is to enhance the quality of life for its
citizens". Zr. November 1993 vh.; ;r I zo.t*: ; .• r ; "manage growth as a U 1
priority", hiv inn i' -r:; _ : y liii ...^. Wc must stop growth! Th-rr-r

■ar-e- nc :f y: Th-ry -ai-r .nil r.-ryativ-r.

A recent poll by Davis & Hibbits Inc, said:

64% agreed TihnT; j: i .rhv.;!:; NOT 3;;: : 1 i.-h-v ;i •

62% said ih?." 'h-ry did not want . r-sj ' .r ; f.1 i :

On .-.pri 1 lb, lb 11 Governor JOHN KXTZHABER r\: "I don't think there's anything wrong 
with Oregon's size right now from a population standpoint".

iDur pa'rr. i.r ^-r hr . niar. r : i.'.a r.e-:r i

ll-': the greedy rorpe r a*; iiru-i lifter; t: :ne ?L 
"fficiale r-'j ac . i a ■- .

• - 1-; ■

eren -e tha. p.aerle. 
ii.ViCh of our elected 

’i.:e !:ie for once;

This cannot be said enough times. "Do not expand the Urban Growth Boundary1." You have, 
already heard enough overwhelming testimony against expanding the Urban Growth Boundary and 
that should make your decisions easy. Do what the vast majority of citizens want. Stop this 
senseless and destructive expansion of our Urban Growth Boundary now!

THANK YOU,

BOB ROBINSON 
2226 S.E. 25TH PLACE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 
235-5498
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NO GROWTH 

A WONDERFUL LIFE II

BY
BOB ROBINSON

TESTIMONY - PUBLIC HEARING 

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AND 

DENSITY INSIDE THE BOUNDARY

PORTLAND, OREGON
SEPTEMBER 5, 1996

There is always someone ready to say, "no one can stop growth" or "weVc 
always done it that way". My answer to these cliches is; we must stop growth oi

Oregon cannot sustain more growth without causing Irreparable harm to our
2ua!' yv,of ,lfe- Do y°u want to ,lve in New York or Los Angeles? Of course you 
don t! You wouldn't be here In Oregon If you did! y

What do we gain In building a massive Infrastructure and not being able to 
breathe clean air, or drink clean water? Do you realize how fortunate we are! We 
still have some beauty and livability left! If we want to preserve this quality of life 
we must stop growth before it stops us\

A No Growth Plan will solve most of our livability problems. There will be
any4Tr°jan Nuclear Power Plants, hlgh-power-consumlng aluminum 

plants, added taxes for additional schools, teachers, fireman, policeman
freeways, expensive water sources, airport expansions, prisons. The list Is 
endless.

A No Growth Plan will stop destruction of the Mt. Hood Open Spaces It 
would create pollution free businesses. There would be no emergencies 
confronting us like the costly East County Sewer funding. It would stop radical 
swings in property taxes. Regressive Income Taxes would be more progressive. 
Farm and agricultural production would be preserved. There would be substantial 
reduction In medical maladies from the pollution of our air and water. The long
awaited solution to our garbage problems will be accomplished. We do not have 
a bottomless hole to dump our garbage.
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Less government costs. Less welfare costs. Less transportation costs. We 
could save over $4,000,000,000 just by rejecting the pointless unnecessary work 
on the South-North Light Rail.

Old Growth timber in Oregon, some of which have been standing since 
Columbus discovered America, will still be preserved. These majestic trees aisc 
produce water by gathering fog from cloud formations.

Billions of dollars of hard earned taxpayers money will be saved when a Nc 
Growth policy is implemented. But it must a permanent policy. We cannot allow 
the greed and corruption of past agencies to infiltrate this extremely Important 
decision making process.

•
We can have better social diversity within our communities and Oregon car 

again set the pace for better livability. Pollution and the degradation of oui 
lifestyes and livability combined with continued growth will definitely give us the 
Los Angeles and New York mentality. And will surely bring us the accompanyinc 
crime, misery, and the totally unacceptable way of living that Inevitably leads tc 
the breakdown of society. Not a pretty picture. So what do you want? No Growtt 
or business as usual?

are you ready to make that choice?
Oregon is watching and waiting for you to do the only logical thing. 

STOP GROWTH BEFORE IT STOPS US!

BOB ROBINSON 

2226 S.E. 36TH PLACE 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 

235-5498
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Growth doesn’t just happen
By M. SCOTT JONES

Most people know that overpop
ulation is the most serious 
threat to our planet. Corre
spondingly, according to the 

Oregon Values and Beliefs survey and many 
other surveys conducted in recent years, 
most Oregonians know that local overpop
ulation is the most serious threat to our 
state.

But in staff writer Steve Suo’s article in 
The Oregonian Oct. 24 questioning whether 
we should think globally, and act locally by 
stabilizing our region’s population at a sus
tainable level (“How about applying the 
brakes to growth?’’), the same old naysayers 
are trotted out, repeating the same tired 
saws about why it can’t be done: “Growth is 
inevitable,” and “stopping it would be too 
expensive.”

ECO Northwest’s “No Growth Slow 
Growth Report,” a clever apology for 
growth-as-usual commissioned by Metro, 
was again cited as evidence. Yet no mention 
was made about what’s driving our growth 
in the first place. Nor was mention made of 
Lake Oswego's recently adopted growth-neu
tral policy.

A few of the skyrocketing costs of growth 
paid by existing residents who receive no 
benefits from growth were detailed, but the 
experts assure us that turning those costs 
back on the growth itself might actually dis
courage more people and businesses from 
relocating here (Gee, isn’t that the goal?) 
and that this would be too expensive for the 
rest of us.

However, both Paul Hawken, author of 
“The Ecology of Commerce” and keynote 
speaker at last year’s Sustainable Communi
ties Conference, and Eugene urban planner 
Eben Fodor have compelling evidence that 
such measures would actually reduce our 
costs of living and improve our economy.

The misinformation put out by Metro and 
by many in the big-business sector is that 
more peqple than ever are moving here be
cause it’s such a great place to live that they 
can’t help themselves.

If this is the case, then why didn’t they all 
come here during the recession?

The real story that Oregonians are not 
hearing is that the growth that has been

TIM BRINTON

u
The ‘Prosperous Portland’ and 
‘Inteniationalizing Portland’ plans, 
the Oregon Economic Developmau 
Departmait’s recruitment program 
and a whole slew of other well- 
organized marketing campaigns are 
the aigines.

99

projected for Oregon is not going to happen 
on its own. It's being promoted by adherents 
of the old economic-growth model, which re
quires an ever-increasing stream of new res
idents and greater consumption, forcing us 
to further pollute our air and water and in 
countless other ways deplete our natural 
capital rather than living on.our true in
come.

/r1 Sccr’fi ^(jyo^ 
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1110 “Prosperous Portland” and "Interna
tionalizing Portland” plans, the Oregon Eco 
nomic Development Department’s recruit
ment program and a whole slew of other 
well-organized marketing campai^s are the 
engines of this old model by which we are 
being driven toward collective bankruptcy.

Because an increase in economic activity' 
docs not equal an increase in real wealth, all 
this will have to be scrapped in favor ol 
some real sustainable economic develop 
ment and urban planning.

We can halt growth dead in its tracks,and 
retrieve whatever costs to current residents 
that doing so might incur by simultaneous!} 
putting an end to all tax-paid advertise 
ments, recruitment and subsidies for more 
industries and people to move here; by con 
verting from dependence on nonsustainabh 
business practices and becoming more local 
ly self-sufficient; by empowering existing 
residents to become their own employers 
and by recycling our monies back into oui 
communities where they belong rather thar 
diverting them to board members and man 
agers of giant corporations, a large percent 
age of whom don’t even live here.

The Global Business Network’s Scenaric 
Planning software can demonstrate all thi^ 
to those closed-system economists whi 
haven’t yet learned about the direct correla 
lives between the economy, population, so 
cial justice and the environment.

If we expect another half a million to i 
million more residents, we’ll probably ge 
that disaster. As it is, if we continue grow 
ing at the rate we have been thanks to thi 
last 10 years of growth promotion, the Port 
land area’s population will rise to 5.5 mil 
lion by the year 2040 — only a mere 3 mil 
lion more than Metro has projected.

We can avert all that by planning for : 
sustainable population here and by retool 
ing our economy accordingly. If we are seri 
ously committed “to both a truly health} 
economy and a healthy environment, wi 
must stop putting down population planning 
before we even give it a fair try.

M. Scott Jones of Southeast Portland is c 
co-founder of Oregonians for a SustainabU 
Population. Mail to the author in response u 
this column can be sent in care of the op-ec 
page at The Oregonian, 1320 S.W. Broadway 
Portland 97201.
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Questionable Assumptions are the Basis for Regional Planning

by M. Scott Jones

NE OF THE MOST CRUCIAL 
I decisions impacting the Portland 
area’s long-term livability is 

whether to freeze or expand the Urban 
Growth Boundary (UGB). The UGB is 
fundamental to stopping urban sprawl, 
which despoils open lands, farms and 
forests. It’s fundamental to stopping disin
vestment and fostering reinvestment in 
inner city neighborhoods. It’s also funda
mental to maintaining a compact city 
through augmenting public transit, bicy
cling and urban parks instead of building 

. new roads, sewers, and power lines.
But the Metro Council, spurred by pro- 

growth lobbyists, is poised to enlarge the 
UGB by about 10-12,000 acres, with
22.000 more held in a reserve “study” for 
even more future expansions. While the 
Councilors haggle over exact numbers, 
Metro Executive Director Mike Burton 
has given his blessings for an expansion of 
4-9,000 acres. All this, just after Metro 
planners completed two years of exhaus
tive democratic process in which citizens 
overwhelmingly called for a freeze, and 
after Burton won his seat largely by 
promising to fight for one.

Burton claims he reversed his position 
because Metro’s 1995 “Regional Forecast 
1995-2020’’ increased to a total of about
650.000 more people for the year 2015 as 
compared to its previous forecast of
500.000 more. Reporters, planners and 
politicians alike are accepting the most 
recent estimate from Metro at face value. 
The Oregonian upped it to 700,000 and 
has repeatedly published it as a fact of life;

deliberate and 
planned. The story 
begins in the deep 
recession of the 
1980s, brought on 
by the U.S. Federal 
Reserve’s strategy 
of raising interest 
rates to slow the 
then inflationary 
U.S. economy.
Mortgage rates 
zoomed up, and 
home-buying and 
building across the 
country zoomed 
down. The lumber 
market died, and so 
did Oregon’s econ
omy. Despite 
Mount Hood and all 
that greenery (in 
strips along the 
highways), Oregon 
and Portland 
declined in popula
tion.

In response,
Neil Goldschmidt, Dick Reiten (former 
PGE CEO), and Bill Scott (former 
Pacificorp CEO) formed a state-wide 
growth coalition and went on the offen
sive, heavily recruiting businesses to 
Oregon through preferential tax rates for 
businesses, state grants, and promises of 
privileged access to government. 
Companies came. People came. The 
expansion of high-tech industries is the 
most dramatic result of this conceited mar
keting campaign of the last ten years.

Thus, neither the recession and slow
^ r- I * Q fTf" r>¥> /Vv-r-lll >t W«

Tower of Babel, by Pieter Brueghel

t

have declined. The state is cutting school 
budgets to expand prisons. The average 
Oregonian works for less pay and less 
quality of life.

The first growth spurt did lower high 
1980s unemployment. But no city can 
lower unemployment much below the U.S. 
average no matter how much growth it 
creates. This is because desperate people 
flood to places with jobs, nullifying any 
ostensible effort to improve the lot of 
existing residents. And millions of people 
are ready to relocate here in search of jobs 
because the U.S. Federal Reserve now

positive. More subdivisions, more cleai 
ing up of oil and chemical spills, moi 
prison-building, all create a “positive 
GDP. The more gas burned in lengthenin 
commutes on congested roads, the highc 
the GDP. The more money spent on cance 
treatment, the higher the GDP. Convcrsel) 
loss of open land, degradation of water ani 
air, loss of renewable resources—none o 
these are subtracted from GDP.

At heart, _thc^_Mctrp r^ort is crude 
business ideology; the notion that grow11, 
is good and natural and not a liiaUer o 
political choice, and that income growtl



as It, UKe ueain ana taxes, u s inevitable. 
The basic posture from the city, county, 
and Metro is, “WeTI try our hardest to pre
serve our fair city, but Portland is so attrac
tive that realistically nothing can be done 
to halt the population surge." To date, no 
elected official has challenged the fore
cast. Thus armed, the pro-growth lobbyists 
are applying their political muscle.

But the estimate is deeply flawed. It’s 
based on assumptions that decisions about 
economic growth and population should 
be in the hands 'of real 
estate and corporate enter
prise responding to uncon
trollable market forces. Its 
most questionable 
assumption is that the 
super-heated local growth 
trends of the early 90s will 
continue into the future.

Will Portland’s tri
county area population 
really grow by 500,000 to
650.000 within the next 
twenty years? Between 
1989 and 1994, the region, 
including Clark County, 
grew by about 2.5 percent
a year. In contrast, between 1980 and 
1988, it grew less than 1 percent a year. 
(Oregon’s total population actually fell by
25.000 in 1982 and 50,000 in 1985.) And 
even though growth leveled off in 1995, 
Metro economist and forecast author 
Dennis Yee predicts that, thanks to pro
jected industrial expansions, it will contin
ue at close to 2 percent for the next twen
ty-five years, resulting in 650,000 more 
people by 2010.

The fast growth rate in the early ‘90s 
didn’t occur by force of nature. It was

growth ot the early 'bUs nor the growth 
boom of the early ‘90s were inevitable. 
Nor had they much to do with our state’s 
natural beauty: it certainly, didn’t grow 
more beautiful in the early ‘90s than in the 
early ‘80s. This region’s pain in the ‘80s 
and its subsequent explosive growth have 
resulted from deliberate policies. 
Therefore, instead of assuming, as does 
Metro and other officials, some high rate 
of growth, Portlanders should be talking 
about what kind of economy and popula-

maintain unemployment at an official 6 
percent (actually close to 20 percent, if 
you consider ’’discouraged” workers, 
involuntary temps and part-timers). Young 
people and dislocated worker have to 
compete with newcomers for the jobs, 
most of which are low-paying and unstim
ulating.

Even if political leaders and planners 
don’t believe their own eyes, standard sta
tistics on the state’s environmental decline

report is crude ibusiniess'.
ideology: the notion

sJ^WgsaueradlngaSrCi^c,tjenefactors.

tion levels they want. Residents don’t want 
to engineer another recession, but have 
clearly voiced they also don’t want to pro
mote and subsidize growth.

Of course, growth-promoting policies 
do benefit some people—the economical
ly elite. But recent policies have generated 
economic troubles for most Oregonians. 
While the region has grown, wages have 
fallen, even as costs of living, spurred by 
the influx of people, have been rising. To 
pay for decreased business taxes, personal 
taxes have increased and public services

and growing inequality of income are 
readily available on Metro shelves. Yet 
none of this is mentioned in Metro’s 
report. Instead it proceeds from what it 
calls a "stand alone" GDP (Gross 
Domestic Product) Model, an ivory-tower 
economists’ fantasy which assumes more 
GDP is necessary for the future health and 
strength of the region’s economy. Growth 
is good for everyone, the report assumes, 
and will proceed.

But GDP is no measure of social bet
terment. It counts all economic activity as

will be evenly distributed. On the contrary, 
growth has been profoundly malignant, a 
result of the activities of business elites 
masquerading as civic benefactors.

Driven by top-down investment 
games, growth rides on turbulent after
shocks from interest rate adjustments, 
inflation, tax ploys, and employment fluc
tuations, creating boom-bust cycles. 
Surely it’s exciting and profitable to stock 
market gamblers, venture capitalists, non- 
sustainable growth-dependent industries, 
transnational corporations, and land and 
housing speculators. But these cycles are 
leading to higher underemployment and 
unemployment, a larger gap between rich 
and poor, economic instability, and popu
lation explosions in some places and 
decline and desolation in others (such as 
central U.S. cities like Detroit).

Instead of adjusting for growth, plan
ners should replace the economic policies 
and assumptions of growth with econom
ic plans for a livable future, plans for a 
stable regional-based ecological econo
my. It’s time to retool for sustainable eco
nomic development, which will result in 
a better economy, to replace economic 
growth, which only results in a bigger 
economy.

This region will grow by 500,000 to 
700,000 people over the next twenty years, 
and pressure for further UGB expansion 
will continue to build, if the public permits 
a predatory business elite to continue to set 
policy. Instead, Portlanders can throw out 
the Metro projections and begin thinking 
about what kind of economy they want in 
the best interest of all—what the region’s 
limited “Earth capital" can support—and 
the economic measures to get there. ■
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Portlanders Can}t Count on Forecast's Numbers
By M. ScoiT Jones

CENTRAL TO RECENT CALLS 
for an expansion of Portland’s 
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)—

. particularly by new-home builder and 
Metro councilor Don Morissette—arc 
Metro’s population studies. Portlanders 
need to make an informed decision about 
this fundamental guardian of their livabili
ty, but journalists and Metro spokespeople 
have never clearly reported these studies’ 
findings.

Last April, the three-county agency 
announced that the land mass within its 
Jurisdiction would need to accommodate 
an Influx of 645,000 more people 
(inflated in local media to 700,000) ■

,^<btaU this expansion
Burton as an unexpected surge from tfllK/ Il6ltll6r J OUl'llsllStS flOT ■
earlier predictions, the figure elicit- public figUrCS have notcd that 
ed pronouncements (Burton’s i . ,, : , ;
among them) that the Region 2040 MetTO tiaS DCeil ICSS than dear
plan to freeze the UGB, would need with itS OWn population 
revision so that construction on mjnihprQ
open land could continue through- ______ _______1
out the next 20 years.

Surely with their multi-million dollar 
budget and sophisticated computer wiz
ardry, Metro should know better than to 
believe that 500,000 newcomers will arrive 
within the first 15 to 20 years, leaving only 
220,000 to arrive during the last 30. Aside 
from sound planning to stabilize Portland’s 
populatiori at a sustainable and livable 
level, only a m.ijor ecological or economic 
disaster could explain such an immediate 
and highly improbable growth-rate dip.

Burton’s latest statements confirm that 
growth numbers are arbitrarily manipulat
ed for public consumption. In March he 
assured Oregonian reporters that a freeze is 
possible because his staff has now allocat
ed enough land within the UGB for

Under strong pressure from a “zero- 
option” movement. Burton has returned to 
supporting a 20-year freeze. But amidst all 
this expansion talk, neither journalists nor 
public figures have noted that Metro has 
been less than clear with its own popula
tion numbers.

There are good reasons to question the 
numbers Metro has been feeding to the 
public^ First, the latest figure is for a dif
ferent time period than Metro’s earlier esti
mate. Second, forecasts for Washington's 
Clark County, which should never be 
included in Portland’s three-county UGB 
planning, are added and dropped without 
explanation during the forecast

451.000 more residents. It’s comforting to 
know Burton has at least privately 
acknowledged that the three counties 
won’t be needing to make room for
700.000 more residents by 2015. But no 
explanation was given as to why he is now 
quoting lower, albeit still inflated, num
bers. Which particular political force was 
Burton trying to appease at that moment?

Neither was any explanation given 
about what will happen to the UGB after 
2015, when the rest of the purported new 
residents arrive, nor about what will hap
pen if growth occurs at a far greater rate 
than Yee reports. What if, for instance, due

rfi^riK^inn^ fhf* nnm- ... i ]M'mm

to our government’s and big-business lead
ers’ powerful growth coalitions, the three 
counties grow at Clark County’s rate, 
which is almost twice as great?

Burton’s spokesperson Lisa Godwin 
wasn’t familiar enough with the numbers 
to discuss them in detail, but g^ve assur
ances that, whatever they were, Metro 
would see to it that all the growth would be 
“managed.” If the Executive Director’s 
leading spokesperson is uninformed, 
where docs that leave the general public?

John Fregonese, head of the Growth 
Management Department, believes 
Portlanders have been told clearly that the 
publicized forecasts reflect the full four 
counties. But why not avoid all potential 

confusion by simply publicizing the 
■ lower UGB numbers, adjusted to the 

current population? "Too difficult,” 
Fregonese answers. “Because the year
ly database changes, it’s impossible to 
get a perfect snapshot.” However, it’s 
not impossible to get a close 
approximation.

Ultimately, the question isn’t when 
or by how many people Portland will 
grow. The significant question is at 
what population level can the region 

sustain itself indefinitely into the future, 
and by what means it can stabilize at that 
level. More building on open land within 
the UGB means less open space for inner 
UGB residents, more degradation of vital 
natural resources, and intolerable recre
ational conditions all across the state. 
Unless growth comes to a complete halt, 
the UGB will have to eventually expand. 
And expand. And expand again.

Fregonese believes that “something’s 
gonna happen” to make the growth rate 
drop draihatically after 2015; either an eco
nomic downturn or perhaps local policy to 
slow growth, an idea, he^n^gtea,

ing some political ground. Would he 
opposed to such pplicy? “Not if that’s w 
the Metro Council decides,” he answen

Policy to slow growth could pre 
itself extremely popular today. Metro’s 
est public survey indicates hot only i 
most Portlanders don’t want the UGB 
expand, but they also don’t want increa 
density. Burton interpret? this 
Portlanders’ confusion over what they rc 
ly do want. On the contrary, they are qi 
clear. They don’t want more populat 
growth. Period. And they don’t buy 
“mitigation” or "growth manageme 
myth.

Even while demystifying Metro’s nu 
bers, Portlanders should take the lai 
forecasts, and the whole notion of any p< 
ulation growth in Portland as inevita 
phenomenon, with a cargo of salt Eigh 
five percent of the survey respondents s 
they didn’t think growth could be stopj 
(and Godwin repeated the old Metro s 
that only an unhealthy local econoi 
could stop it). But the survey results did 
state whether these same responde 
knew that the projected growth is based 
heavy recruitment, giant tax breaks, t; 
payer-subsidized increases in new hous 
stock and more children being bom . 
residents.

Yee’s methodology assumes that 
this is endemic to a healthy economy, 
may not be perfect,” he notes, “but it’s i 
best we can come up with.” Reared by i 
old status quo, he has never learned h< 
Stable-state, or Sustainable Ear 
Economics can replace Growth Econom 
as a viable regulator of local population

Using the top-down Compom 
Estimation Method, or “econometri 
model, Yee makes assumptions abr 
growth not only from demographic recoi 
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rDUnlUIooMIlS aiva
I from Vnmvii tnentne. hmisinp. induct



bcrs cited by Burton arc never 
adjusted to reflect actual 
Census counts or to align with 
Metro economist Dennis Yee’s 
projections.

Metro has never fully pub
lished its “Region 2040” pro
jections. The inflated 
“500,000" figure it reported in 
1992 reflects the period 1990 
to 2010; the April ‘95 figure, 
“645,000,” reflects the period 
.between 1995 and 2015.

Yet themumbers decrease 
significantly—to about
421,000—after subtracting 
Clark County, adjusting con
servatively to reflect 1996 to 
2015, and assuming along with 
Metro planners that the UGB 
will accommodate just 72 per
cent of the total, with the 
remaining influx assumed to 
inhabit land outside the 
boundary.

This practice of inflating 
numbers is nothing new. for 
Metro. Its December 1994 
“2040 Growtlp Concept” reso
lution, for example, stated that 
it had arrived at a plan for 
accommodating 720,000 more 
residents, totaling 1.8 million 
within the UGB by the year 
2040. But by then the UGB 
population had already grown 
to nearly 1.2 million. The oft- 
cited “500,000 by 2010” 
would have increased the inner 
UGB population to 1.7 mil
lion, and another 220,000 
more residents between 2010. 
and 2040 would have 
increased it to almost two 
million.

;.v,. ; A-e.

Collage by Gary Boswell

utilities, agriculture, and employment 
cis> His forecast is grounded in the not 
that local population size responds 
marily to external forces—implying ■ 
local democracies are incapable of pi 
ning their own economies and popi 
lions. While Yee presents his project! 
as inevitable, he bases them on assui 
tions about economic activitiy to be g 
erated by tax breaks for slated high ti 
plants.

To legitimate his assumptions, ^ 
gathered a round-table of closed-sysi 
economists and financial analysts to h 
him confirm his forecasts. No consei 
tionists. Stable-state economists, 
social-justice advocates were invited 
attend or comment.

A collusion among government, mr 
media, and big business to foster m' 
growth-as-usual may not be entin 
responsible for the way Portlanders 
being force-fed disturbing assumpti< 
about their future, decorated as these r 
be with Disneyland-esque visions 
urban utopia.

But with Metro so casually manipu 
ing its own forecast and figures, one c; 
help have the impression that, far fi 
perfecting the art of the long view, i 
flying by the seat of its pants, ad libb 
to keep Portland marketable to 
investors. Portlanders are being systen 
ically subjected to a manufacturing 
consent for massive growth and induj 
alization of the region. This will only' 
when enough residents call for a wb 
new paradigm in local commerce 
population planning.

7b obtain the author’s spreadsheet bre 
down of Metro’s projections, contact k 
Snow of the Oregon Natural Resoui 
Council at 283-6343 x200.
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DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

3030 S.W. Mooay Avenue. Sufe 200 
POftland. OR 97201.4897 
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DATE: WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 4, 1996

TO: JON KVISTAD
M ETRO PRESIDING OFFICER 
Telephone: 797-1700 
Fax: 797-1797

FROM: JOHN LILJEGREN
Telephone: (503) 273-0219 
Fax: (503) 273-0217

SUBJECT: Metro 2040: Functional Plan

Number of pages including this cover sheet: 3

COMMENTS:

I am faxing a two-page letter regarding 2040 and the pending functional plan. I 
would appreciate it if you would provide copies of this letter to other Council 
members and make it a part of the record. Thank you very much.
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John Liljegren 
5832 S.W. 52nd Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97221 

Home: 245-7058 
Office: 273-0219

503 273 0217 P.02/03

Septembers, 1996

VIA FAX AND REGULAR MAIL

Jon Kvistad 
Presiding Officer 
Metro
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, Oregon 97232-2736

RE: Metro 2040: Functional Plan

Dear Jon;

any professional or business ^ • .... . 811(1 resiclent of Portland,

Thank

Functional Plan. Rather, I have one point to make atom 2M~S° SP*diiCS °f ,he

ZJSdT/ZeZow^adi^31 y|TT “d.yBt-,0 day. ^ City ofPonland 
cram into ZMSndSodfZc^etof 'S--!:Th0,dS' “d P“Ple Pla“ 

«mt it cm, add at leant by ^ yZlnto^T CT1’
report at this time assumes that the City will indeed do jiL that Yet the °fany ^an,or 
down Its overall promised coal into the niimfierc mi 1 ^et t“e has never broken

know what A and B and C are? uic sura 01 a + a + c unless you first

cZiSSrrv“oid c^L0™0l,, 1Zftb<,lhoois m the So“thw« Co“”“ci<y
aasoclaaon ^treiSZ^h4Zl^^e.^rZTinZZZK 

proposed Southwest Communhv Plan The r;tv co.r. u ; m working with the City on its
units to the entire U,7’50° neJ,dweIIin8
the Council know whether 7,500 is realistic? Does the Ci^ * 15 e0m£ 10 8°? D° you or

dZdSZZZtZZ ,be aSSUmptio“ and beUcfthat the citizens have given 
j^sdictions have never told us°whanh?Ze!; ZrThaTiJ^ff0 By “SZnT 2?
doBars. I mean all the consequences; Mgher density in their neiSborlChaZg cwZf



WESTWOOD DEUELOPMENT 503 275 0217 P.03/03SEP-04-1996 17:32

JonKvistad
Presiding Officer, Metro 
September 3,1996 
Page 2

Snt0,her ■'",SPOrtati0n ™ “-OOK and impact on

ten’tZw Th.rrf"r<1’0r .Vr.500 or 1'000? Wiat is the price? IheC^idT
SStTthe byecica oy the increased densities. That certamly is not tme for Portland neighborhoods.

pobhe d^e'^“m^o 2 W5'17, y0U 1,aVen’t rea“y eV“ yet “Tived "the smtinS “ the

What, then, would I like the Metro Council to do9 I’d like tn w Va,i
require Portland and the other 26 JuraaiMohs to iell you and S dto
propose putting the promised dw^ uiuls Then rive ?V W^Cfe the>’

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely yours,

John liljegren

TOTiii p n-
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CITY OF GRESHAM

Community Development Department 
1333 N.W. Eastman Parkway 
Gresham. OR 97030-3813 
(503) 661-3000 
FAX (503) 669-7446

September 5,1996

Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad 
METRO Council 
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, Oregon

RE: URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 

Dear Presiding Officer Kvistad,

General Comments;

The City of Gresham recommends METRO Council adoption of the proposed Urban ^
Growth Management Functional Plan, as endorsed by MPAC and the Executive. MPAC s 
unanimous Plan endorsement is another historic first for this region. To our knowledge, it 
is the first time that U.S. metropolitan governments have willingly asked their region to 
impose far-reaching growth management measures on themselves.

This Plan is the result of nearly a year’s policy deliberation of MPAC. It is the charter for a 
new era of planning partnership between local governments and Metro. "Hie Council can 
best support this remarkable partnership by adopting the Plan without major amendments. 
Then we can all get moving to implement the Plan.

Gresham is already doing that. On August 6th, the Gresham Council endorsed the MPAC- 
recommended Plan by Resolution (attached). At the same time the Council approved an 
implementation program, telling how and when Gresham will adopt Plan required 
measures. On the evening the Council adopted Gresham’s revised parking standards, which 
substantially implement Title 2 of the Plan. As a first step to implement Title 1, we are in 
the process of developing a new “Small Lot’’ district for all low density residential lands in 
the city. The city’s efforts and the importance of the regional plan measures were 
recognized editorially by the Oregonian (August 16th) and Gresham Outlook (August 21st).

Specific Comments:

Our specific comments are limited to: Title 1, Section 3, where the Growth Management 
Committee deleted MPAC language; Title 2 and 4. where major amendments were properly 
rejected by the Growth Management Committee; Title 9 Performance Measures, where 
MPAC had no input.

Title 1, Section 3, B Housing and Employment Accommodation
Prnpn«;ed Amendment: Insert between first and second sentences ofLinCS 132-136:

“For any area designated as a Town Center. the plans and implementing ordinances shall 
not permit a target density equal or greater then the target density for Regional Centers.

URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN Page I



This amendment clarifies language the Growth Management Committee ddet<^ from the 
MPAC-recommended draft Section 3.B was extensively amended by the GMC to 
clearly list the Target Densities for each Growth Concept design type. This is “n®- 
However the GMC revised language overlooked a key element in the original MPAC 
version. MPAC’s version of Section 3 stated ( Lines 108-112, MPAC draft).

"Localplan and zoning provisions may permit or require development at densities with 
exceed the 2040 Growth Concept target densities and the Expected Livable Share Capacity 
listed in Table 1. {fsuch provisions are otherwise consistent with the 2040 land use types. 
dpxrrihed in fhp Grnwth Concent." (Emphasis added)

MPAC’s intent in this language was to clearly distinguish desired density and functions of 
Regional and Town centers, Metro counsel advises that the general MPAC language 
(referring to the Growth Concept) did not accomplish this and have suggested the specific 

amendment above.

The original MPAC language and the proposed amendment aim for a balanced hierarchy 
of Regional and Town Centers at the core of the 2040 Concept. Regional and Town 
Centers each have distinctive density, functions, mix and scale of uses. E. G. If a regional 
scale commercial center is jammed into a smaller Town Center, simply on the theory that 
more density is better, we disrupt the balance and diminish the potential of adjacent 
Regional and Town Centers. Therefore, the amendment aims at the balanced 
implementation of the target densities in Regional and Town Centers.

Title 2: Regional Parking Policy

A joint MPAC/JPACT Subcommittee, including development industry representatives, 
labored long and hard to come to agreement on this measure. As the Oregonian noted: 
“Sprawling parking lots may be paving the way to a costly expansion of the urban growth 
boundary, and travel to and from those parking lots may be driving the metro area to stricter 
pollution controls.” (August 16th)

Metro’s measure is an incremental step that we will monitor and improve as it is 
implemented. Consolidating and economizing land used in parking does more than affect 
the ultimate number of spaces or land area devoted to parking. Unlimited parking 
unconsciously drives us into an auto-dependent land use pattern. This measure helps the 
region rethink its land use patterns, one parking lot at a time. We ask that you adopt it as 
proposed by MPAC and the GMC.

Title 4: Retail in Employment and Industrial Areas

At the GMC Councilor Morissette offered several significant amendments to this measure, 
which in effect would reverse the intent of this measure. On the assumption that these 
amendments may be offered again, we want to state our objections to such changes. 
Section 1 (Line 457) state: “it is the intent of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept that 
Employment and Industrial areas contain very little retail development”
Section 2 requires local governments to amend plans to prohibit large scale retail uses 
(50,000 sq. Ft. Plus) in those areas. This proposal is consistent with the RUGGO on

URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN Page 2



Industrial areas and Employment Areas, which refers to retail uses: “limited to size and 
locations intended to serve primary industrial uses” and “primarily to serve the needs of 
people working or living in the immediate employment areas not larger market areas 
outside the employment area.”

The potential amendments, which the GMC rejected, undermine the viability of Regional 
Centers, as well as Industrial and Employment Areas. Councilor Morissette’s GMC 
proposal to Amend Title 4 changes the intent of the measure from “very little” to 
“supportive” retail development and requires local government to allow large scale retail 
(60,000 sq. ft. plus) as conditional uses in Industrial and Employment Areas. These 
amendments just do not fit with the RUGGO, which emphasizes limited retail size, location 
and. market in these areas.

Title 9: Performance Measures

MPAC has supported Benchmarks or Performance measures for several years. However, 
Title 9 was introduced following MPAC’s review. The proposed timing frequency, and 
scope of this performance review of the Functional Plan need to be examined closely by 
MPAC prior to METRO adoption. The GMC added provisions (Section D) stating that 
performance measures will be assessed biennially starting March 1, 1998, with a 
recommendation by Sept. I, 1998 for “corrective actions” affecting functional plans, the 
Urban Growth Boundary or other regional plans. This first review could occur before local 
governments adopt Plan measures. A two year cycle could become a constant treadmill of 
Functional Plan corrections and local amendments, before local plan changes have a chance 
to kick in effectively. As the proposal is to adopt actual performance measures 3 months 
after the Functional Plan or Regional Framework adoption, we ask that the review cycle 
also be determined as part of the Performance Measures.

Gresham appreciates the Council’s support of this historic partnership for our region. 

Sincerely,

Gussie McRobert, Mayor

cc: Council, Bonnie Kraft, Max Talbot, Richard Ross, Jeff Davis 

Attachments: Gresham Resolution, Oregonian Editorial, Outlook Editorial
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CITY OF GRESHAM
COUNCIL

DATE:

HBBTING _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

August 6, 1996 ITEM NO.: H-4

TITLE: RESOLUTION NO. 2045 SUPPORTING 
MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN

LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION OF THE URBAN GROWTH

ITEM; This resolution supports local in?)lementation of Metro's Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan by future amendments to the city's comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances. The Functional Plan is intended to ..provide a mechanism for 
early implementation of key provisions of the Regional Framework Plan. The Metro 
Council, by Charter, is required to adopt a Regional Framework Plan by December 30, 
1997. The Framework Plan is intended to be a regional growth management plan which 
will guide growth and development to the year 2040.

This item was first heard on July 16, 1996, but was rescheduled due to changes to the 
Plan which were received by the Office of the City Manager on July 16th.

RECOMMENDED COUNCIL ACTION; Move to approve Resolution No. 2045 supporting local 
implementation of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.

•» v_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

COUNCIL GOAL(S) NO.; Goal No. 7 - MANAGE GROWTH AND CHANGE CONSISTENT WITH THE 
GRESHAM 2020 AND METRO 2040 PLANS.

MANAGEMP'NT PLAN; Core Business Functions, Long Range Planning, Actively participate 
in the Region 2040 planning process.

BUDGET IMPACT; None.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION; 1

Max Talbot, Community Development Director, 618-2661 
Richard Ross, Project and Policy Team Manager, 618-2378 
Jeff Davis, Lead Long Range Planner, 618-2417

REVIEWED BY: B&B N/A CAO CDD DES N/A

FES N/A FIS N/A HRD N/A OCM N/A

CM

POLICE N/A OTHER N/A

Name/Title

ATTACHMENTS;

1. Additional Information Memo
2. Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
3. Council Resolution No. 2045
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Community Development Department 

CHy of Gresham

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

Gresham City Council

Jefif Da\ds, Lead Community Planner

July 18, 1996

SUBJECT: Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

What you are considering?

The Metro Charter established the requirement that Metro adopt a Regional Framework Plan by 
December 30, 1997. The city will be required to ensure that the Gresham Community 
Development Plan is consistent with the Regional Framework Plan within two years of its
adoption.

The Metro Council has adopted the 2040 Growth Concept and Map. These documents provide a 
general ouUine of the Regional Framework Plan. The Growth Concept is based on the concept 
of creating a more compart urban form. It describes regional land use categories (Region 
Centers, Town Centers, Corridors, Main Streets, Neighborhoods, Open Spaces, etc.). The 20AU 
Growth Concept Map identifies the location of the land use categories. For example, downtown 

Gresham is a designated Regional Center.

Metro is drafting the Urban Growth Management (UGM) Functional Plan which is scheduled for 
adoption in September, 1996. This Plan is intended to provide a mechanism for early 
implementation of key provisions of the Regional Framework Plan. Once adopted by the Metro 
Council, the city will have 18 months to make necessary changes to its comprehensive plan mo 
plan map to conform to this Functional Plan. Initially, this expedited planning effort was called 
the Metro 2040 Early Implementation Measures. On October 3, 1995, Council passed 
Resolution No. 1970 supporting this early implementation of Region 2040. Early implementation 

has been promoted due to rapid growth in the region.

The draft UGM Functional Plan recommended by MPAC on July 10, 1996 and endorsed by the 
Metro Executive. Three significant changes have been made to the initial draft - they include a



revised Title 3 - Weter Quality, a new Tide 7 - Affordable housing and a new Tide 9 - 

Benchmarks.
The language of the proposed UGM Functional Plan generally pro^ddes astandardopUonCdesign 
optio1^! local option (performance standard) to meet the Functional Plan requirements.

At the Jime 17 1996 joint meeting of the city council, planning commission and Transpormtion 
Sy^ Citizen Advisory Committee (TSCAC) meeting the staff provided m overviw °fthe 

elements of the draft UGM Functional Plan. FoUowing that presentation, the counci^coi^sion
and TSCAC attained concurrence in support of the UGM FunctionalPlan^ iGMFunctirnal Plan, 
directed to draft a Resolution which supports local implementation of the UGM Functional PI

What are the underlying issues?

Metro has developed Household and Employment AllocaUons for 2017
region fTable 1 UGM Functional Plan). These allocations give each junsdiction a propoitloMte
hSroSowi X the current Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Under the UGM Funcuot^ 

required tol^odate this growth within the UGB or show why it can not do
sousing a methodology presciibed by Metro. In a prelimin^ review, all ju^i^^ examined
the Metro allocadons. MTAC and MP AC concluded that the projected growth can be 

accommodated with the current UGB.

In 1991 the state adopted the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) that Metro and the city are 
S “ St^oitatioS planning work. Both the TPR, and Tide 6 req^ete ctty to 

tSke changes to its comprehensive plan that improve street connecUyity and Pr0V1de^er 
p^^trian, bike and transit access. The requirements of the TPR will be mcorporated m Metro s 

Regional Transportation Plan in 96-97, which is part of the FuncUonal Plan.

At this stage. Metro is attempting to contain the growth allocation i^ide the easting UGB 
There are interest groups pushing for an expansion of the UGB. In five y^s- ® ^ - • 
required to re-examine the amount of land and may need to expand theUCT Tlus^5^512 
required by a new law (HB 2709). The Gresham allocations proposed by Metro through 2017 
show an additional 16.817 households and 23.753 employees within the city s planmng area.

Metro is also in the process of identifying Urban Reserves (rural area for future urbanization). 
Several thousand acres of land directly south of Gresham are under study.

What part of the city will see the most change?

The Metro UGM Functional Plan generally assumes that single Mly lot si^"s w*1‘ "e^s7nbe 
around 5.300 sq. ft. Therefore, the vacant low density zoned (LDR-7 and LDR-5) areas i 
southeast Gresham will eventually developed at a slightly higher density than now would be

case.



Areas along designated Transit Corridors (most of the arterial streets) wiling to bered«i^ed 
Cm some cases) for nmted-use developments, including opportumties for higher density mulU 

family units in current commercial districts.

The Rockwood Triangle (the area boarded by 182nd, Stark and Burnside) is a designated Town 
Center. Therefore, higher density mixed-use development opportumUes must be provided.

Modified development standards for industrially designated sites to be made to ei^re that 
land is reserved for industrial uses and supportive commercial activities where appropriate.

The city's past work on the Downtown and Civic Neighbothood Plans is consistent with the 
Greshm Regional Center 2040 designation. The prime challenge m these areas is to implement
these plans.

What is the process to show that the city can accommodate the proj ected growth?

The city is required to do a technical analysis designed by Metro to determine if the city s 
comprehensive plan and plan map will allow the projected amount of development (households 
and employment) to occur. The technical analysis is required 24 months ^er the Functional Plan 
is adopted by Metro Council. The city’s preliminary analysis concludes that Greshamcm 
accommodate the growth allocation, as long as city plan changes occur consistent with the
Functional Plan.

If the growth allocation cannot be accommodated, what will the city be required to do?

If the city cannot prove, after the changes anticipated in the next 24 months ^e in place,^t its 
comprehensive plan and plan map will allow the allocated growth to occur, the city would be 
required to further change its comprehensive plan and plan map so that it could accommo
projected growth.

The city could request an exemption from the requirement to accept the allocated riumber of 
households and employees. However, the city would have to prove to Metro why it is re^onabl 
to grant this exemption and propose where the growth could be accommodated outside the city
boundaries.

How will the growth allocation affect the type of housing developed in the city?

New single family housing developments on vacant, underutilized or redevelopable low density 
residentially designated land will need to be planned for a slightly higher density (about 2 “n 
more per acre from an average - per acre view). However, since most of the single family areas 
have already been developed, established areas will see little or no change.

Higher density multi-family and mixed use developments will need to take place along Transit 
Corridors, near transit stations, and in the cities two designated centers to conform to the 

Functional Plan.

Where will the street connectivity standards apply?



The Regional Accessibility section (Title 6) of the UGM Functional Plan contains the ‘‘design 
option” requirement for local street right-of-ways, including new local and collector streets 
spaced a mnvimnTn of660 feet apart, that cul-de-sacs be no longer than 200 feet, and that local 
streets be no more than 28 feet pavement. This section also supports boulevard type main streets 
(per the Gresham 2020 Plan) within 2040 Re^onal.and Town Centers, Station Communities and 
Main Streets.

Connectivity requirements will be applied to newly developing areas and not to the small number 
of vacant parcels in existing developed neighborhoods.

Where will the regional parking standards be applied?

The UGM Functional Plan (Title 2) divides the region into two parking standard zones, based on 
transit and pedestrian accessibility, each with different ratios for maximum parking regulations 
affecting new development. The UGB Functional Plan also provides for reduced minimum 
parking standards.

In the case of Gresham, almost all commercial areas are in Zone A — areas with access to transit 
and the best pedestrian access. The proposed parking standards, now under review, are generally 
the same as those in the UGB Functional Plan.

Where will the new traffic congestion standards be applied?

Based on the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) process, the UGM Functional Plan (TiUe 6) 
proposes to change the standards for acceptable levels of congestion and set mode spit targets 
within Regional Centers, Station Communities, Town Centers arid Main streets.

Jurisdictions may adopt a new reduced congestion standard for regional roads in these areas, 
during peak commuting hours (7 AM to 9 AM and 4 PM to 6 PM) is 100% of the capacity of the 
road (Level of Service E/F — the current regional standard is a LOS of D).

The proposed acceptable congestion standard for all other regional roads would remain 80% to 
90% of the capacity of the road (LOS D).

How will housing affordability be affected?

The UGM Functional Plan (Title 7) requires that local jurisdictions consider a variety of tools or 
incentives to support affordable housing. All these potential tools will be assessed for use in 
Gresham in the 1996 Housing Policy Task Force.

How will the new Metro plan for water quality and flood management impact the city?

The UGM Functional Plan (Title 3) proposes that Metro develop a model ordinance for water 
quality and flood management. The city will be required to conform to this once it is developed 
and approved by the Metro Council.



The water quality »nri flood management conservation title of the UGM Functional Plan has been 
the most rapidly changing section of the Plan. The city has already implemented much of Title 3 
in its Natural Resources zoning, open space acquisitions, , and stormwater plans.

What implementation steps are needed to comply with the UGM Functional Plan

The following chart outlines the strategy for developing proposed amendments to Gresham’s 
comprehensive plan and plan map to conform to the UGM Functional Plan.



Function Plan Tities

Titie 1.
Accommodate Housing & 
Employment Projections

UGM FUNCTIONAL PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 

Local Implementation Activities

Title 2.
Parking Measures

Title 3.
Water Quality & 
Flood Management 
Conservation

Title 4.
Retail in Employment & 
Industrial Areas

Title 5.
Neighboring Cities & 
Rural Areas

Title 6.
Regional Accessibility 

Title 7.
Affordable Housing

Title 8. 
Compliance

Recommendation

* Small lot standards/plan map amendments
* Residential “infill" development standards
* Multi-family at commercial center standards
* Multi-family zoning along transportation corridors
* Increased M-F density along transportation corridors
* Rockwood Mixed Use plan
* Detached accessory dwelling standards
* Neighborhood commercial opportunities
* Transportation Corridor standards (mixed use nodes)

* Parking standard amendments
* Develop procedure for monitoring parking develop.

%

* Analyze Wefro's forthcoming water quality and
flood Management ordinance and map

* If needed, propose amendments to city’s water 
quality and flood management regulations

• Amend Industrial district standards

no local action anticipated

Gresham Transportation System Plan

Assess tools and incentives to support affordable 
housing

’ Develop affordable housing policy
* Implementation

* Prepare findings showing compliance with all
applicable titles of the UGM Functional Plan

Projected
Completion

fall 96 
winter 96/97 
winter 96/97 
winter 96/97 
winter 96/97 
winter 96/97 
winter 96/97 
summer 97 
fall 97

summer 96 
fall 96

spring 97 

summer 97

spring 97

N/A

winter 97/98

winter 96/97 
spring 97 
spring 98

spring 98

Staff recommends that the Council pass the attached Resolution supporting local implementation 

of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.



RESOLUTION HO. 2045

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING LOCAL IKPLEMENTATION OF TEE
URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN

The City of Gresham Finds:

a. The Metro Charter requires adoption of a Regional 
Framework Plan by December 30, 1997, that addresses issues of 
regional significance.

b. Metro has adopted the 2040 Growth Concept and Map that 
provides a general outline of the Regional Framework Plan.

c. The Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) has 
recommended early implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept due 
to rapid growth in the region.

d. On October 3, 1995, the City Council expressed its 
support for early implementation of the Region 2040 Plan and 
maintaining the current urban growth boundary by Resolution No-. 
1970.

e. Metro is drafting an Urban Growth Management (UGM) 
Functional Plan for early implementation of the 2040 Growth 
Concept based on recommendations of MPAC, -the Joint Policy 
Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT), and the Water 
Resource Policy Advisory Committee (WRPAC).

f. After Metro's adoption of -the UGM Functional Plan, 
currently scheduled in September 1996, all 24 cities, including 
Gresham, and three counties within the Metro region will have 18 
months to effect changes required by -the plan.

g. On June 17, 1996, the Gresham City Council, Planning 
Commission and Transportation System Citizen Advisory Committee 
reviewed the draft UGM Functional Plan and concurred in their 
support of the plan.

THE CITY OF GRESHAM RESOLVES:

The City Council expresses its support for local 
implementation of the Urban Growth Management Fxinctional Plan.

Yes: McROBERT, GALLAGHER, La VERT, HARSHMAN, NOAH, MOORE_______

No: NONE ^____________________________________________________ _________  '

Absent:

Abstain:

J.TPHNF.R

NONE

Passed by the Gresham City Council on AUGUST 6, 1996

Mayoranager
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Gresham decides that increasingly scarce land 

should be used for people, not padding
Gresham put parking limits 

on new businesses last 
week, hoping to conserve 
land and protect air.

That makes a lot of sense: Sprawl
ing parking lots may be paving the 
way to a costly expansion of the urban 
growth boundary, and travel to and 
from those parking lots may be driv
ing the metro area to stricter pollu
tion controls.

It’s important to watch how parking 
limits work In Gresham, because all 
the cities and counties in the region 
may be required to adopt them under 
a plan being written by Metro. That 
plan includes other space-saving mea
sures such as minimum densities for 
housing.

Gresham’s parking maximims are 
determined by the type of business, 
such as restaurants, banks, supermar
kets, offices and stores. Existing busi
nesses are not affected. The limits are 
not as severe as first proposed, and 
now refiect the relatively lenient 
numbers in Metro's plan.

Parking limits are only a small 
piece of the growth management puz
zle. Other pieces are required to make 
them work, especially adequate tran
sit and cities and neighborhoods that

work for bicycles and pedestrians. 
There are several other ways Gresh
am and other cities can help parking 
limits succeed. Multifloor structures 
provide an alternative to acres of sur
face parking. Shared and joint park
ing make better use of less land. For 
example, bank and government park
ing is usually vacant on evenings and^ 
weekends and could serve shopping 
and entertainment Movie theater and 
church parking is usually vacant on 
weekdays and could serve workers 
and commuters.

’There should also be room for ex
ceptions. Gresham is working on a 
process that takes the right approach 
of putting the burden of proof on busi
nesses. They will have to show that 
more parking is needed through stud
ies of actual peak needs.

The parking limits reinforce the sta
tus of Gresham and Mayor Gussie 
McRobert as being among the leaders 
of the region’s effort to grow sensibly. 
The city next will rezone to promote 
higher density. Its experiences will 
help point the way for everybody else 
who wants to conseiwe land and pro
tect air.



AVERAGE LOT CONCEPT

An average lot size requirement of 5,000 to 6,200 square feet Is proposed. Below are three 
examples of how a 43,560 square foot parcel (land remaining after streets are built) could be 
divided under the proposed average lot concept.

In each case the total square footage is added up (43,560) and divided by 8 (the number of 
dwelling units - a duplex counts as 2) which results In an average lot size of 5,445 square feet. 
As 5,445 square feet falls between a 5,000 square foot average (maximum allowed density) and 
a 6,200 square foot average (minimum required density) all three examples would be allowed 
under the proposed LOR district.

Lot 1 (attached single family on 3,000 sq. ft lot)
Lot 2 (attached single family on 2,000 sq. ft lot)
Lot 3 (attached single family on 2,000 sq. ft. lot)
Lot 4 (attached single family on 2,000 sq. ft lot)
Lot 5 (detached single family on 4,500 sq. ft lot)
Lot 6 (detached single family on 4,500 sq. ft lot)
Lot 7 (detached single family on 12,780 sq.ft, lot)
Lot 8 (detached single family on 12,780 sq.ft, lot)

OR

Lot 1 (two-unit attached dwelling on 6,000 sq. ft. lot) 
Lot 2 (detached dwelling on 5,000 sq. ft lot)
Lot 3 (detached dwelling on 5,000 sq. ft lot)
Lot 4 (two-unit attached dwelling on 6,000 sq. ft. lot) 
Lot 5 (detached dwelling on 10,780 sq. ft lot)
Lot 6 (detached dwelling on 10,780 sq. ft lot)

OR

on 5,000 sq. ft lot)
on 5,000 sq. ft. lot)
on 5,500 sq. ft. lot)
on 5,500 sq. ft. lot)
on 6,200 sq. ft. lot)
on 6,200 sq. ft lot)
on 5,000 sq. ft. lot)
on 5,160 sq. ft. lot)



Opinion
5

The Outlook Wedneiday.August 21.1996

Lot plan shows city 

is thinking ahead
If the city of Gresham’s Community Planning 

Development Department has its way, the size of an average 
building lot wiy shrink in the future.

The plan has been thought out well and merits serious con
sideration.

As part of its plan for the new millennium and in an effort 
to fit an anticipated population growth within the urban 
growth boundary, lot sizes in new developments must be 
smaller.

The smaller-lot requirements, if passed by the City 
Council, would require new development in current low-den
sity residential areas to have an average lot size of between 
5,000 square feet and 6,200 square feet. The common mini
mum is now 7,000 square feeL

In addition to lot size, city planners are proposing standards 
for developing hillsides, transit areas and regional centeis, all 
of which appropriately work toward achieving the regional 
area goal of lowering the average number of people per acre 
in residential areas from 11 to 14.

It is important to note that the city’s Growth Management 
Committee has set aside last week and this week to seek input 
from residents and developers.

Now is the time for the public to step up and offer opinions 
on the way they want the community to develop.

The tentative schedule calls for the proposal to go before 
the Planning Commission on Monday and the City Council in 
September.

Planners envision that the smaller-lot requirement will not 
impact older, more established neighborho^s, which makes 
sense. After all, no one would want to tear down an older, 
larger, established home in order to build smaller houses.

Gresham’s planners are a step or two ahead of their other 
Metro counterparts, because they zire attempting to pass rules 
to limit lot size before the Metro regional government requires 
cities to do so.

The chief architect of lot-downsizing is Jonathan Harker, a 
respected long-range Gresham planner who astutely believes 
that planning now will make for a more livable community in 
the year 2015, when Gresham is expected to top the 100,000 
population mark.

We agree with Marker's forward-thinking assessment.
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WASHINGTON
COUNTY,
OREGON September 4,1996

To: Kathy Christy 
Rob Drake 
Carol Gearin 
Peggy Lynch 
Lou Ogden 
Susan McLain 
Rob Mitchell 
Jeannine Murrell

From; Linda Peters

At the July meeting of the Washington Coimw Public Officials Caucus, we agreed to return our 
meeting times to second Thursday's. We have two problems about a September meeting, we 
hav’en’t met to plan it, and the second Tluirsday is both the last Meno hearing on the Functional 
Plan (5:30) and a workshop here for the Beavenoe Tigard Vicinity- Urban Serr-ice Agreement 
Project (4:30-9pm). The other September Thursdays are likewise encumbered with meetings 
that may well involve a number of Washington Co. public officials.

Here’s niv proposal: meet next as a Caucus on October 10. perhaps as an expanded meeting — 
both in terms of time and in tenns of attendance. The agenda could cover impending 2040 
decisions -- Functional Plan, Urban Reserves (tlie Council is scheduled to vote on the Gro^vth 
Report earlier the same day) - and/or Ballot Measure, discussions, particularly #47. If we invited 
leadership of citizen involvement and business groups (e.g., TVEDC, Chambers) with an interest 
in these issues, we might kill several birds with one stone. See following 
“thoughts/background.”

On the next page is a menu you can check off and FAX back, or you can call me with your ideas 
- as soon as possible!

Thoughts/background; . r j , •
While Washington County Coordinating Committee seems to work as a forum for developing 
positions on which we may agree in regional conversations, the Public Official s Caucus is, in 
my mind, a forum for exploring issues and options, exchanging information with each other and 
regional leaders, and developing common understandings of the policy issues w-e confront 
together.

I’m looking for a way that the Caucus can both serve our need to communicate as public officials 
around critical policy choices and hr mg a more collegial “we’re all studying this together and 
listening to and informing each other” approach to the way we interact with our own citizen and 
business leader-activists around these issues. Not that we stop meeting as a Public Officials 
Caucus but that upon occasion we combine with other leaders to address common problems. 
Maybe the October meeting can be such an occasion.

155 N First Ave., Suite 300. MS 22
Board of County Commissioners 

Hillsboro. OR 97124 Phone; (503) 648-8f



forward anything. S° maybe we ucjdc^^
our citizen and business lea ers ip. ftnt to iiaVe a representative from CCI/CIAC staff

and set up the invitation process with us.

Again, please FAX or phone rae your thoughts as soon as possible.

I prefer to meet next;

Meet as a full Caucus October 10
Meet as a full Caucus,

Agenda; Functional Plan Resents)
Urban Reserves (prior to Metro Listening v .
Ballot measure 47

rd prefer to meet to plan the October 10 meeting (checlc one or 
After MPAC Sept. 11 ■
Do it all by phone, FAX, and/or e-mail

morel

With citizen involvement and/or business group reps

invitations through'

Invite business leadership to join us 
invitation.

Pl,SSib,e ““hLe hot topics, perhaps 5:30 - 9:00 tW

dinner included.
Invite communiw leadership tojoin us for ali or pan of the meeting- send out 

too. through otir CCI's, CIAC s. etc.
; work with TVEDC and/or Chambers to extend

related strategies, etc. ???

Please FAX response or phone me with ideas as soon as possiblel 

FAX - 693-4545
Phone at work - 648-8681
Phone at home -- 647-2301 
Cell phone - 799-4685
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VIA FAX rAROT. GEAR IN f503i 64T-4427
E-Mail: gandgiptel@.aol.com

DATE: September 4,1996 
TO: Susan'McLain 
RECEIVING FAX: 797-1793

Faxing a total of_2_pagcs including the cover sheet. Any questions, please call (503) 643-43 H. 

COMMENTS:

Susan, please enter the following pages into public testimony at the meeting scheduled for 
September 5th on the Regional Functional Flan.

I regret not being able to attend the meeting and deliver testimony in person, however have 
a work commitment I cannot ignore.

I will be happy to meet with or answer any questions or comments the Council members 
might have.

Carol Gearin (5/'

THE ABOVE INFORMATION IS CONFIDENTIAL AND INTENDED ONLY FOR THE 
INDIVIDUAL(S) LISTED ABOVE. IF YOU RECEIVE THIS FAX IN ERROR, PLEASE 
NOTIFY ME AT (503) 643-4311. THANK YOU.
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My name is Carol Gearin, 2420 N.W. 119th Avenue, Portland, OR 97229. I am a member of the 
Board of Directors of Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue and the Executive Board of CPO #1. I offer 
the following testimony as a private citizen. -

In his July 16, 1996, letter to Councilor Susan McLain on the Regional Functional Plan (RFP) 
draft, Jon Chandler, General Counsel for the Home Builders Association of Metropolitan 
Portland, states in the fourth paragraph; "I know that there has been a fair degree of press 
attention to this issue, and there have been open houses, traveling presentations, forums, and so 
forth, and there have been reams of papers prepared describing what is taking place - while all of 
these activities are meritorious, there still is not a great deal of public understanding about the 
work METRO is doing or the decision soon to be made on the public's behalf This is not a 
criticism of METRO, but the fact is that there is a core group of land use aficionado's and citizen 
activists who attend the various communication events and pay attention, but no one else is 
listening yet."

I am one of those citizen activists. I have read several drafts of the RFP; I have attended a 
variety of meetings and open houses; 1 have read reams of materials and talked with a number of 
indi\aduals. I find that in this instance, I must agree with Mr. Chandler. I would not have done so 
six months ago. However, because I am the Newsletter editor for CPO #1,1 am frequently 
mistaken for a Washington County employee and receive telephone calls fi'om citizens - frequently 
addressing newly occurring or plarmed developments in or near the caller's neighborhood. No one 
has, as of yet, praised the increased densities. Usually the caller is quite upset and angry. While ' 
all of the callers to date have agreed they want to hold the UGB, they do not like, nor agree with, 
the increased densities in their neighborhood.

Although I presumed I understood exactly what increased densities would mean to my 
community, over the past months I have come to believe I truly did not comprehend all the 
ramifications involved.. I also believe that much of talk surrounding the RFP has been delivered 
with a dose of honey. It is now time to strip away all frills and talk bluntly with citizens.
Increased densities w-ill mean many of tire things addressed in Mr. Chandler's letter. Citizens need 
to be clearly aware that increased densities will mean more traffic, less parking, longer travel 
times, more neighbors arguing concerning: barking dogs, noisy children, noisy adults, over
hanging trees and shrubs, smoke from bar-be-ques, cooking odors, second hand cigarette smoke 
drifting into their house, unkept lawns, noisy stereos, televisions, indoor invasion of outdoor 
lighting, etc. As a volunteer in a mediation program, these very issues are ones we currently 
address - with increased densities, the complaints can only escalate.

I must agree with the concerns expressed by the Washington County Coordinating Committee in 
their letter to the METRO Council dated August 9, 1996 - in particular their belief that minimum 
densities are not suitable for all areas. In Cedar Mill, many areas north of Cornell Road presently 
zoned R-9 - are hilly, have no sidewalks, curbs or bikepaths/ - bus/transit service is non-existent 
and. according to Tri-Met, not anticipated in the near fiiture. As I testified to the Washington 
County Board of Commissioners, high density development in these areas will simply throw 
additional vehicle traffic on already congested roadways. It has been stated that we could



page two (cont.)

achieve the necessary densities with compact development along the Light Rail lines and 
major bus routes) vdule existing neighborhoods would need only add one additional residence on 
each block. This is not what is transpiring. While development is occurring according to present 
zoning restrictions, would the 80% densities be built, particularly in already existing 
neighborhoods with larger lot sizes, if2040 regulations were not on the horizon? On the 2040 
map, much of this area is listed as outer neighborhoods and should be down-zoned. Higher 
densities can be built, but local jurisdictions need to be given more latitude as to where.

Prior to adopting the RFP, and afterwards, I urge you to address with the local governmental 
entities the concerns expressed by WCCC and Mr. Chandler, I ask you to enter into 
conversations with citizens and to out-line exactly what increased densities entail without adding 
the "honey" to mask the "bad taste". In addition, whether speaking with representatives of local 
jurisdictions or just plain citizens, I strongly urge that you define the words "livability" and 
"quality of life" as you understand them. I am convinced we are presently all working from 
dissimilar definitions of these terms. Unless we, collectively, begin to visualize the same 
definitions, the RFP is in trouble. Citizens not only need to know, they have a right to know', 
what you, their elected officials, visualize as a "livable" community, because they may not agree 
with your vision. They have a right to know how you define "quality of life" - and you had 
better ask for and obtain their definitions. Citizens need to understand what these "buzz words" 
imply for their community and specifically for their immediate neighborhoods. If citizens are to 
be partners in this plan, it is past time for plain talk.

METRO has done much reacliing out to the communities. They need to reach more.

Thank You 

9/5/96
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CITY OF HILLSBORO

September 4, 1996 Fax Transmitted Letter

Honoroble Susan McClain 
Metro Councilor 
600 Grand Avenue 
Portland. OR 97232-2736

RE: Adopted City Council Comments on the Proposed Metro Urban Growth
Functional Plan (dated Aug. 23rd).

Dear Susan:

At its regulor meeting last night, our City Council voted to approve the accompanying letter 
and attochments for submitlol os City of Hillsboro testimony on the above-captioned 
Functional Plan for consideration by the Metro Council at its September 12th public hearing. 
The letter and attachments are being foxed to you to apprise you of . the City's issues ond 
proposed amendments to the Plan text (and their rationale) prior to our Friday meeting. The 
meeting is scheduled for Friday, 8:30 am. in Conference Rm. A located in the City Manager's 
offices at the Washington County Public Services Building in Hillsboro, Suite 150. We are very 
pleased to have this timely opportunity to discuss the Functional Plan with you.

I

Again, thank you for agreeing to meet. If we can assist you further regarding the meeting's 
subject matter or logistics please call me at 681-6156.

Sincerely,

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Winslow C. Brooks 
Planning Director

attach;
Post-it* Fax Note 7S71 Oats p’ages^ C^3

Co.,t)6pt/i4ltw Quv)c,l
Phone tr-^^-2 Phono t (f, ^t-(f IS-Ja

Fa** 747 Fb,<# 6 Tl

123 West Main Street, Hillsbofo, Oregon 97123*3999 • 503/681-6100 • FAX 503/BB1-6245 
eouu orm/mnny [UPioYtn mtr/TTD on RfcrcLtD paper
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CITY OF HILLSBORO !

Septembers, 1996

Honorable Jon Kvistad, Chairman 
ond Members of the Metro Council

600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland. OR 97232-2736 ,

RE: Hillsboro’s Comments on Metro Council "Working Draft" of the Proposed
Metro Urbon Growth Functional Plan (dated August 6, 1996)

We respectfully offer the following comments on the above-captioned Plan for your
consideration.

Title 1, Housing & Employment Accommodation;

• We support the 2040 Station Community design concepts and target densities 
proposed for Hillsboro established in ti;ie RUGGOs.

• We continue to oppose Ithe imposition of mandatory minimum residential 
densities outside Station Communities, under Title 1, Sec. 2.A. Cities and counties 
need regulatory flexibility fo permit the development of a variety of residential 
densities that, collectively, accommodate the necessary 2017 housing units 
capacities established in Table 1 of Title. 1 at the citywide as well os traffic 
analysis zones (TAZ) levels. Title 1,Sec. 2.A. should be rewritten accordingly as 
shown in Attachment “A”, Item No. 1.

• Although the City may be able to accommodate the added 14.812 dwelling 
units and 58.247 employees in Hillsboro forecasted within the City limits by year 
20171 (with 9,758 units and 20,338 employees allocated to the centers, station 
communities and mainstreets in the City limits), we want the following 
application of Metro year 2017 forecasts within Hillsboro:

1. More of the forecasted 2017 housing units capacity for Hillsboro should 
be allocated to the Mixed Use Areas (centers, mainsteets. station 
communities) in order to avoid the need for smaller zoning lots (ie. 5,300 
sq. ft. lots) within Inner Neighborhoods.2

j

2. The distribution of Hiilsboro’s fair share of 2017 dwelling units and 
employees among the Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) in our Planning Area

The U.812 dwelling units and SB.247 employees reflect the Plonning Deportment's “Round 2" allocotions 
contained in on April 30,1996 Memorandum submlttod fo Metro and ref erred to in this document. These 
copoc;!ies represent Hillsboro “folr share" of the forecasted regiorral 2015 housing units and employees 
Tne Metro Bui'dable Londs Analysis (Appendix “C") inOicotes lhal 8.2 dwelling units/acre ore required within 
Hillsboro's "Low Density Residentiol (R/U" neighborhoods in order to comply with the target density of the 2040 
inner Neighborhood design type. Residential zoning lots that contain 5,300 sq. ft. ore needed in order to satisfy
tno G.2 unlt5/ocfc torsct eicnjity.

123 West Main Street, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-3599 • S03/BS1-6100 • FAX saveai-6245 
OPPOHTwrry iuF\orCR ftmrss on necrixn) PaPCA
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should reflect the Cit/'s recommendations to Metro contained in our 
Planning Department memorandum dated April 30,1996 (See, 
Attachment "B'1).

The 2017 dwelling units and employee forecasts in Table 1 of Title 1 
should recognize HBIsboro's planning jurisdiction within a “Planning Area 
of Interest" established by a City/Washington County Memorandum of 
Understanding and encompassed within the Hillsboro “Planning Area". 
(Nine (9) TAZs, that are not located in the City limits, are nevertheless 
covered by the Memorandum and the 2015 housing units and employee 
TAZ allocations recommended by our Planning Department in its April 
30th memorandum.

An appropriate share of the 24,248 additional employees forecasted 
Regionwide by 2017 should be allocated to Hillsboro (TAZ Nos. 236(por.) 
and 269(por) and Urban Reserve Study Area Site No. 61 and 62(porj) 
consistent with Hillsboro’s continuing regional employment center role 
recognized by the adopted 2040 Growth Concept. Our analysis shows 
that this will support expanding the UGB to include Site Nos. 61 and 
62{por). .

Title 2: Regional Parking Policy:

• We recommend adding language to Title 2 that requires the establishment of 
adequate levels (and quality) of local bus transit services as a condition 
precedent to the enforcement of any maximum parking ratios in areas currently 
lacking such services. (See. Attachment ‘‘A" Item No. 2.)

• We continue to oppose maximum parking ratios outside Station Communities. 
The market will efficiently establish maxirhum parking for each new 
development site in response to financial and feasibility considerations that are 
unique to the site. We base this on our long history in admnistering parking 
mininimums and experience with the problem of underbuilding parking: the 
need to accommodate additional parking required by the unique aspects of a 
given business; and, the redevelopment of parking areas as densification 
occurs.

• We strongly oppose the application of Title 2 parking ratios in mixed use areas 
(ie. centers, mainstreets, station communities, com'dors) where public transit is 
not provided at the same time- that such mixed uses are developed. Under such 
circumstances, artificial parking limitations will only encouroge more vehicular 
congestion within streets and illegal parking by many residents, employees and 
Visitors to such areas who would still not have other means besides the 
automobile to travel to/from the mixed use areas.

Title 3; Water Quality & Flood Management Conservation:

• Application of Title 3 within the Hillsboro Planning Area should implement the 
City’s existing Goal 5 Natural Resources. The City’s Inventory should be 
incorporated into the proposed Metro Water Quality & Flood Management
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I

Area Map. Metro's Title 3 efforts should identify gaps in the coverage of the 
City's Goal 5 Inventory and the City natural resources protection regulations. If 
these City programs ore approved by DLCD/LCDC ond address the concerns In 
Title 3, they should supplant the direct application of Title 3 in Hillsboro. 
Proposed language that accommodates this approach is contained in 
Attachment “A”, Item No. 3.

Title 3 should not set prescriptive stondards for natural resources protection; local 
governments should set such standards in their plans and regulations.

It is unnecessarily restrictive and potentially counterproductive to limit transfer of 
density and development rights only to areas within the boundaries of affected 
sites in order to mitigate the effects of development on water quality and flood 
management. Proposed language that accommodates a broader application of 
these tools is contained in Attachment "A", Item No. 4.

Because we conclude that it probably would violate the “takings" rule in Dolan 
V. City of Tiqgrd in most coses, Hillsboro disagrees with the proposed water 
quality protection standard in Sec. 4.C., Title 4. The standard requires the City to 
condition its approvals of partitions, subdivisions and design review applications 
upon developers granting conservation easements, platted as common open 
spaces, or through donations of fee simple ownerships to the public or non-profit, 
agencies to protect water quality and flood management areas. Such 
conditions often fail to meet Dolan's “nexus"and “rough proportionality" tests 
applicable to conditional approval of land use permits. Therefore. Sec. A.C.j 
Title 4 should be modified accordingly as shown In Attachment “A", Item No. 5.

Title 4: Retail In Employment & Industrial Areas:

• Hillsboro continues to oppose Title 4's complete restriction on “big box" retail 
outlets in 2040 Industrial and Employment Areas in our Planning Area.3 Many 
Hillsboro residents and employees shop at such outlets. Such uses place less 
demand on supporting public facilities and utilities than many industrial uses 
and businesses. Hillsboro lacks commercially-designated sites that are suitable 
for such outlets and must look to its industrial and employment areos to provide 
them when needed.4 It would be sound land use policy for Hillsboro to sparingly 
allow big box retail outlets only at appropriate sites outside the 2040 mixed use 
areas to meet the needs of our residents and employees for such bulk 
purchasing outlets. We think that retail shopping opportunities provided in big 
box outlets and in 2040 mixed use areas should acquire their respective market 
niches in our comrhunity naturally- within the land use framework set by our 
comprehensive plan. This is crucial to the long-term survival of such retail 
octivities in Hillsboro. Title 4. Sec. 3, Exceptions, should be revised as shown in

The excsDiion language Title 4. Sec. 3.B. does not help Hillsboro since we lack the circumstonces in our 
Employment and Industrial Areos necessary to trigger the exception; ie. oreos in our Employment and industrial 
that olreody hove substontiolly developed as retail centers or hove been designated on our Plan as retail 
centers, it would be preferable if the exception language merely permits big boxes in Employment or Industn'ol 
Areos if they are satisfactorily justified by the loco; government seeking sucn on exception.
Two exlsHng sites in our Planning Areo ore appropriate for big box retail outlets; (1) o PocTrust 50-acre Site 
within ine Orenco Station Community Planning Area; and. |2) a site owned by Standard Insuronce Co. located 
East of Rock Creek ond North cf Evergreen Parkway.
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Attachment “A”, Item No. 6 In order to facilitate big box retail outlets In 
appropriate locations within Industrial and Employment areas in Hillsboro.

Title 6; Regional Acceaaibilitvi

• As discussed under Title 2, adequate transit services within 2040 nnixed use areas 
are needed at the time such uses are constructed to mitigate any resulting 
increase in traffic congestion on streets and roadways. We believe that such a 
provision in Title 6 would buttress its consistency with OAR 660-12-060(1).5 We 
believe that OAR 660-12-060(1) colls for concrete actions that mitiaote such 
congestion if the roadways, themselves, are not to be improved to 
occommodate the mixed uses. Title 6 should state an Immediate and major role 
for public transit in implementing 2040 mixed uses in Hillsboro and throughout 
the Region. Accordingly, Title 6, Sec. 1 should be revised as shown 
Attachment “A”, Item No. 7.

in

The designation and alignment of "boulevards'' (regional routes) within 
Hillsboro's Planning Area should implement the City’s new Transportation System 
Plan (ODOT/TGM File No. lH-95) which will be completed in June, 1997. 
Accordingly, Title 6, Sec. 2 should be revised as shown in Attachment "A". Item 
No. 8.

Hillsboro objects to Sec. A (prescriptive Design Option) and Sec. B. (optional 
Performance Option) under Title 6 because, once enacted: '

1. The Design Option prescribes detailed (and conflicting)collector and
local street development standards which would already be contained 
in the City's Subdivision Ordinance and our Development Review 
Ordinance (ZOA 4-95, City Zoning Ordinance No. 1945, Sec. 133, as 
amended). For Hillsboro, the City Transportation System Plan will feature

Hillsbo'O Comprehensive Plan amendments incorporating the Station Community Plans and Zoning Districts 
do not violote OAR 640-12-060(1) because the increased trolfic volumes associated with these plans ore 
mitigoted by the Light Rail Transit services available to these communities.

OAR 640-12-060(1) and (2) read as follows;

660-12-060(1). Amendments to functional plans, acknowledged comprehensive plons. and land use 
regulations which significontly affect a transponotion facifity shall assure that allowed land uses are 
consistent with the Identified function, capacity, ana level of service of the facility. This shall be 
accomplished by either;

(o) Limiting allowed land uses to be consistent with the planned function, capacity and levels
of service of the transporlaiion focility;
(b) Amending the TSP. to provide transportation focilities adequate to support the proposed land 
uses consistent with the requirements of this division; or
(c) Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to reduce demand (or 
outomobile travel and meet travel needs through other modes.

660-12-060(2) provides that on omendment to a functional plan, comprehensive plan or larsd use 
regulations “significantly affects" a fransportotlcn facility it it allows fyoes or levels of land uses which 
would result in levels of travel or access which are inconsistent with the funclionol classificolion of o 
transportolion focilily. or reduce the level of serv'lce of the facility pelow the minimum acceptable 
level of service identified in the TSP>
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a Citywide local striet connectivity pattern, as well as street objectives, 

policies and standard that will accomplish the street connectivity 
objectives of the Design Option.

2. Both the Design Option and Performance Option prescribe minimum 
block lengths (ie. 660 feet maximum spacing intervols between local 
street connectionsj 'that would conflict with the Art. II, Sec. 5(Fj of the 
City Subdivision Ordinance (1000 ft. maximum block lengths permissible 
outside of Station Communities and away from neighborhood activity 
centers).4

Given Hillsboro's topography, traversing streams and associated wetlands, and 
existing dispersed land use pattern, many of the prospective street design and 
connectivity standards in Title 6 probably would not work vvlthin our City. To 
address these issues, Title 6, Sec. 3 should be modified as shown in Attachment 
“A", Item Nos. 8 and 9.

Title?: Affordable Housing:

• Hillsboro agrees with the non-prescriptive opproach taken in this Title which
identifies recommended tools and approaches to facilitate affordable housing 
development.

Title 8: Compliance Procedures:

• Hillsboro's Periodic Review Program is scheduled for DLCD administrative 
approvol within the next several weeks. The Program schedules City 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code revision work tasks that span the next 3-5 
years. Moreover, the City is in the midst of adopting Station Community Plans 
and implementing zones that will upzone a large central corridor of Hillsboro 
and its downtown regional center by the end of 1996 in conformance with the 
adopted 2040 mixed uses for our City.

Given these circumstances, it is reasonable, practical and cost-efficient that 
Hillsboro should be exempted from the 2-year Functional Plan compliance 
deadline. This will allow City Plan or zoning regulation amendments needed to 
comply with an adopted Functional Plan and 2040 Growth Concept outside our 
Station Communities to be undertaken within the 3-5 year Periodic Review 
timetable for updating our Plan and regulations. We can then bring them Into 
conformance with Statewide Planning Goals as well as the Functional Plan gt 
the same time. To address this concern, Title 8, Sec. 1 should be modified as 
shown in Attachment "A", Item No. 10.

Sec. 133 of riiiisDoro's Zoning Ordinonce and Art. II, Sec. 5(f) ol our Subdivision Ordlnonce implement the State 
Transportalion Planning Rule. They have had coreful and prolonged public and private jcrutiny over the 
course of nine |9) months of consideration by the City Plonning Commission. Including two(2) public .hearings 
end four (4) work sessions.They comply with OAR 660-12-045 of the State TPR. When LCDC considered 
adoption of the Stote TPR, it rejected a OLCO recommendotion to prescribe specific block dimerislonoi 
slandords in the Slate TPR in favor of leaving ".. to local governments to decide what standords to use to 
assure convenient pedestrian circulation”. (See. DlCD. Transportation Planning Rule Bulletin. Moy 1,1995.) 
Adoption of Title 6. Sec. 3.A. and 3.B. subvert this LCDC State TPR policv riecisinn
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Title 9: Performance Measures: i

• Hillsboro supports the concept of close monitoring of the success (and failures) 
in implementing the Metro Functional Plan every two years through adopted 
"performance measures". -We recommend that Title 9 olso expressly allow:

t

1 Independent reporls from any local government directly to the Metro 

Council on Functional Plon performance within Its own jurisdiction (in 
addition to the Metro Executive Officer's report on Plan performance); 
and,

2. Automatic standing to any local government to participate in the
Hearing Officer proceedings on the Executive Officer's Functional Plan 
performance report as it relates to that jurisdiction.

Therefore, Title 9, Sec. 2 should be modified as shown in Attachment “A”, Item 
No. 11.

Finally, our Planning Department reviewed Metro's Urban Growth Report (March, 1996). 
Attachment "C" is a departmental memorandum which identifies a number of 
questions and issues concerning The assumptions underiying Metro's Buildable Lands 
Analysis. We respectfully ask your Council to consider the comments in the 
memorandum before taking any action on the Urban Growth Report.

Respectfully submitted

CITY QE4HILLSBORO

Gordon Faber 
Mayor

attach:
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I Attachment “AM
Proposed Modifications to Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 

(August 6th Council Working Draft)
August 20,1996

Modification to Title 1, Seci 2.A.

All cities and counties within Metro shall demonstrate that:

A. The application of/heir zoning and other regulations will'pormit can achieve the
target capoo4y 2017 capacities for housing units and employment for their 
Jurisdictions contained in Table 1 in the Appendix to this plan, including 
jurisdiction wide expoctod copocitios) os woll as capacities for mixed'uses 
areas-; and capacities at the traffic analysis zones levels.

Modification to Title 1. Sec. 3.A.

All cities and counties within Metro afe~Feqyired--4o may include within their 
comprehensive plons and implementing ordinances the following provisions:

A. All-zones oltewing residential use sholl include o A minimum density standard for 
any or all residential zones that requires thot-no lond-use decision, includii;^g-o 
pertieWon ■or-subdfvision.-rnay b^-opprovod-unless-tho proposed-action will 
pfovido that no -tess-thon the development of at least 80 percent of the 
maximum number of dwelling units per acre permitted on any parcel\qx which 
approval of a land use application is sought, developmont -gre approvod-for 
development.—W© The development of such densities within residential zones 
may not be prohibited by any comprehensive plan provision, implementing 
ordinance or condition of approval. -rogy-iimit-de-velopmeet-to -less-thOfy-SQ 
percent of—the—maximum—poimittod—density. For high density zones with 
maximum permitted that permit ben’sW^ies Y\\gher than 37 dwelling units per net 
acre, the a minimum residential density moy-bo of30 dwelling units per net acre 
may be required that density is consistent with the target densities listed in 
subjection B, beiow.

Modification to Title 2, Sec. 1 and 2.

Section 1. Intent

A compact urban form requires that each use of land is carefully considered 
and that more efficient fornis are favored over less efficient ones. Parking, 
especially that provided in new developments, can result in a less efficient land 
usage and lower floor to oreo ratios. Forking also has implications for 
transportation. In areas where transit is provided or other non-auto modes 
(walking, biking) are convenient, less parking can be provided and still allow 
accessibility and mobility for all modes, including autos. Reductions in auto trips 
when substituted by non-auto modes such as public transit services, can reduce 
congestion and increase air quality.' It is an intent of this fitle to facilitate per 
capita reductions of parking in areas where adeauate public transit service.!:

JA
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and Other non-auto travel modes ore provided to facilitate reductions in per 
capita parking and more efficient use of land.

Section 2. Performance Standard

tn areas where adequate public transit services and other non-auto travel 
modes ore provided, tbcal Governments ore horoby-requirod-to may odopt 
amendments, if necessory. to insyre—that their comprehensive plans ond 
implementing regulations -meet-or-exceed - the -^ottewiAg-minimym-standgfdSr 
that:

1. Reqwe-no-mor-e-pofk-ing-th€HV-the Establish minimum ond maximum 
parking ratios, tn establishing such ratios, local governments may use the 
os-shawfv-on Regional Parking Standards Table, attached hereto as a 
guideline for their minimum parking requirements; and

2. Establish parking maximums Gt-rotios no-greoter-thon those listed-in the 
P-orking4oblo and as for those Zones illustrated in the Parking Maximum 
Map. ...

Modification to Title 3, Sec. 3.

Section 3. Implementation Process for Local Governments.

Cities and counties are hereby required to amend their plans and implementing 
ordinances, if necessary, to ensure that the comply with this Title in one of the 
following ways;

A. Either adopt the relevant provisions of the Metro Water Quality and 
Flood Manogement model ordinance and map entitled Metro Water Quality 
and Flood Management Conservation Area Mop; or

B. Demonstrate that the plans and implementing ordinances substantially 
comply with the perfomiance standards, including the map, contained in 
Section 4. In this cose, the purpose of this map is to provide a performance 
standard for evaluation of substantial compliance for those jurisdictions who 
choose to develop their own map of water quality and flood management 
areas: or

C. Any combination of A and B above that substantially complies with ail 
performonce standards in Section 4.

However, cities ond counties that are in process of formulating of Statewide 
Planning Coat 5 natural resources management program, or already have such 
programs approved by the State by the effective date of this Funciionoi Plan, 
shat! be exempt from the requirements of this Title, provided that their programs 
substantially address the performance standards in Section 4 and the Ftsh and 
Wildlife Habitat Conservation recommendations in Section 5 of this Title.

24
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Modification to Title 3, Section 4.
I

Section 4. Performance Standards

C. Protect the long term regional continuity and Integrity of Water Quality 
and Flood Management Areas.

Standards. Local jurisdictions shall establish or adopt transfer of density within 
ownerships os well os between/among ownerships to mitigate the effects of 
development in Water Quality and Flood Management Areas, or through 
Transferable Development Rights (TDRsj, which have substantially equivalent 
effect as the Metro Water Quality and Flood Management Ordinance.

Modification to Title 3, Section 4.

Metr€>-encoufQges4o€>al government to roquir-e-that-opprovolc of opplicotions 
ter.'pQrtitiQn!; «;>ih<=IivUif>A<;^nH-riofign rpyj^-viif gctions must-be conditioned with 
protesting-Wotof'-Quolit^'-ond-Flood Monogomont Areas with o consorvation 
easementr-platted as-o-Gommoo-open-spece.-or-through purchose-or donotion. 
of fee simple ownership to pubtic-agenc-ies-or privote-non profits for-prosorvotion 
where feasiblo. Metro and logoLgovernmonts shall-rGoognize thqt-oppiiisqtions 
tfwolving pre-Gxisiing development—within, the Wotor ■ QualiF,' and* Flood' 
Monogement—Areas—shall—bo oxemptod—for—tho ■■provisions—eeoserning 
eenservation eosomonts ond purchose or-doeation of foo-sir 
publiG-ogencies-or-privgtenon-proritsfor preoorvation.

Modification to Title 4, Section 3.

Section 3. Exceptions.

Exceptions to this standard may be included tor:

A. Low traffic generating, land-consumptive commercial uses with low 
parking demand which have a community or region wide market, or

B. As identified on the Employment and Industrial Areas Map, specific 
Employment or Industrial Areos which already-hqvo substontiolly developod-CK 
retail centers or which hove been locally designated d$ retail centers may allow. 
Proposed refinements to the mapped areas may be considered in local 
compliance plans as provided in Title 8.

3A
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Modification to Title 6, Sec|ion 1.

Section I. Intent

Implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept requires that the region identify 
key measures of transportation effectiveness which include all modes of 
transportation. Developing a full array of these measures will require additional 
analysis. Focusing development in the concentrated activity centers, including 
the central city, regional centers, and station communities, requires the provision 
and use of alternative modes including, especially adequate public transit 
facilities and services at the time these activity centers are constructed in order 
to avoid unacceptable levels of congestion and to insure that accessibility by 
alternative modes is attractive. The continued economic vitality of industrial 
areas and intermodal facilities is largely dependent on the region's main 
throughways. Therefore, regional congestion standards and other regional 
system performance measures shall be tailored to reinforce the specific 
development needs of the individual 2040 Growth Concept land use 
components.

Modification to Title 6, Section 2.

Section 2. Boulevard Design

For regional routes in the central city, regional centers, station communities, 
main streets and town centers designated on the Boulevard Design Map, all 
cities and counties within the Metro region €H:e—hereby—required—to shall 
implement or allow to be implemented boulevard design elements as 
improvements are made to these facilities including those facilities built by 
ODOT or Tri-Met. In jurisdictions that have an-adopted transportation system 
plans that comply with the State Transportation Planning Rule, the location of 
boulevards required by this Title shall be determined by such plans. Each 
jurisdiction shall odopt amendments-:—if—necessary.—\q ensure that their 
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances require consideration or 
instollatiofi—of address the following boulevard design elements when 
proceeding with right-of-way improvements on regional routes designated-on 
thO' Boulevard-Dosign-Mop. In general, pedestrian and transit oriented design 
elements ore the priority within boulevards located in the central city' and 
regional centers, station communities, main streets and town centers:

Modification to Title 6, Section 3.

Design Option. Qities--and—counties—shati—ensure—that—their Local 
comprehensive plans, implementing ordinances and administrative 
codes require—defTKjnstration of -oompliance -with shall address the 
following:

1. New residential and mixed-use developments shall include local 
street plans that:

44
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a.

fer-

Gb.

€l C.

e d. 
f e. 
9 f-

^g.

encourage pedestrian travel by providing short, direct 
public right-of-way routes to connect residential uses with 
nearby existing and planned commercial services, 
schools, parks and other neighborhood facilities: and 

-includo rK> cul-de-soc 5troots longer-th€ii:>200 feet, and no 
moro4han-25 dwelling urUts-on o ctosod-ond stroot-systom;
djixd\JT IVJ

provide bike and pedestrian connections on public 
easements or right-of-way when full street connections are 
not possible, with spocing between connnection$-of-no 
moro-thon 330 foot: and
consider opportunities to . incrementally extend and 
connect local streets in primarily developed areas; and 
serve o mix of land uses on contiguous local streets; and 
support posted speed limits: and
consider narrow street design alternotives -feature 
total nght-of way of no more'thon—46 feet,-including 
pavement widths of oo-moro than 28 feet,- curb-toco to
Gurb-foce, sidovralk—widths-of of least 5 foot 'Ond 
kandscopoet-pedestrion-buffer strips-thot-includo street 
frees: and
limit the use of cul-de-sac designs and closed street 
systems to situations where topography, development 
patterns or environmental constraints prevent full street.- 
extensions.

B.

10.

Performance Option. For residential and mixed use areas, cities and 
eounties-shall-ensure that their /ocd/cornprehensive plans, implementing 
ordinances and administrative codes repuire—den^orvstration—of 
e-omplirmce with shoH oddress the following performance criteria. Gify 
end-counties shnll-df>vr4np lr»-.nl.rtrrw->« d^;jgn_fytgp5_or_5fon<jarc[; 
dreef-instersection spacing to occur of intcp.'alc-of-no-lG5s-thar»-eight-per 
ff>ile-.-the number of-sfreot connections coordinated-ond-consistent-with 
i4K3rea5ed-density-ond-mixed land uses.—k>col street desigr^s-for-new 
devoloprr>ents-5holl-sotisfy both-of-tho-feliewing additional criforio:

Modificatjon to Title 8, Section 1.

Section I. Compliance Required.

All cities and counties within the Metro boundary are hereby required to amend 
their comprehensive plans and Implementing ordinances to comply with the 
provisions of this functional plan within twenty-four months of the effective dote 
of this ordinance. A/ the time of adoption of this ordinance, any local 
government conducting a periodic review of their plans and ordinances 
pursuant to a Periodic Review Notice received from the State DLCD shall comply

54
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with the provisions of this functionoi pion within twenty-four months ofter the 
completion of its Periodic Review Work Program and issuance of a Periodic 
Review Order by the DLCD or LCDC, as applicable. Metro recommends the 
adoption of the policies that affect land consumption as soon as possible.

11. Modification to Title 9, Section 2.

D. Use of the performance measures.

I. The performance measures will contain both the current level of 
achievement, and the proposed level necessary to implement 
this functional plan and achieve the Metro 2040 Growth Concept 
adopted in the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives 
(RUGGO). The performance measures will be used to evaluate 
and adjust, as necessary, Metro's functional plans. Urban Growth 
Boundary, and other regional plans.

By March 1 of every other yeor beginning March t. 1998, the 
Executive Officer shall report to the Council on assessment of the 
regionol performance measures, and recomrhend corrective 
actions, os necessary, consistent with the Metro Council's policies. 
On any matter in the Executive Officer Report that pertains to a 
city or county's performance on achieving compliance with the 
Growth Concept design types and the adopted functional plan, 
the city or county may submit independent reports on that matter 
to the Metro Council. Such local reports shall be included in the 
record transmitted to the Hearing Officer. The city or county shall 
have automatic standing to appear at the Hearing Officer’s 
proceedings on that matter.

The Courrcil shall refer the recommendations to the Hearing 
Officer, who shall hold a hearing to review the data in the 
Executive Officer's report on the performance measures, and 
gather odditional data from any interested party. The Hearing 
Officer shall review all of the information presented on the 
performance measures. The complete record of information, 
findings of fact, and a recommendation shall be forwarded to 
the Council by the Hearing Officer.

The Council shall hold a hearing on the record, adopt findings of 
fact, and take any necessary corrective action by September 1 
of the year.

(14



CITY OF HILLSBORO
Attachment "B"

0
April 30, 1996

. MAr 1I93S

John Fregonese. Director
Metro Growth Management Division
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland. OR '97232-2736
Attn: Stuart Todd

RH: City of Hillsboro Refined 2015 TaZ Households & Employment Estimates - Round 2.

Deor John ond Sluort:

Tot by™eTe7aoiraTo<i?u,r,2K5 hOUi?h°'d emP'°V-er,l allocotions ircmmiHaa to 
Snt^ DtUT cWM^r ? Subsequent to that letter, we coordinated with-Washington

L Dur e^»<mates and eliminate inconsistencies between our respective

sbpuf;roi.?s^,:&\r9o^(rwr''ecen'd'0''s
Hillsboro'S
HH
94-15

Estimates
Emp
94-1S

Zero Grow
HH
94-17

ii OpUort
Emp
94-17

4,000 Acre
HH
94-17

s Delta
Emp
94-17

10,000 Acr
HH
94-17

es Delta
Emp
34-1723.166 I 61,4fl j • 14,612 58.247 14.790 59.146 12.445 55.083

b/KCCienaM?K9e differwence in deltas (estimated increases in number of households)
between Hillsboro ond your three UG8 boundary expansion options. We also no^^hof n
substantial portion of the increose in Hillsboro households estimated for the 1994-2015 delta 
penod IS expected to occur within our Station Communities. Finally o^ctual devtSim^nf S 
these households will depend upon market acceptance of an.iSed WghC! houSen^tie 
within these Communities and within 2040 town centers, regional ceCter mainstCeefs oS 
corridor communities designated in Hillsboro. . ' ma,ns,fee,i ancJ

Slfe.<1' H:,l»tx5,0. Oregon 971230999 • 503,^1.6100 • FA* S03/661.624S l-Ah
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John Fregonese 
April 30. 1996 
Page 2.

Pleose incorporate our estimates in your Regionol household and employment estimotes. If you 
hove any question or need odditional informotion. pleose coll Potrick A. Ribellio of our Stoff at 
681-6239.

Sincerely.

Winslow C. Brooks 
Planning Director



Hillsboro Households Allocalions

1994 HM Metro 2015 HH 
(Rd I)

llilltboro 2DI5 
HI!

(Rd 2)

Diircrence; 2015 I 
HHs (Metro I 

minus . )
Hillsboro)

203(por)

208(pof)
1065

+ 280

217(por)

1087
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Hillsboro Employnicnl Allocalioiis at TAZ Level 
(April 29. 1996)

TAZ 1994 Emp. 
<nd 1)

Metro

Change/94-15

end. i) .

Metro 2015 
Emp.

(Rd 1)

Hillsboro 
Cliange/94-l5 

(Rd 1)

Hillsboro 2015 
Emp/

(Rd 1)

Difference: 2015 
Emp, (Metro - 
Hillsboro)

191 111 1704 1815 1704 1815 0
195 203 328 531 784 897 + 366
196 65 80 145 10 75 -70
197 63 1161 1224 1062 1125 - 162
198 573 1528 2101 1676 2249 + 148

203(pof) 744 1255 1999 1255 1999 0
207(por) 45 485 530 485 530 0
208(por) 100 108 208 36 136 -72

209 1453 2751 4204 2751 4202 0
210 352 1923 2275 • 1923 2275 0
211 1164 2059 3205 2109 3273 + 68
212 420.. 3406 3826 3399 3819 -7
213 1957 3428 5385 2951 4908 -477
214 0 1525 1525 1754 1754 + 229

2l5(por) 34 1196 1230 1089 1123 - 107
2l6(por) 82 238. 320 215 297 •23
2l7(por) 550 266 816 -217 333 -483

. 223 0 4664 4664 4980 4980 ♦ 316
224 1214 •2290 . 3504 2290 3504 0
225 22 4932 4954 4998 5020 + 66
226 168 114 326 118 2B6 -40
227 387 2778 3198 4539 4926 + 1728
228 120 250 . • 370 216 336 -34
230 327 . 144 471 144 471 0
23 1 50 930 980 450 500 -430
232 5602 1396 6998 698 6300 -698
233 117 781 898 781 898 0
234 50 953 1003 990 1043 + 40
235 333 4092 4425 3892 4225 •200
237 1000 1106 2106 1106 2106 0
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TAZ 1994 Emp.
(Rdl)

Metro

Ghange/94-IS 
(Rd. 5)

Metro 2015 .

Emp,

(Rd 1)

Hillsboro

Change/94>1S 
(Rd 1)

Hillsboro 2015
Emp/

(Rd 1)

Dirrerencc: 20IS 
Emp. (Metro - 

. Hillsboro)
235 ISO 426 606 426 606 0
239 31 81 112 - 1 30 -82
240 100 178 278 0 too - 178
241 46 20. 66 54 too + 34
242 1643 544 2187 137 1780 -407

243(pof) 387 378 765 378 765 0
244(por) 677 759 1436 852 1529 + 93
249(por) 760 1393 2153 1393 2153 0

250 655 552 1207 677 1326 + 119
251 1709 325 2034 56 1765 -269
252 2921 462 3383 - 1597 1324 •2059
253 1342 5645 1906 - 18 1324 -582
254 . 40 102 142 140 ISO + 38
255 . . 28 4 32 4 32 0
256 268 138 406 138 406 0
257 526 230 756 230 756 0
258 94 4316 4410 4381 4473 + 65
259 57 il ISO II 150 0
260 87 34 121 34 121 0
261 699 51 750 -649 50 -700
262 69 76 146 76 145 -0
263 96 87 183 87 183 0
264 2832 174 3006 - 184 • 2648 -358
265 1365 276 1641 400 1765 ♦ 124
266 64 . 215 279 247 311 + 32
267 212 5088 5300 5088 5300 0

269(por) 182 997 1179 1078 1260 + 81
Tolalf 34376 I 70,435 99,929 61,483 96,014 - 3.915 1
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GITY OF HILLSBORO

August 19. 1996

MEMORANDUM

TO: City Council
FROM: Planning Department

RE: Metro Urban Growth Report (UGR) (dated March. 1996).

We have reviewed and considered the above captioned UGR report including Part 1. 
Regional Forecast, Part'2. 2015 Allocation, and Part 3, Buildable Lands Analysis. Based 
on our review and consideration, we respectfully offer the following comments on the 
UGR:

Part 1, Regional Forecast: ‘

We monitored the formulation of Years 2015 and 2040 Populotion, Household and 
Employment forecasts prepared by the Metro Staff. Metro’s technical determination 
that approximotely 224,000 more housing units (451,000 people) and 437,000 more jobs 
are forecasted for the Region by 2015 is reasonable.

Part 2. 2015 Allocation:

We know that the forecasts for 201S housing units and employment in the Region were 
allocated at several progressively more detailed levels: (I) ollocotion six major market 
areas among the four counties in the Region that included a Western Washington 
County market area that spanned the City of Hillsboro: (2) allocation among 20 
subdistricts that span the six market areas (including Districts 14 and 15 that covered 
Hillsboro): and, (3) allocation among 1400 traffic analysis zones (TAZ) in the Region 
(including 54 TAZs comprising the Hillsboro Planning Area).

A first round allocation of total housing units and employees forecasted by year 2015 
resulted in a estimoted need to expand the UGB by 4,000 acres (over and above the 
forecasted development of the adopted 2040 Growth Concept mixed uses for the 
Region) in order to satisfy the 20-year supply of buildable lands required by HB 2709.

A second round allocation of the 2015 forecosts, which ossumed no UGB expansion, 
was conducted. For Hillsboro, the second round allocation forecasted capacities 
within the Hillsboro City limits to absorb 14,812 more housing units and 58.247 more 
employees by 2015-

123 West Main Street, Hillstjoro, Oregon 97123-3999 • 5D3'681-€100 • FAX 503/681-6245
couu. ODpaBTUHrrr gurioySH fBrfriD OJ KtcraSS PAfta
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Part 3, Buildable Lands Analysis. ; '

The Buildable Lands Analysis applied a 17-step mefhodoiogy to determine the 2015 
housing units (HH) ond employment (Emp) capacities forecasted for the. The 17 steps 
are summarized in the attached sheet. The Anaiysis includes several Steps about which 
Hillsboro has some questions. These are Steps 9, 14 and 15.

• Step 9 Analysis Results May Not Be Valid For Hillsboro.

Step 9 relies upon a Metro modelling effort that applies the adopted 2040 design types 
to specific porceis in accordance with a "rezoning matrix". Portions of that matrix that 
apply to Hillsboro ore shown in Attachment "A". Step 9 states that: “A discussion draft 
of Phase / of the Regional Framework Plan /how the Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan/ which if adopted by the Metro Council, could require focal 
governments to change their comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances, 
consistent with these /the matrix/ modelling assumptions". (See. Page 13. Part 3. 
Buildable Lands Analysis, Metro Urban Growth Report, March. 1996.)

Step 9 is achieved when local governments amend their comprehensive plans and 
zoning regulations to implement 2040 mixed uses target densities {in accordance with 
Title 1 (Table 1) of the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan). If Hillsboro did 
this, the resulting City comprehensive plon and permissible zoning development 
densities would be os shown in the Attachment "A" matrix. • As they apply to Hillsboro, 
the Step 9 Analysis (and the resulting 2015 HH and Emp capacities for Hillsboro) may be 
invalid for these reasons:

I.

4.

It is doubtful that 2040 "mainstreets" in Hillsboro uniformly will achieve densities of 
35 employees/acre assumed by 2015 in Step 9. Hillsboro simply lacks the critical 
business mass within likely mainstreet areas to achieve such employee densities.

Because many of Hillsboro's 2040 "mainstreets” must evolve in a suburtsan 
context (unlike urban 2040 mainstreets in Portland), it is doubtful that such 
Hillsboro mainstreets will achieve the 22 housing units/acre assumed by 2015 in 
Step 9.

Except for the immediate Station Community Areas in Downtown Hillsboro, it 
is doubtful that the rest of regional center area covering Downtown Hillsboro 
will achieve the 95 employees/acre assumed in Step 9 by 2015 for the same • 
lack of critical business mass. (Such employee densities are more likely to occur 
in Downtown Hillsboro os the City approaches the year 2040.) Even Hillsboro's 
Station Community Planning Areas within the Downtown Hillsboro regional 
center are planned only for 60 people (residents and employees) per acre.

Similarly, it is doubtful that areas inside the Downtown regional can uniformly 
achieve 22 housing units/acre assumed between now and 2015 in Step 9. Such 
housing densities in these areas are more likely to occur as the year 2040 
opproaches.
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5. It is doubtful that Inner Neighborhoods in Hillsboro will be rezoned to allow 
residential minimum lot sizes as low as 5,300 sq. ft. lots, notwithstanding Title 1 of 
the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. Considerable political 
and community resistance to such smaller residential lots exist. Inner 
Neighborhoods cover about 20% of the 19.6 sq. miles comprising the City's 
Planning Area,

Due to these questionable assumptions in Step 9 as applied to Hillsboro, the additional 
14,812 housing units end 58,247 employees to be absorbed in Hillsboro by 2015 must be 
either reallocated differently (and realistically) omong the various 2040 mixed use 
planned for Hillsboro, or a portion of these new units and employees must be shifted to 
Urban Reserve Areas adjoining Hillsboro which ere brought into the UGB.

Moreover, our questions suggest that the allocation of these 2015 capacities among 
Hillsboro’s 54 TAZs should be examined closely and should reflect Hillsboro's previous 
recommendations on 2015 housing units and employment capacities allocations that 
were submitted to Metro in April. 1996. These recommendations reflected our local 
knowledge about current and pending private development plans where future 
housing units and jobs will be locating within our Planning Areo. They should be the reel 
bases for applying the 2040 design concepts in Hillsboro at the parcels level.

• Step 14: Adjust 2015 housing units and employee capacities upward to
reflect redevelopment of certain types of built parcels inside Hillsboro between 
now and 2015.

This Step in the Buildable Lands Analysis assumes the following:

1.

2.

Built sites that are one (1) acre or less in size and located within regional and 
town centers, comdors and industrial areas will redevelop if their land values 
range between 50% and 70% of the mean land value of sun'ounding sites (within 
500 feet) at any time before 2015.

Builf sites anywhere in the City that exceed 1 acre will redevelop if their 
building value is less than fheir land value at any time before 2015.

Applying these Step 14 assumptions, the Analysis concludes that 54,207 housing units 
and 136,858 employees should be added to the Region's 2015 capacities. The extent 
to which such global regional assumptions realistically apply in Hillsboro is unknown. At 
any given time, many other potential factors besides land values con affect a 
landowner's decision to redevelop his property. These include, general economy 
considerations, financing, interest rates, market demand for the proposed 
redevelopment, and others. Therefore, we question - the validity of ony upword 
adjustment to the 2015 capacities applicable to Hillsboro due to Step 14.

• Step 15: Adjust 2015 employee capacities upward to reflect a 35% capture rate
within existing, high-value buildings of all new jobs created between now and 
2015.

The extent to which this assumption applies in Hillsboro is unknown. However, new 
employment in Hillsboro generally locate within new, rather than existing low- os well os
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high-va|ue buildings. Therefore, d much lower capture rate. If any would oddIv In

rocSsesre,:cre ,he upword odius,men'
Bosed on the foregoing, we urge,that the UGR not be accepted or adopted by the
trt ♦h^<^OUnCI]'ii^tP 9' alo?e' adcJs about 74,000 housing units and about 110,500 jobs 
to the cun-ent UGB capacities. The amount of this added capacities that has been 
ai'ocated to Hillsboro is unknown: however, it is likely to be substantial relative to other 
junsdict'oris in Washington County, The cumulative error in Hillsboro's 2015 capacities 
attributable to questionable assumptions in Steps 9, 14 and 15 of the Buildable Landi 
Analysis as applied to Hillsboro, also is likely to be substantial.

Respectfully submitted:

CITY OF HILLSBORO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Patrick A. Ribellia, AlCP 
Senior Plonner

attach:
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CITY of BEAVERTON
4755 S.W. OflinO. DM. T.O. Bo, 4755. Bcaraton. OR 97076 TEL: (S03| 526.2481 V/TDD FAX: 1503) S25-2S7I

ROB DRAKE 
MAYOR

August 28, 1996

Councilor Susan McClain, Chair 
Metro Growth Management Committee 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232

Dear Councilor McClain:

question one of his examples and would like to set the record straight.

The 208-unit apartment project Mr. Chandier refers to, Whitney Woods Aoarlmenis 
was reviewed by the Beaverton Board of Design Review on May 9 1996 Mpr i review and tfscussion with the applicant's rep?esentS « w^as apparent fhaUh^
S nninin ah'* "j13?,7 'nconslstencies and deficiencies. The Board had two choices at 
hat point, either to deny the application or to continue it to a later date The annr p

representative indicated a preference for a continuance^th guidance as to thT 5
denfedninMr.eSandlJ1statSeCt “n"nUed'° 3 da'e ,0 be set later' 11

Further, Mr Chandler quoted one Board member as saying “The site is beinn

nric ' 9 ;• 6 Board also ,dentified some concems about the grading and t e?
preservation proposed for the site and how they were addressed in the plans The
thfann,10" ?S n0' “ defini,i''e^nswer, as Mr. Chandler indicats, but ratter ofe^^

lchitPyfSlSSy.al,ematiVe f0r h0W ,he Pr0ieCt mi9ht bel,er fit the Site and S,i"



Councilor Susan McClain 
August 28, 1996 
Page 2

In r^iewlng the actions of the Board, we see no Indication of a “... gap between what 
the City says it can do and what it Is willing to do,” as Mr. Chandler concludes.

The City of Beaverton continues to approve projects which provide a balance of
enwronmental protection, neighborhood concerns, and appropriate density as allowed 
by development regulations.

Sincerely,

Rob br^ke 
Mayor

cc: Metro Council
Mayors 
County Chairs 
Dick Benner, DLCD 
Mike Burton, Metro Executive 
Jon Chandler

RD/gc:metro.ltr
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MILWAUKIE

August 20, 1996

Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Street 
Portland, OR 97232

RE: Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

Dear Council Members:
%

Milwaukie has participated at the policy and technical levels in the development of the 
concepts that are now contained in MPAC’s Functional Plan Draft. As our City 
transitions ^to a part of the region’s inner core, we believe it is important to wmk with 
our regional neighbors to achieve a livable future. We also believe that Milwaukie’s 
unique characteristics can be retained and even strengthened if the City’s planning 
program fits the needs of the Milwaukie Vision Statement.

Milwaukee’s Vision Statement acknowledges that population growth will impact 
Ml wau^e, and because the City desires to accommodate and manage that growth the 
Milwaukie City Council endorses the MPAC version of the Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan. As the City goes forward, it will be important to invle aH i'cZns 
in Its continuing planning programs.

The City Council agrees that it is important to monitor and measure the region’s progress 
m achieving 2040 goals. However. Title 9, Section 2(B) as written in the Growth " 
M^apment Committee Draft (August 6. 1996 version) leaves too much uncertainty for
ofbcT20O40 c^110!0■ eaCh City and C0Unty be inVOlVed in cont’nuous “adjustment” 
rennS w40 c°mPliance measures« depending on the outcome of an annual regional 
eport. We sugpst that Metro’s “policies for adjusting regional plans and targets” 

remain regional to match the language in Section 2(D). Actual evaluation for policy 
change purposes that would mandate significant local compliance should occur at theend 
of the proposed six years outlined in Section 2(B).

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
6 ! 0 ’ :c • \ ^ ,

•v:i! vV'.-w’Mr ' ‘r -
PHONF; (503) 786-7600 • r

PUBLIC WORKS

1503i 774-8236



Letter to the Metro Council 
August 20, 1996 
Page 2

Again, the Milwaukie City Council reaffirms its role as a willing partner to achieve a 
livable Milwaukie and a livable region.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Craig Milwaukie, Mayor 
Milwaukie City Council

cc; Mike Burton, Metro Executive Director 
Charlie Hales, MPAC Chair
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WASHINGTON 
COUNTY,
OREGON

September 5,1996

Metro Council 
Metro Regional Center 
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Dear Councilors:

First, the Washington County Board of Commissioners has been and continues to be 
supportive of the 2040 Growth Concept and the Urban Growth Management Functional 
Plan. The Board recognizes and respects the extensive work that has gone into the 
analysis and resolution of issues, at MPAC, MTAC, the Metro Growth Management 
Committee, and in extensive citizen involvement efforts, including the work of 2040 
Means Business and the many advocacy groups that have taken the time to participate 
in Plan development.

The Board is aware that there are some issues that remain of concern to Washington 
County citizens and jurisdictions. In the process of compiling comments on the Plan 
from interested parties in Washington County, the Board invited and heard public 
comment during its regularly scheduled meeting on September 3,1996. I have attached 
the communications we received for consideration by the Metro Council as it moves » 
toward adoption of the Functional Plan. These include letters from the Tualatin Hills Park 
and Recreation District, the City of Beaverton, Judy Skinner, Mr. and Mrs. William Moore, 
Carol Gearin, Unified Sewerage Agency General Manager Bill Gaffi, Peggy Lynch (2), 
the Audubon Society of Portland, and Sensible Transportation Options for People 
(STOP). (I have not included letters or attachments to letters we received that have 
already been presented to Metro, usually as testimony or comment to MPAC or the 
Metro Growth Management Committee.)

Additionally, local Jurisdiction comments are being considered by the Washington County 
Coordinating Committee. We expect that the WCCC will be forwarding a letter to you 
containing comments on issues identified as of countywide interest or importance in 
advance of your September 12 hearing. We encourage the Council to address their 
issues thoughtfully as you consider revisions to the Functional Plan, prior to its adoption.

Finally, during our discussion on September 3 the Board identified several issues that we 
believe warrant the Council’s attention. They are as follows:

Transportation Performance Standards: The transportation system performance 
analysis work that Metro is doing in updating the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) needs to find its way into the Functional Plan. It is our understanding that 
part of this work is to test the application of the Performance Standards under 
Title 6, Section 4. It is not clear at this point how this work will be integrated into 
the Functional Plan.

Congestion Management: Title 6, Section 4B, lists a number of steps that a local 
government must go through before including a roadway capacity improvement in



Metro Council 
Septembers, 1996 
Page 2

its comprehensive plan. These requirements seem to flow from congestion 
management techniques under ISTEA. It’s not dear how this would operate in 
practice. Is this a system’s analysis done in conjunction with the RTP or with 
individual projects? We believe that the appropriate place to do this analysis is at 
the RTP level, and that the Functional Plan should make this clear.

Compliance Procedures: While the Functional Plan provides a number of ways 
in which Metro will assist governments, none of these would seem to provide 
funds directly to local governments (Title 8, Section 2). If requested, Metro would 
evaluate a local plan and make recommendations on changes, but cities and 
counties will still bear the costs of preparing ordinances, completing the 
compliance procedures, conducting a process to inform the public of the 
changes, and holding hearings.

For most local jurisdictions, this additional work is currently not funded and will 
have to compete with existing demands on scarce resources. Our current 
estimate is that it could cost Washington County in excess of $1.0 million to 
update its Community Plans and Development Code to implement the Urban 
Growth Management Functional Plan. On the revenue side, in November voters 
will decide whether to approve Ballot Measure 47, which could reduce property 
tax revenues by as much as 20 percent. If that occurs, all of our jurisdictions will 
face severe budgetary crises. We would urge you to think flexibly in determining 
how the financial burden of implementing Functional Plan provisions might be 
eased.

Also in the area of compliance procedures, in several cases it is clear that Metro 
is the final decision-maker in terms of determining compliance with the Functional 
Plan. What is not clear is the course for local governments on appeal. Are all 
appeals to LUBA? This should be clarified in Title 8.

Again, the Board would like to restate it’s view that the development of the 2040 Growth 
Concept has been productive in helping develop a long-term vision for the Region. We 
look forward to continued work with Metro to make it a reality.

Sincerely,

Linda B. Peters, Chair 

attachments

word j: \...\wpshare\bccmetro.doc
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TUALATIN 
. HILLS 
6 PARK &RECREATION

DISTRICT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE
15707 S.W. VliAiIker Road • Beaverton. Oregon 97006 - 645-6^33 • Fa*

Ronald D. WIDwghby 
General Manager

AuG3o

%

August 30. 1996

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Janet Allifon 
Robert Halhaa>ay 
Mark Knudien 
Terry Moore 
Call Parker

Board of County Coiwnissi oners 
Washington County 
155 North First 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

RE: Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District - 2040 Planning Process 

Dear Commissioners,

Thank you very much for giving us the opportunity to briefly update the Board of 
County Commissioners on our role In the 2040 planning process. The Tualatin Hills 
Park and Recreation District regularly attends Metro Policy Advisory Comnlttee 
(MPAC) meetings in order to keep our staff and Board of Directors fully Informed 
about the 2040 process. In this manner, v/e have reviewed MPAC and Metro Council 
deliberations about growth allocation, urban reserves, the Regional Transportation 
Plan, UGB expansion, etc. Our goal is to continue to make informed decisions about 
accommodating the mandates of the 2040 Functional Plan in our planning process as 
a park and recreation provider.

The Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District Is In the process of developing a 
20 Year Master Plan. In the development of this plan, we have relied on Metro 
population and employment projections for our service areas in order to plan for 
the facilities that will be needed to satisfy future parks and recreation news.
In this manner, we hope to assist our regional partners with their responsibilities 
for implementing the Functiondl Plan and accownodatlng the growth and density which 
will occur in the region.

I hope you find this summary of our involvement in the 2040 planning process helpful 
Please call me at 645-6433 if I can answer any further questions.

Sincerely,

D

Ronald D. Willoughby 
General Manager

cc: Board of Directors
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TO

TITLE 2; 

Seclioti 1.

^i^'SrcTh 7^

regional parking policy

96934412 P.02

^vi^\k>[cllo

Intent

I

The State’s Transpottation Planning rule calls for per capita reductions of vehicle miles traveled 
and parking as a means of responding to transportation and land use impacts of growth. The 
Metro 2040 Growth Concept calls for more compact development as a means to encourage more 
efficient use of land, promote non-auto trips and protect air quality. In addition, the federally 
mandated air quality plan relies on the 2040 Growth Concept fully achieving its transportation 
objectives. Notably, it relies upon reducing, vehicle trips per capita and related parking spaces 
through minimum and maximum parking ratios. This title is provided to address these statutory 
requirements and preserve the quality of life of the region.

A- compact urban form-requires that each-use of land is carefully considered.and that more 
efficient forms are favored over less efficient ones. Parking, especially that provided in new 
developments, can result in a less efficient land usage and lower floor to area ratios. Parking also 
has implications for transportation. In areas where transit is provided or other non-auto modes 
(walking, biking) are convenient, less parking can be provided and still allow accessibility and 
mobility for all modes, including autos. Reductions in auto trips when substituted by non-auto 
modes can reduce congestion and increase air quality.

50' Section 2. Performance Standard

A. Local Governments are hereby required to adopt amendments, if necessary, to insure that 
their comprehensive plans and implementing regulations meet or exceed the following 
minimum standards:

1. Require no more parking than the minimum as shown on Regional Parking 
Standards Table, attached hereto; and

Establish parking maximums at ratios no greater than those listed in the Parking 
Table and as illustrated in the Parking Maximum Map. The designation of A and 
B zones on the Parking Maximum Map should be reviewed every five years and if 
necessary; revised to reflect changes in'public"transportaiioiii and in pedestrian- 
support from adja^^r^hborhoods. For-all urban areas outside Zone A, cities 
Md counties shal(%io£l^^arking space maximums no greater than those listed 
in Zone B in the F3rkingTable and as illustrated in the Parking Maximum map. 
Local govemmept^sjfeuld designate Zone A parking ratios in areas with good 
pedestrian acce^ to^[^' ' ‘
adjacent residenti ‘

Ensure than an administrative or public hearing process for considering ratios for 
individual or joint developments allow adjustment for parking when:

a.
b.

in excess of the maximum parking ratios;^d. <X ) 
less than the minimum parking ratios.

Pige 12—Urbtn Mm^ctncftc Fuactiorud Pltm GrowUi Mafoconsoc —August G, 1996

A;
aercial areas (within 1/3 mile walk) from

X
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B.

D.

Loc^ governments may grant an adjustment from maximum parking ratios or minimum 
paricing ratios through an adjustment or variance process.

Free surface parking spaces shall be subject to the regional parking ,marirn>lm9 
Parking spaces in parking structures, fleet parking, parking for vehicles that are for 
sale, lease, or rent, employee car pool parking spaces, dedicated valct.parking spaces, 
spaces that arc user paid, market rate parking or other high-efficiency parking 
management alternatives may be exempted from maximum parking standards. Sites 
that are proposed for redevelopment may be allowed to phase, in reductions as a local 
option. Where mixed land uses are proposed, local governments shall provide for 
blended parking rates. It is recommended that local governments count adjacent on
street parking spaces, nearby public parking and shared parking toward required 

■ p.“rking minimum standards.

Local Governments may use categories or measurement standards other than those in 
the Parking Table, but must provide findings that the effect of the local regulations will 
be substantially the same as the application of the Regional Parking Ratios.

Local governments shall monitor and provide the following data to Metro on an annual 
basis:

1. the number and location of newly developed parking spaces, and

demonstration of compliance with the minimum and maximum parking 
^Standards}* including the application of any local adjustments to the regional 
standards in this title. Coordination with Metro collection of other building data 
should be encouraged.

(J—Urban Oro'^th ManagemenC Fimaional Plan Growth Manaranau Commiiwe —Auemt 6. 1996



fHJG-21-1996 15:03 FROM BEfiUERTON MAYOR'S OFFICE TO

873

874

875

876

877

878

96934412 P.04

2.

c. A demonstration that the households and employrnent growth capacitvies 
cannot be accommodated at densities or locations the market or assisted 
programs will likely build during the planning periodj-Bfidi

dr As part of any request for exemption under this subsection, a city or
county shall also submit an estimate of ^Fthe amount of households or 
employment included in the capacity listed in Table 1 that cannot be 
accommodated; and erAa_rccommendation for-whore which identifies land 
that would^prpyjde for the unaccommodated growth capacity oould-bc 
located outside the urban growth boundary and near or adjacent to the city 
or county.

In-reviewing anv request- for exemption based on the financial feasibility of
providing public services, Metro, along with local-govemments, shall estimate the • 
cost of providing necessary public services and compare those with the estimated 
costs tft-oeotion ■S.-b.-l.TQ submitted bv the city or county requesting the exemption.

Parking Measures. Subject to the provisions of Title 2, looat^uriodictions cities or 
counties _may request reUef—an exemption from—the parking moosurcs 
requirements. Metro may consider a lee^-citv or county government request to 
allow areas feetn designated as Zone A ip-bcTUbj-^to ^ne B moximunt-parlcmg 
ratio-whero thov-oan—domonstmteyMuircrnGfi^^^ui^^ the city or countv
establishing that, for the area in ouestioi

a.

b.

c.

d.

There are Njio existing pla^^o^to provide transit service with 20-minuie 
or lower peak frequencies
There are Nno adjacent neighborfioods close enough to generate sufficient 
pedestrian activity; and
There are Nno significant pedestrian activity within the present business 
district and
That it will be feasible for the excess parking to be converted to the
development of housing, commerce or industry in the future.

*

The burden of proof for odjustments an adjustment shall increase as based on the quality 
and timing of transit service improves;—Any—adjustment-gpantod - must—inoludc-a 
domex^otifttton-cF-how-futufo-oortvoroion-of-oxooss-pQrictng■LG-feasible. The existence of 
transit seiyice_or_plans for the pro Vision,of.transit service near a 20-minute or lower peak 
frg:ojeoc_v_$haU establish a htgher_burderLto_establish the need for the exemotion.

3. Water Quality and Flood Management Areas. Cities and counties may request 
areas to be added or deleted from the Metro Water Quality and Flood 
Management Area based on a finding that the area identified on the map is not a 
Water Quality and Flood Management Area or a Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Conservation Aiea, as defined in this functional plan. Areas may also be deleted 
from the map if the loonl-govommcnt city or countv can prove that its deletion and

Pafc 29—Ufbin Crov>e; MtRae«nKtic FurctioraJ PUn Growrfi Muueoncn; Commm^ — Auput 6, 1996
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1093
1094
1095

Regional Parking Ra 
{parking ratios are based on spaces per 1.000 sc

otherwise stated

tios
1 ft of gross leasable area unless

'
Land Use Minimum Parking 

Requirements 
(See) Central City 

Transportation 
Management Plan 

for downtown 
Portland stds)

Maximum 
Pcnniticd 
Parking- 
Zone A:

r'^aximum Permitted
^Parking Ratios - Zone B:

Requirements may
Not Exceed

Transit and 
Pedestrian 
Accessible 

Areas'

Rest of Region

General Ofilec (includes OfEce Park,
“Flcjt«Spacc", Govenunent Office & 
tnisc. Services) (gsf)

2.7 3.4 4.1

Light Industrial
Industrial Park
Manufacturing (esf)

1.6 • None None

Warehouse (gross square feet; parking
ratios apply to warehouses 150,000 gsf 
or jrreater)

0.3 0.4 0.5

Schools: College/
University & High School 
(spaces/# of students and staff)

02 0.3 03

Tennis Racquetball Court 1.0 1.3 1.5
Sports Qub/Recreation
Facilities

4.3 S.4 63

Reuil/ComnterciaL including shopping
centers

4.1 5.1 62

Bank with Drive-In 4.3 5.4 63
Movie Theater
(spaces/number of seats)

0.3 0.4 03

Fast Food with Drive Thru 9.9 12.4 14.9
Other Restaurants 15.3 19.1 23
Place of Worship
(spaces/seats) -

0.5 0.6 0.8

Medical/Denul Clinic 3.9 4.9 5.9
Residential Uses
Hotel/Motel 1 aonc none
Single Family Detached 1 none none
Residential unh, less than 500 square
feet per unit, one bedroom

I none none

Multi-family; townhouse. one bedroom 1.25 none none
Multi-familv. townhouse, two bedroom l.S none none
Multi-family, . townhouse, three
bedroom

1.75 none none

X

1 Ratios for usa «y included in this able tuwld be daetmined by k>cH eoventmeaB. In the event that tool eovemment proposes > different
4fe4 of tfoa laable im. Metro nay tract wrovol uponVtononsuauon

by the local fovenunexe dot the parking ipace retirement ts subsancully tkoiUr to the regional toidard.
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Sept. 2. 1996 O C! OSC\(o'm 1'^
To: Board of Corraniaaioners

cc: Don Bohn, WC Admin. Office
Linda Gray, CPO Coordinator

From: Judy Skinner
P. 0. Box 5607 
Aloha, OR 97006-0607 
642-9617 
591-0720 fax 
akinnerjPteleport.com

RE: Item 4b on Sept. 3rd BCC Agenda

Thia item ia formalization of the Board’a commenta on Metro’a Urban 
Growth Management Functional Plan. I have a couple of concerna.

1. The draft letter atatea. "... the Board of Commiaaionera invited
?ublic comment ...”, but thia ia not liated aa a public hearing item, 
don’t recall any publicity on thia.

2. The letter refera to the draft commenta from the WC Coordinating 
Comfpittee, but theae draft commenta are not included and I don’t recall 
aeeing thia document before. Pleaae aend me a copy of theae draft 
commenta.

3. About the plan itaelf:

a. I aupport the increaaed prohibitiona on building in the flood 
plain.

b. I am concerned about the impact on neighborhooda of the 
reductiona in number of parking placea, particularly related t 
Tri-Met’a hiatory of inadequate aervice in WC and lack of into
in making improvementa.

Pleaae include my commenta in your meeting.

o

reat
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(For the Record before the Washington County Commission on September 3, 1996. 
Please read aloud into the record and make a part of the record to be forwarded to 
the Metro Council.)

September 2,1996

Re: Washington County Position on the Metro Region 2040 Functional Plan

Linda Peters, Chairman 
Washington County Board of Commissioners 
155 North First Avenue 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123

Dear Chairman Peters and Members of the Board:

This letter urges your continued support of the work done by you and your regional 
partners, both at Metro and in the cities, counties, and special districts of the region, 
to forward a recommended Region 2040 Functional Plan to the Metro Council for 
adoption. We ask that your comments to the Metro Council endorse and support
the recommendations in the Functional Plan endorsed by MPAC for adoption by the 
Metro Council. r /

While the Functional Plan forwarded by MPAC may not be as detailed a document 
as we would like, it is the result of years of work by citizens and elected officials alike 
and will serve our communities well as we prepare for the next 20 years.

Please send Metro a strong message of endorsement of the MPAC-recommended 
Functional Plan. ,

Sincerely,

-------

Mr. and Mrs. William J. Moore 
8440 SW Godwin Ct.
Garden Home, Oregon 97223 
244-3489

p. ei

ocioS^(o-' js
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VIA FAX CAROL pEARIN fSQ3> <?il,4Li77
JE=Mail; gandgintelf5)jni.cnni

DATE: August 30,1996 
TO: Washington County Board of Commissionen 
RECEIVING FAX :693-4545

Faxing a total of ,l_pagcs including the cover sheet. Any questions, please call (503) r>43-4311.

COMMENTS:

Please enter the foUowing into public testimony on the 2040 Functional plan at the Board of 
Commmissioners meeting on September 3,1996,

THE ABOVE INFORMATION IS CONFIDENTTAL AND INTENDED ONLY FOR THE 
1NDIVIDUAL(S) listed ABOVE. IF YOU RECEIVE THIS FAX IN ERROR, PLEASE 
NOTIFY ME AT (503) 643-4311. THANK YOU.
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My is Garol Grarin, 2420 N.W. 119th Avemte. Portland. OR. 97229, I am a member of the 
ofOrtoolors of Tualatin Valley Fhe & Rescue and the Executive Board of CPO #1 

the following testimony as a private citizen..

dJjS r °C0Unf0r Susan McCIain on tbc Re&onal Functional Plan (RFP)
dr^ Jon Chandler Oeneral Counsel for the Home Builders Association of Metropolitan ^ 
Portland, states m the fourth paragraph; " 1 know that there has been a fair degree of press 
^tention to this wsue and there h.ave been open houses, traveling presentationfforums, and so 

-l!ere haVe bernrean’Stof PaPers PrePared describing what is taking place - whfle all of 
wSk ar^mentonous-there « not a great deal of public understanding about the
work METRO is doing or the decision soon to be made on the public's behalf This is not acnhci^ ofMEmO but the fact is that there is a core group ofland use a^"0V and cUizen 

hsSgyrt°attend thC VanOUS ComJnunication evcnts and pay attention, but no one else is

1 f m^-e 0fth°SC citiz®n activisls' 1 have rcad severe! of the RFP; I have attended a variety
ofme^inp Md open houses; I have read reams of materials and talked with a number of 
individuals. I fed that m this instance, 1 must agree with Mr. Chandler. I do not believe I would 
have SIX months ago. However, because I am the Newsletter editor for CPO and therefore 
often imstakcn for a County employee. I receive telephone calls - frequently addressing newly 
occurring or planned developments in or near the caUer’s neighborhood. No one has. as of yet

?e mcreff®d dens,tles- Usually the caller is quite upset and angry. While allof the callers 
dclftie^aVe agr y Want t0 h0ld the UGB' they d0 not ,ike> nor agree with, the increased

Over the past months, I have come to believe aU of the talk surrounding the RFP has been
inrrp!,^T h .a dose.°f hoiiey- U ,s tlnie to Strip away any frills and talk plainly with citizens 
focreased densities will mean many of the things addressed in Mr. Chandle* letter. Increased
cnllt W?UuTn mfre traffiC’ICSS Parkin& Ionger travcl times, more neighbors arguing
unkroSn.^nofS dt°SS’ nTiy Chadren* OVer'hanginetrees and shrubs, smoke froiTbar-be-ques. 
unkept lawns, noisy stereos, televisions etc. As a volunteer in a mediation program these ve^
issues are ones we now address - with increased densities, the complaints can Inly escalate.

I

I must agree with the letter sent to the METRO CouncU dated August 9 1996 by the
^rSuhgh?nfC0Unty COOr?nating Comn,ittee -in particular my belief that minimum densities are 

suitable for al areas. Some areas in CPO #1, for example, north of ComeU Road So^
Prent y T R'9, .are hi,Iy’have no sidewalks, curbs or bikepaths and bus service! 

non-existent, nor do I expect it in my lifetime. Development in these areas simply throwr
ndnlV|h,C,e traffiC 0n McDanie1' 119th’ 113th. Saltzman and Cornell Rds^s wlu as others 
zon^e 2 maP? SOme 0f theSe areaS are ]iStcd aS OUtcr "^ghborhoods and should be down-
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Page2 (cont)

Pnor t° adopting the 2040 RFP, I urge you to address, with METRO, the concerns of WCCC 
those Mr Chandler has addressed. I ask you to enter into conversations with the citizens of 

Washington County who will be affected by the 2040 plan. I ask that you out-line exactly what 
increased densities entail without adding the "honey" to mask the "bad taste". In addition, 
wh^er speaking with other representatives of local jurisdictions, METRO, or !ust plain citizens 
1 ask that you define the words "livability" and "quality of life" as you understand them I believe 
we are presently all woricing from different definitions of these terms. Citizens need to know not 
only what these words imply for their community, but specifically for their immediate 
neighborhood. If citizens arc to be partners in this plan, it is time for plain talk.

I apologize that I could hot attend this meeting to answer any questions, however I will be happy 
to meet or talk with any Commissioner who has comments or questions. Thank You.

9/3/96

TOTRL P.03
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UNIFIED SEWERAGE AGENCY OF WASH!
DATE:

TO:

FROM:

August 29, 1996

USA Board of Directors

Bill Gaffi, General Manager

SUBJECT: REGION 2040 FUNCTIONAL PLAN

As you are aware, USA staff participates on Metro's Water 
Resources Policy Advisory Committee (WARPAC). In that capacity, 
the Agency has interacted with Metro regarding TITLE 3: WATER

QUALITY AND FLOOD MANAGEMENT CONSERVATION of the Urban Growth 
Management Function Plan (copy attached).

USA staff supports the goals of TITLE 3 as offering important 
protections to stream corridors which will aid in compliance with 
newly established temperature standards. Without improved 
protection of stream canopy, the Agency may have to replace, at, 
ratepayer expense, vegetation removed during the development 
process.

*
We believe the current language is a satisfactory general guide to 
the development of local land use requirements even though it must 
be clarified via model ordinances which will follow. These 
ordinances need to allow construction of gravity sewers within 
stream corridors where failure to do so will result in the loss of 
important resource restoration opportunities or in unacceptable- 
operation, reliability, public health or economic impacts. The 
dialogue within WARPAC leading to support of the current language 
reflected such a goal.

It is anticipated that WARPAC will have a role in drafting model 
ordinances and can, therefore, promote clarification of this 
important point. The issue of construction of sewers within 
stream corridors was recently brought before the USA Advisory 
Commission and public testimony was received.

Their conclusion was that gravity sewer service should remain the 
preferred service delivery strategy, but environmental impacts 
need to be carefully examined along with a variety of other 
factors on a case by case basis for projects near stream 
corridors. We expect that USAAC's recommendations, once finalized 
and approved by the- Board, should serve as valuable input to the 
development of model ordinances.

We will continue to work with Metro to insure that the Functional 
Plan offers needed protection to our streams while avoiding 
inappropriate operational, environmental or economic consequences.

155 North First Avenue, Suite 270 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

Phone:503/648-8621 
FAX: 503/640-3525
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(503) 646-4580 
(503/ 646-6286 (fax) 
ZULUDAR9aol.com (e-^aill

August 29, 199 5 

To: Board of 
fax: 693

Re: Functiona

The following

County Commissioners 
-4545 - two pages

Plan

four paragraphs are a portion of a fax sent to Commissioner 
Christy^July:r 1 th and may tie relevant to your Sept. 3rd public discussion on 
the above:

"you expressed 
and I wanted to 
that section in 
current minimi 
currently have 
restricted from 
maximums.

concern about the Parking "Title" in the Metro, Functional Plan 
follow up on that issue. I, too, had some reservations about 

util I was given to believe that—after much compromise—the 
m numbers in the Plan are almost the same as jurisdictions 
in their codes and the only "hammer" was that they would be 
granting large increases to the code reguirements~^hence the

Some large re 
always unused 
they are open 
saying, "He Ce

Ion gmanner any 
we create be 
districts or 
benefit from 
technique for

It would be he 
of the Metro m 
want to share 
and why, if p

Unless I can 
retailers are 
loss of develc 
possible loss 
industrial or 
participate di 
needs are accc 
as we work to

I have a family 
session, even 
any Commission 
the FunctionaJ

Most Importan 
numbers in t 
present time 
if they have

PEGGY LYNCH

3840 SW 102nd Avenue 
Beavenan, OR 97005-3244

ailers like to use—as a marketing tool—a strip of almost 
marking in front of their stores to show those driving by that 
for business and have "a place for them". The region is just 
ntt afford for you to use our limited, valuable land in that 
•er. Find new ways to market." We are also hopeful that, as 

facilities for people to slowly drive through business 
bo allow for walking or biking, that these businesses will 
that new environment and it will exchange an old marketing 
a new one.

Ipful to me if you asked staff to provide you with an analysis 
Inimums and the current county code minimums. Staff might also 
::ases where more than the minimum was requested and approved— 

cssible.

be convinced otherwise, I think this is a case where the 
panicking—like "citizens" are often accused of—over a minor 
pment options. (Of course, they are also concerned about the 
of development opportunities of land that is planned for 
employment uses—Title 4. On that issue, they should 

ring the re-zoning of our comprehensive plans to assure their 
mmodated in the same manner ALL uses will need to be reviewed 
implement 2040.)"

commitment on Sept. 3rd, but will attempt to attend your work 
£f j have to leave early. I am available all weekend should 
52" wish to receive a briefing on the MPAC discussions regarding 

Plan.

to understand is that the basic premise behind the target 
!=. Plan is NO EXPANSION of the Urban Growth Boundary at the 
'at least until Dec. of 1997 when local jurisdictions will know 
successfully met the target densities in their plans through
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implementation 
supply per 5ta|t 
a method of re 
then your concjl 
commitment to

of this Functional Plan and can provide for a 20-year land 
e law). If you accept and support that premise, the Plan is 

iching that goal. If you believe expansion HOW is necessary, 
usion is different. Regionally, the leaders at MPAC made a 

try for no expansion; hence the Plan.

Two areas wher 
in Industrial 
the goal of th^ 
the goal being 
uses mare land

the Metro Council expects some change are in Title 4, Retail 
,ind Employment Areas, where an attempt will be made to address 

Title, rather than just setting some square footage limits— 
to preserve our valuable jobs areas from big box retail which 
per job than desired for these areas.

The other Titlv 
had little tin. 
and specific a 
the direction 
modify portion^ 
the goal of 
action to resp

is Performance Measures where the Growth Management Committee 
to review Councilor McCaig's proposals regarding timelines 

i7tions cited in that section, although they were supportive of 
being set. The Council is expected, to review and, perhaps, 

of this section to assure they can be successful in meeting 
uble checking" to monitor our success and taking appropriate 

jncf to local jurisdiction and market reality.
‘dr

I do not presun 
a portion of t 
past practice 
both Metro ste 
presented to C< 
draft, you wil 
public and loc

e to know what actions Metro Council will take, but am sharing 
ie public conversation held at Council level an the Plan. If 
s an example, all ideas presented to the Council will receive 
ff and Council scrutiny, with recommendations on each being 
yuncil for action. If you still have a copy of the April 24th 
I see substantial changes in the current draft as a result of 
al jurisdiction input.

All good publi 
individuals an|i 
Your thoughtfu 
for providing

7 documents improve with greater scrutiny by a wide variety of 
groups. I'm sure this Plan has room for improvement, also. 

I input to the Metro Council will be most valued. Thank you 
this public opportunity for Washington County citizens.



Date-Pcisted; 14-Aug-1996 18:12:10 -0400; at emoutl7.mail.aol.com 
Session

Date: 14-Aug-1996 18:12:10 -0400 
From: ZULUDAR§PSB{MHS:ZULUDAR§aol.com)
Message-id: <3B1D123281F61573>RFC822:960814181209 45656726ieemo 
utl7.mail.aol.com —

To: cao@HIS
Subject: UGM Functional Plan & Aug. I3th Board Work Session 
Copies-to: Wyzone§PSB{MHS:Wy2one§aol.com),

GandGint§PSB{HHS:GandGintel§aol.com), LINDAP@PSB
To: Washington County Board of Commissioners

I understand that you received an update on the Functional Plan at your Aug. 
13th meeting, yet the Plan handed out by staff was NOT the "Working Draft" 
forwarded by Metro's Growth Management Committee to the full Metro Council on 
Aug. 8th. Had I known, I would have brought copies-—I picked them up on the 
8th at the Council meeting.

I encourage you to directly call Metro and ask for copies of said, draft.
Since MPAC's draft, legal counsel for Metro has reviewed the document and 

modifications adopted by the Growth Management Committee to assure 
continuity and clarity. The Growth Management Committee made additional 
modifications after receiving oral and written testimony, with Councilor 
McCaig's rewrite of the "Benchmarks" suggested by Metro Exec Mike Burton 
becoming Performance Measurements which Metro will use to assure that the 
region is successfully moving toward the 2040 Growth Concept adopted by the 

(And including strategies for taking corrective measures if we are
NOT.)

Had I known of your work session topic, I would have gladly offered myself as 
a resource to the Board. Having attended almost all MPAC meetings and some 
Growth Management and Council meetings related to the formation of this 
document, I can share the discussions which have concluded in crafting this 
latest dociiment. Unfortunately, I will be unable to attend next week—either 
the work session or the CCI meeting that Commissioner Katsion is attending, 
but would willingly schedule another time.

For the CCI meeting, I have faxed Linda Gray a copy of the fax covers 
indicating the myriad of governments and local groups/citizens who receive my 
MPAC Updates after each MPAC meeting in order that you are aware of the 
outreach I have provided as Washington County's "citizen" rep. on MPAC.
Lately, I have begun hearing from some recipients that they have been 

reviewing these reports and acting on their content, although I have been 
disappointed that I have received little direct feedback to help guide my 
votes. My attendance at numerous countywide meetings and listening to 
comments has helped.

Overriding is the consistent majority feeling regionwide—including 
Washington County——that we should attempt to hold the line on the current 
Urban Growth Boundary—at least until we can work locally w/neighborhood 
groups and busineses on re-planning and can see how the market and developers 
can respond to this goal. The effect of the current Functional Plan will meet 
that goal——at least for the short term. It provides for jobs and housing to 
the year 2017—the 20-year supply required by law. That premise is the basis 
of this Plan.

With that global goal comes very real concerns in Washington County about our 
lack of transit and that our current road network might be insufficient to 
meet demands. To that end, I (and others from Wash. Co.) asked to see a 
"transit" component in the Functional Plan. According to Metro legal 
counsel, the Functional Plan can ONLY be binding on cities and counties.
But, recognizing and HEARING our concerns, Tri-Met has done two things: l)



In direct response to MPAC, Tri—Met has publicly conunitted to signing an 
Intergovernmental Agreement w/Metro binding them to supporting the 2040 
Growth Concept and 2) have set out a plan to engage local governments and 
citizens this fall in seeking ways to meet those goals.

Another issue about which I have heard concern is the parking section. I 
have repeatedly asked local staff countywide to give examples where the 
P^i^king minimums in the Plan are lower than in their current codes and where 
developers have asked for maximums higher than in the Functional Plan. So

^ have received no response. I believe that the numbers in that section 
^ave been compromised to the point that they simply set a precedent: minimums 
and maximums are acceptable. In fact, that is what I heard that worries 
those in opposition—not that the current numbers are too low -or too high, 
but that "someday" they might be.

Street connectivity is another issue of local concern. The Plan has been 
changed to require these standards in only NEW development and recognizes 
constraints which might preclude meeting these standards. I am puzzled by 
the concern on this issue. Much of what I've heard from Wash. Co. folks is 
that we donjt have the road network like Portland. Yet when an attempt is 
made to achieve such a network, there is objection.

On issues like minimiun densities and retail in employment & industrial areas, 
it seems to me that, since we will need to re-plan communities over the next 
two years anyway, we can carefully plan to select the correct densities (and 
the 80% requirement won't matter—except to allow local governments to say 
"We planned for x^units and at least 80% of x units MUST BE BUILT on x 
property."). Similarly, if we need to plan for more commercial—that can't 
be accomodated by redevelopment—then we have that option—in deed—that 
responsibility for our communities.

Yet another issue raised by local governments and addressed by the current 
draft: Offer a choice of proscriptive measures or performance measures, and
allow us to select the method that best -fits our community. Small 
communities might adopt "canned" ordinances provided by Metro; larger entites 
like Washington County might wish to meet the goals in a manner that meets 
Washington County needs. The "cookie cutter" comment just does NOT apply.

The dilemma regarding the Level of Service issue is difficult. In response 
to local concerns, the Plan was modified from a "shall" to a "may" on this 
issue. That allows local governments to have a discussion w/their citizens 
and choose what's best for them. Additionally, if we are truly working to 
change mode split, shouldn't we expect to count that split in determining 
travel needs? Another very real fact is that we don't have $2 billion to 
build every road that might be needed in this region. So we'd better look at 
the resources we have and fi^re out a way to do things differently. Schools 
have had to do that with their limited resources. Certainly the issue of 
having good transportation in this region is one we all need to address. But 
growing out just means more rural roads would need to be improved. It seems 
reasonable that it might be less expensive to improve transportation inside 
the UGB—including offering more choices so our limited roads can be used by 
those truly needing to use them.

Lastly, I heard concern about what happens if we can't comply. There are 
clear provisions for appealing set forth in the Functional Plan and, prior to 
that, hard fought over during the development of RUGGOs. It is the RUGGOs 
provision that will apply. Local jurisdictions will make their case before 
their peers (MPAC). For instance, one jurisdiction might work something out 
with another on their "fair share", because a nearby jurisdiction has 
"excess" housing units. That could be presented and accepted. End of issue.
If the MPAC solution is not accepted, there is a clear series of steps that 

local jurisdictions can take—agreed upon a number of years ago by local 
governments.



Is it going to cost? Yes—almost everything does—growth included. But what 
will it’cost us if we don't at least try? We're not building density; 
hopefully, we're building houses in neighborhoods and communities where 
people can live, work, shop and play. Your leadership will be needed as this 
Plan is implemented. I encourage you to continue to help craft it in a 
manner good for both Washington County and the region.

If any of you would like a personal "walk through" of the Plan, I would be 
willing to meet with you. I am certainly no planner, but would willingly 
share the issues which have been raised at the meetings I have attended to 
give as complete a picture as I am able. I DO listen to all sides; two small 
sections of the draft were brought forward by me after reading the "2040 
Means Business" reports.

The next public hearings are before the Metro Council on Sept. 5 and 12. The 
City of Beaverton is holding a public hearing on Sept. 9. They have been 
meeting with their CCI and other community leaders to keep them updated on 
the Plan. Tigard held meetings with its Citizen Involvement Teams. The 
Beaverton Chamber has sent public testimony in the past, as have TVEDC and 
many Washington County citizens.

The Council has clearly stated that the Retail in Employment and Industrial 
section needs work and will probably see some amendments, as will the newly 
presented section by Councilor McCaig on Performance Measurements—although 
neither concept seems destined for deletion, just modification.

The prevailing feeling expressed by many Metro Councilors is that local 
governments brought this forward to them for adoption and, since it will be 
binding on local governments, it is important to "keep the faith" with those 
local governments. I expect to see amendments and improvements, but would be 
su^rised to see giant changes in direction by the Council in October when 
this Plan is slated for adoption UNLESS issues are raised that compel the* 
Council to rethink the issue being raised. Of course, this is a public 
process and I cannot presume to know how each of the seven Councilors will 
vote on any issue.

Again, I would be most willing to work with each of you on this important 
issue. Please call.

Today's MPAC meeting is slated to see adoption of a position on the Urban 
Growth Report. MTAC has recommended that the Council NOT adopt the Report 
until after local governments have a chance to see if the Functional Plan 
will work locally. If that position prevails, there would be no action on
moving the UGB until December of 1997. Stay tuned. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Action IS slated on selection of Urban Reserves.

I am off to Beaverton City Hall to see a presentation of ideas surrounding 
their Central Downtown Plan. The current draft supports the Functional Plan 
concepts and could finally "give Beaverton a heart", using both public and 
private partnerships. It is an exciting time in which we live.
Peggy Lynch 
646-4580
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AUDUBON SOCIETY OF PORTLAND
Inspiring people to love and protea nature.

8/30/96

Washington County Board of Commissioners 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 300 
Hillsboro. OR 97124

Chair Peters and Commissioners,

I received an announcement about one hour ago that indicates you are 
soliciting input from citizen groups and individuals who have been involved In Metro’s 
Region 2040 process and development of the Functional Plan. Your notice indicated 
you would be taking a "position" on the Functional Plan on September 3rd and I 
assume you will take citizen comments into consideration as you deliberate this issue.- 
I am submitting the attached materials for your consideration on behalf of the Audubon 
Society of Portland and the Natural Resources & Environmental Justice Working 
Group of the Coalition For a Livable Future.

I presume it goes without saying that the turnaround time on Labor Day 
weekend is extremely problematic for citizen groups and that the amount of input you 
will receive will be significantly lessened by choosing such a short time line over a 
holiday weekend. Nevertheless, we appreciate the fact that you are willing to take our 
views Into consideration in your discussions.

You indicated you wanted to hear from Washington County residents and 
organizations. Technically, PAS is within the City of Portland. However, we have over 
8,000 members region-wide, over-2000 of whom reside in Washington County. That is 
one reason we feel you should give great weight to our positions on the Functional 
Plan. Additionally, the Natural Resources Working Group of the Coalition For A 
Livable Future has representatives from Washington County on it. Most Importantly, 
however, is the fact that how Washington County implements the Functional Plan and 
provisions which will flow from the Functional Plan such as the mapping and model 
ordinance contemplated In Trtle 3 will impact the rest of the region. Therefore, I would 
argue that you should solicit input from citizens and groups outside Washington 
County since they. too. have a stake in your actions.

1 am attaching testimony which I have presented to MPAC, Metro's Growth 
Management Committee and the Metro Council. This material is the most current 
“position" that PAS and the Coalition has on Title 3. You should solicit input from 1000 
Friends of Oregon (Mary Kyle McCurdy). Bicycle Transportation Alliance (Rex

5151 NW Cornell Road, Portland, Oregon 97210 503/292-6855 FAX 503/292-102 J
jPrm/fftf tri rgcydeJ pttptr.
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Burkholder), Community Development Network on affordable housing (Tasha 
Harmon) and the Urban League of Portland (Mike Pullen) for comments on other 
Titles of the Functional Plan. That information can be obtained from Metro or those 
organizations directly.

Additionally, I would strongly urge you to contact the organizations listed in our 
Urban Natural Resource Directory which USA helped fund. The Directory lists all 
regional groups and also lists groups by watershed. I have sent many of them a email 
alert regarding your desire for input. However, if you really want their Input I strongly 
advise that you call each of these organizations to solicit their input. I know that USA 
has multiple copies of the Directory and that Mark Jockers has copies.

I would urge the BCC to strongly endorse the provisions included in Title 3 
which relate to floodplain management and water quality issues. As you can see, Title 
3 leaves the question of Goal 5 resources open for an eighteen month period. I have 
strongly urged Washington County for several years to conduct an update of its Goal 5 
program. Metro Is committing to undertake a regional Goal 5 program through Title 3.
I urge you to support that effort and to take advantage of Metro’s offer to work with local 
jurisdictions to identify where there are gaps in local Goal 5 programs throughout the 
region and to then Initiate efforts to develop a region-wide, consistently applied Goal 5 
program. Washington County should be strong supporters of that effort.

Please feel free to contact me if you have questions regarding the materials I' 
have provided you regarding our current positions on the Functional Plan. You can 
reach me at 292-6855 x111 or email; houckm@teleport.com.

Sincerely, ^

Mike Houck 
Urban Naturalist

mailto:houckm@teleport.com
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Sensible Transportation Options for People

August 30, 1996

To. Linda Peters, Chair of the Washington County Board of Commissioners 
Rar Comments on Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 
From: Loretta Pickerell, President of STOP

Sensible Transportation Options for People, a grassroots non-profit organization based in 
Washington County, I'espectfully submits comments regarding the Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan as the Washington County Board of Commissioners considers final comments 
prior to forwarding County comments to the Metro Council on September 5th, 1996 (or September 
12, 1996).

Sensible Transportation Options for People supports Metro’s Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan. Specifically, STOP supports:
• Minimization of urban growth boundary expansion;
• Development standards which support smaller lots for residential housing;
• Higher housing densities near light rail stations, in town and regional centers and along main 

streets;
• Promotion of non-auto trips through land use planning and improved transit;
• Reduced parking;
• Protection of stream corridors and flood management areas from development,

Specifically:
1. maintenance (or re-establishment) of native vegetation cover in stream beds,
2. prohibition of hazardous materials in water quality and flood management areas, and
3. conservation and protection of fish and wildlife habitat.

• Regional street desigxi standards which support non-auto transportation;
• Improved street connectivity;
• Development of adequate transit services for increased residential density and mixed-use 

development;
• Development of a “fair share” housing strategy;

Inclusion of a variety of housing types within developments (row houses, townhomes, single 
family detached), 6
Exploration of funding support to cities and counties for compliance with the Functional Plan.

Fruther, STOP supports Metro’s efforts to ensure consideration for protection of "common rural 
reserves. ..

It is S’TOPs belief that every local jurisdiction has a responsibility to contribute to the improved 
bvabUxty of the region thi*ough compliance with the Regional Functional Plan. Citizens, elected 
oflici^s mid planners have worked for years to create a regional vision. Now is the time for 
Washington County to adopt the Urban Growth Management Fimctional Plan to embrace the 
steps that will bring this regional vision to fruition.

15405 S.W. 116th Ave. #2028 • Tigard, OR 97224-2600 • (503) 624-6083 • Fax (503) 620-5989
stop ® teleport.com
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Hand Delivered

Septembers, 1996

Jon Kvistad, Presiding OflBcer 
Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 9.7232

Re; Functional Plan Draft

Dear Councilor Kvistad and Members of the Metro Council:

A prior comnutment requires me to be out of the state on Thursday, so I will be unable 
to deliver this testimony in person. Please include this letter and attachment in the 
record.

I am including with this letter a copy of a revision I have made to Titles 1, 8 and 10 of: 
the Functional Plan, together with annotations that are referenced in the text of the 
amendments. My intention with the revisions was to clarify what Metro is attempting, 
and to organize the document differently so that it is more workable. Where policy 
issues arose, I tried to highlight them in the annotations; I also attempted to incorporate 
all the concepts from the earlier draft in this version, other than obvious redundancies. I 
have provided copies to Mr. Shaw, Mr. Cooper, Mr. Fregonese and Mr. Turpel of 
Metro’s staff, and have discussed the amendments with them. I look forward to 
discussing them further with staff, and with the Council when this matter is scheduled 
for a work session.

The following is the rough outline I used in making these revisions:

1. Metro is, by the Functional Plan, directing local governments to do a variety 
of things, from upzoning to regulatory reform to allowing new densities. 
These requirements I placed together in Section 2 of Title 1.

2. Metro is also asking local governments to determine what their zoning 
would allow in terms of density and intensity of uses, and to estimate what 
might actually be built given their current zoning and regulations. This 
analysis I placed in Section 3.

3. Finally, Metro is requiring local governments to compare the results of then- 
work with the target numbers contained in Table 1, and if they have come 
up short, to provide a justification for their results, with Metro being the 
final arbiter of the sufBciency of local government performance. This I 
placed in Section 4.

There are a number of policy issues which presented themselves in the process of 
revising this document. In no particular order, they are:



A. I characterized local government’s responsibility with regard to Table 1 as being to demonstrate 
that they have both the zoning that would allow the targets to be achieved and that their expected 
densities will meet the targets. It is not by any means clear, however, whether Table 1 refers to 
zoning or expected densities, and it is important that Metro be clear about this point so that local 
governments know what is expected of them.

B. By reordering the document, I believe that diSerent time frames could be established for local 
government compliance. It shouldn’t take local governments 24 months to complete the tasks set' 
forth in my Section 2 - Metro could reqmre compliance with this Section within one year of 
passage. Similariy, the analyses required by Section 3 could be done fairly quickly, perhaps within 
sbc months of the work in Section 2. It is not my intention to make life more difScult for local 
governments, but I think that if Metro phased the work to the jurisdictions and required different 
time lines for each step, a better end product would result by virtue of a more collaborative 
process being possible.

C. While this is somewhat of a wordsmithing issue, the original document isn’t clear whether or not 
Metro is requiring local governments to reflect market reality when they calculate their expected 
densities. In other words, is Metro requiring that local governments zone for a particular result, or 
that they adopt policies that will help ensure that the result is achieved, or both? When local 
governments calculate their expected densities, at what point do they look at market realities? Are 
they to do this at all? Is Metro going to second guess local determinations?

D. A related topic: Title 8 provides a review mechanism for local governments that cannot hit the 
targets in Table 1. What about local governments that report that they can achieve Table 1 - does 
Metro have the ability to challenge their assertion? The document isn’t particularly clear on this 
point.

E. The original document contains language requiring the allowance of partitions and subdivisions in 
certain circumstances. I would recommend language also requiring the allowance of certain 
housing types - e.g. rowhomes, townhomes, accessory units, etc. - as outright uses.

F. As indicated by my revisions, I am uncomfortable with the use of the terms “capacity” and 
“permitted”, and have changed them in my proposed definitions. This being said, though, I 
understand what was being attempted with this terminology, and I would recommend that the 
council direct staff to continue working on language that clearly states the various ideas being 
expressed.

With regard to other general policy issues relating to this document, I would refer you to my earlier
correspondence to the Growth Management Conunittee. Thank you for your consideration; I look
forward to discussing this with you in more detail in the weeks ahead.

landler
director of Governmental Affairs
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DATE:

Oregon Building Industry Association
375 Taylor Street NE • Salem, OR 97303 • (503)378-9066 • (503)362-5120 Fax

MEMO
Members of the Metro Council 
Jon Chandler
Revisions of Functional Plan 

Septembers, 1996

Accompanying this memo are revisions which I am suggesting be made to Titles 1, 8, and 10 of 
the Functional Plan. To help in interpreting this redlined version, I offer the following:

Changes of any sort are marked with a vertical line in the margin of the page.

Language in italics is new language I have added to the document.

Language that-is-printed-like-this is my proposals for deletion from the document.

Language that is underlined is staff s addition from previous drafts of the document.

Language that looks like this is, generally, my deletions of staffs additions, if that makes 
sense.

The figure [JAC ##] refers to an annotation, which are attached to the back of the 
proposed revisions.

My apologies for the resulting mess, but (a) I find redlined versions, however complicated, helpful 
at least for the first read through of changes, and (b) the changes I made looked much nicer and 
more readable on the computer screen, since I could make them different colors. My primer, 
unfortunately, is limited to black and white...

I hope this helps make sense of this proposal. I will plan on presenting a cleaner version for your 
review at your next meeting.

Thank you for your consideration and forebearance.
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URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
A functional plan for early implementation of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept

f!
Introduction

Metro was created after a vote of the citizens of the region as an elected regional government 
responsible for addressing issues of regional signifioanoe metropolitan concern in the-metropolitaa 
ei:ee and is enabled by state law, adopted by the Oregon Legislature in 1977. In addition, the 
voters of the region adopted a Metro Charter in 1992, which describes additional responsibilities 
for the agency. Metro has on elected Executive-OflSoer and a an elected seven member Metre 
Council which -propose ■ and determines region-wide polides. In additioiL Metro has an elected 
Executive Officer to enforce Metro ordinances and execute the polides of the coimcil.

The Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) is comprised of local government elected 
oflBdals and appointed dtizens from throughout the region and was created to advise the 
regionally elected Metro Council on matters of metropolitan signifioonoe concern. MPAC was 
inoluded-in-created-bv the Metro-Gharternwhieh-was-adopted bv a vote of-the-citizens of-the
metropolitan-area- in-1-992. MPAC has recommended specific polides to be included in a new 
fimctional plan to be adopted by the Metro Covmcil as soon as practicable. This recommendation 
was-made-by-MPAG^o-begin-implementation-of-the -regional- policies-of-the Metro -2040 -Growth
Gonoept-as-adopted by the Metro Goundl-by-Qrdinance-No.-95-625-A: Early implementation of 
the 2040 Growth Concept is intended to take advantage of opportunities now and avoid land use 
of land inconsistent with the long-term growth policy.

MPAC, as well as the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT), and the 
Water Resource Policy Advisory Committee (WRPAC) have made recommendations that are the 
basis for this functional plan. All of the elements considered by MPAC, JPACT and WRPAC 
were deemed by the Metro Council to be matters of metropolitan signifieane-e concern that have 
significant impact upon the orderly and responsible development of the metropolitan area. The
following-text-states the scope of functional plan establishes regional policies, which will apply to 
all 24 cities and 3 counties within the Metro region, -dbr-earlv-implementation ■ of-the-2040 
Growth-Gonoept. The legal form of this-early-implementation these regional policies is a 
functional plan, not adoption as a “component” of the Regional Framework Plan. The policies in 
this functional plan will be updated and coordinated with other policies to be readopted in-offioial 
as components of the Metro Charter mandated Regional Framework Plan, on or before December 
30,1997.

Functional plans are a primary regional policy tool that may contain both “reconunendations” and 
“requirements” for changes in local plans. This functional plan relies on further actions, primarily 
changes to local government comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances, to efiectuate the 
actions described below.

I Page 19—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Growth Management Committee —August 6,1996
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The following regional policies which are adopted bv this Urban Growth Management Functional 
Plan recommend and require changes to city and county comprehensive plans te and 
implementing ordinances. The purpose of this functional plan is to implpmpnt regional goals «nd 
objectives eonstituting-the-Urbon-Growth Management Functional Plan under ORS 268.390, 
adopted bv the Metro Council as the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO), 
Goal ■ I, ond-Resolution-No. 96 2288 including the Metro 2040 Growth Concept. The 
requirements for. comprehensive plan changes and related actions, including implementing 
regulations, required bv this functional plan, shall be adopted by all cities and counties in the 
Metro region within twenty-four (24) months from the effective date of this ordinance.

teed Any city or county determination not to incorporate all required functional plan policies 
into comprehensive plans shall be subject to the conflict resolution and mediation processes 
included within the RUGGO, Goal I provisions prior to the final adoption of inconsistent policies 
or actions. Local actions Upon the effective date of this ordinance, any city or countv amendment 
to a comprehensive plan or implementing ordinance that is inconsistent with functional-plan 
requirements of this functional plan are is_subject to appeal for violation of the functional plan.

53 Regional Policy Basis

The regional policies described below adopted in this functional plan are formulated from, and are 
consistent with, the RUGGOs, including the Metro 2040 Growth Concept. These-adopted-Metro 
policies will be incorporated-into the-Regionol Framework-Plan. Also, The overall principles of 
the Greenspaces Master Plan are also incoiporated within this functional plan. In addition, the
i99€ updated Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)1, when adopted, will serve as the 
transportation element of-the-Regional Framework Plan.—It-will be the primary transportation 
policy implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept. However, early implementation land use 
policies in this functional plan are integrated with early implementation transportation policies 
derived from preparation of the 1996 Regional Transportation Plan, and consistent with the 
Metro 2040 Growth Concept.

This functional plan relates to the RTF, the Growth Concept, the Urban Growth Report, and the 
HousingNeeds Analysis as follows:
[JACI]
Structure of Requirements

The Urban Growth Management Functional Plan is a regional functional plan which contains 
“requirements” that are binding on cities and counties of the region as well as recommendations 
that are not binding. “Shall” or other directive words are used with requirements. The words 
“should” or “may” are used with recommendations. In general. Tthe-Plan is structured so that ■ 
local jurisdictions may pick from choose either performance standard requirements or prescriptive 
requirements. The intent is-to-write these regulations so of the requirements is to assure that local

Metro has an adopted Regional Transportation Plan. However, because of changing local and regional conditions, as well as state and 
federal requirements, the RTP is being amended in 1996.

Page 29—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Growth Management Committee —August 6,1996
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jurisdictions cities and counties have a significant amount of flexibility as to how they meet 
requirements. Performance standards are included in all titles. If local jurisdictions oon-show 
demonstrate to Metro that they meet the performance standard, they have met the requirement of 
the title, fe-additionrpresoriptive sStandards methods of compliance are also included. They ore 
available in the plan to shew establish one very specific way that jurisdictions may meet the a_title 
requirement, but these standard methods are not the only way a city or county may show 
compliance. In addition, certain mandatory requirements that apply to all cities and counties are 
established bv this functional plan.

Page 39—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Growth Management Committee —August 6,1996



79

80

81

82

' 83
84

85

86

87

88

89

90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99 
100 
101 
102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109

110 
111 
112

113

114

TITLE 1;

REGIONAL FUNCTIONAL PLAN REQUIREMENTS

REQUIREMENTS FOR HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT 
ACCOMMODATION

Section 1. Intent

State law and Metro code require that the Metro urban growth boundary (UGB) have sufiBcient 
capacity to accommodate the expected growth for 20 years. It is Metro policy to minimize the 
amount of urban growth boundary expansion required for the expected population and 
employment growth by the year 2017 consistent with all Statewide Goals. To further -aooomplish 
that policy, ILis beneficial and desirable for Metro to require actions intended to increase the 
density at which residential and employment development occurs on lands capacity-of-lond 
available-density permitted-for- development-and - to increase-the actual built-density within the 
UGB.- Increasing the density capacity-of development land-within the UGB will includes 
requiring changes increasing, in appropriate locations, to both the zoned density [jaczjvoXo of 
development-^ermitted-per-aore and requiring actions intended to increase the expected density. 
rate-at-which-housing-and-employment-are actually-built within-the-UGB- Local government 
action which encourages g?-Development consistent with the design types of the Metro 2040 
Growth Concept will focus these efforts. As a matter of regional policy, gEach city and county 
must contribute its fair share to increasing the development density capacity of land within the 
UGB.

/jMCijMetro will work with local jurisdictions to develop a set of region-wide community 
development code provisions, standards and other regulations which local jurisdictions may adopt 
that will help implement the 2040 Growth Concept and this Functional Plan. Included in this 
project will be a review of development standards in support of smaller lots and more flexible use 
of land, strategies to encourage land assembly, more flexible zoning and improvements in the pre
application process to ensure timely and thorough review and to provide for early involvement by 
the public to address neighborhood concerns and assure commumty acceptance of these changes.

Section 2 3. Methods to Increase Expected Growth Density Gopacity Required for All 
[jAC4]ljoee\ Governments within-the Metro Boundary

-The-expected Livable Capacity for Housing Units and Employment is contained-in the Appendbc
and-labeled-Table 1. These include jurisdietien-wide expected-eapacitiesras well as capacities for
mbced-use-areas-(which-include the-Central City,--Regional-Centers,-Town CentersHStation Area
and Main-Streets) and oapaeity-for Station Communities. Local plan-and-zoning-provisions may
permit-or-require development-at densities-whichexceed the 2040 Growth-Goncept-target
densities and the Expected Livable Share Capaeity-listed -on-Table 4-if-such- provisions are
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Otherwise oonsintcnt with the-SO^O lond use types desoribed-in the-Growth Concept. All cities and 
counties within Metro are required to include within their comprehensive plans and implemeDtin|g
ordinances the following provisions:

A, Ar-AU zones allowing residential use shall include a minimum density standard which provides 
that-reouires that no development application land-use decioion, including a partition or 
subdivision, may be approved unless the development will result in the building of 80% or 
more of the maximum net density permitted by the zoning designation of the site.pACsj 
proposed aotion-will provide-that ne-less-than 80-^eroent of-the maximum nnmher-nf-dwelling 
units per not-aore-permitted for-develoDment are-Qpnrovedjbr development. No 
comprehensive plan provision, implementing ordinance or local process (such as site review 
or design review) may be applied and no -of condition of approval mav hp. imposed that 
would have the effect of reducing the density of the proposed development to famt 
development to less than 80 percent of the zoned maximum permitted density; For high 
density zones with maximum zoned permitted density higher than 37 dwelling units per net 
acre, the minimum residential density mav be 30 dwelling units ner net acre if that density is

B.

consistent with the target densities listed in subsection B. below./x4cg7 In establishing the 
minimum densities required by this subsection, cities and counties shall take into account the 
factors set forth in Section 3(B)(3) of this Title. They shall also ensure that the resulting 
density is likely to be achieved by the housing market, [jaci]

For the area of each 2040 Growth Concept design type, local comprehensive plans and
implementing ordinances shall permit, at least, the following tar^ densities for housing
and employment:

r
Central City - 250 persons per acre 

’ Regional Centers - 60 persons per acre 
Station Communities - 45 persons per acre
Town Centers - 40 persons per acre
Main Streets - 39 persons per acre
Corridor - 25 persons per acre
Inner Neighborhoods - 14 persons per acre
Outer Neighborhoods - 13 persons per acre
Employment Areas - 11 persons per acveuACsi

The boundaries of the area for each design type, including Industrial Areas shall hf>
determined bv the city or county consistent vdth the general locations shown on the 2040
Growth Concept Map. For any area designated as a neighborhood area, the plans and
implementing ordinances shall not permit a target density equal to or greater than the
target density for any non-neighborhood design type.

Cities and counties shall not prohibit partitioning or subdividing inside the Metro urban
growth boundary where existing lot sizes are two or more times that of the minimum lot
size in the development code.
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D. Rowhouses, tawnhomes, duplexes, triplexes, four-plexes, condominiums, common-wall 
dwellings and accessory units shall be allowed as outright uses in all zones in which 
residential uses are allowed under current zoning.

E. [JAC9J1. ^^Jurisdictions shall determine Review whether actual built densitips Hnrinp IQQO-
1995 were less than 80 percent of zowgf/permitted densities The 1990-1995 actual built 
densities within its jurisdiction shall be compared with zoned permitted densities for 
housing units and employment during that period. This comnarison shall be conducted
using the following methods:

a. 4-. Residential and employment developments to be analyzed shall be those
which were permitted bv a land use action and constructed during the
period from 1990 to 1995, and residential density shall he measured in
households per net developed acre. 1

I

i.a. Employment performance shall be measured bv comparing the actual
jurisdiction-wide increase during the years 1990-1995 with the iurisdiction-
wide increase listed in Table 1. This shall include only those developments
that received approval under the implementing ordinances during this
period.

If the average-of actual-built densities for 1990 1995 was less than-gO-percent-of-permitted
densities.-oities ond-oounties must-address the reasons-for not-Qchieving-higher-densities-in
oolculating-their expected capacities.

2. rJACioilf the density -capacity calculations reflect that, during the period 1990-1995. 
actual built densities were less than 80 percent of zoned permitted densities, the 
jurisdiction shall also demonstrate that it has considered and adopted at least two of the
following methods to increase density -capacity:

a. Financial incentives for higher density housing:
b. Provisions permitting additional density bevond that generally allowed in the

zoning district in exchange for amenities and features provided bvthe
developer:

c. Removal or easing of approval standards or procedures:
d. Redevelopment and infill strategies:
e. Authorization of housing types not previously allowed bv the plan or

regulations: and 
■Adoption-of-on average residential density-standard tJJACII]

Section 5.4. Review of Zoned Density and Estimate of Expected Density Permitted 
€apacity of Housing Units and Employment [JAcnj

See definitions.
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The puipose of this section review is to have each city and county within the Metro region 
determine the zoned density for housing and employment uses eapncity of its existing 
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances, to-acoommodate housing nnd nmplnympnt-ntvl 
to dotcnnine whethcr-amendments^o-existing-plans are neoessoiy to comply with Section ^A-giof
this -Title and to develop an estimate of the eiqiected density that is likely to be achieved given the 
zoned density. All cities and counties Each city and countv within the Metro region are is hereby 
required te;

A. To rReview the zoned density permitted capacity2 of their its current comprehensive plans;
and calculate the expcoted-capaoity of housing units-and-employment by the year 2017
from the plan. These-estimates shall be cenducted'using the following-method: 1. Local 
governments Cities and counties shall use Metro estimates of vacant land, and land likely 
to redevelop, unless the local government has data that it believes is more accurate. In 
this case, the local government may provide Metro the following;

a. The source of the data;
b. The reasons that the locally developed data is a more accurate estimate 

than the Metro estimate of vacant and redevelopable land;
c. The database from which the above were derived;
d. The database of committed development lands.

LtOcoI governments may use-their data, subject to acoeptonoe-by-the Metro Council or 
their-designee,- after Metro-determination as to which data is more aocurate.-Cities and 
counties may use their data, subject to acceptance bv the Metro Council or its designee.
after Metro determines that the city or countv data is more accurate than the Metro data.
The Executive Ofticer shall notifV the Metro Council of each instance in which the data
submitted bv a city or county is determined bv Metro staff to be less accurate than Metro
data.

To develop an estimate of the expected density that is likely to-be achieved, using the 
zoned density calculated under Subsection A of this Section,. This estimate shall be 
calculated in accordance with the following procedures: [jacis]

B2.

1. -The density -capacity estimate calculation may used only those development types
that are a permitted use in the development code. Anv discretionary decision must
not diminish the permitted density if it is to be counted as a part of expected
density eapaoitv: and.

2.^. Local governments Cities and counties, in coordination with special districts, shall 
demonstrate that they have reviewed their public facility capacities and plans and 
have,-or to assure that planned public facilities can be provided, planned public 
facilities to accommodate growth within the plan period. -;-and

2 ■(See Title 8-10. Definitions, “zoned density ”-'f>ermitt&d CQpaoit>'" and “expected density " Expected oapocity."
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C B.

3. In estimating expected density -capacity of existing comprehensive plans and 
implementing ordinances, local governments shall not estimate expect^ density 
capacity at more than 80 percent of the zoned msaimm permittcd-dehsity, unless:

a. Actual experience in the jurisdiction since 1990 has shown that 
development has occurred at density greater than 80 percent of zoned 
permitted residential density; or-con be demonstrated or

b. Mininmm density standards are adopted or proposed for adoption in the 
zoning code that require residential development at greater than 80 percent 
of zoned maiamum-permitted density.

4. —____Jurisdictions estimating expected density oalculatine-oopaoity thrnnph tha j
use of density bonus provisions may consider transfers, including off-site transfers.
only upon demonstration that previous approvals of all density transfers within the past
5 years have resulted in the building of 80% or more of the maximum net density 
permitted by the zoning desisnations-esi-&veTaze of-at-least 8r—percent-of majamum 
permitted-densities actually-being hu^.rjACj-n

5. €3. Expected density capacity has been estimated determined by accounting for all
public development code requirements that may have the effect of reducing density 
capacity, including those listed below. -in-Section-4 .-BC above; and Jurisdictions 
shall g^etermine the effect of each of the following on expected densities 
capacities, and include the effect in the/r estimate -calculatien of expected densities 
capacities:

ai. Required dedications for public streets, consistent with the Regional • | 
Accessibility Title;

b2. Off-street parking requirements, consistent with this functional plan;

c3. Landscaping, setback, and maximum lot coverage requirements;

d4. The effects of tree preservation ordinances, environmental protection 
ordinances, view preservation ordinances, solar access ordinances, or any 
other regulations that may have the effect of reducing the capacity of the 
land to develop at the zoned permitted density;

e$. The effects of areas dedicated to bio-swales, storm water retention, open 
space dedications, and other requirements of local codes that may reduce 
the capacity of the land to develop at the zoned -permitted density.

Locd governments shall-determine the effect of each of-the following on its overall 
development capacity: Jurisdictions shall cGalculate the increases in expected housing 
units and employment bv the year 2017 from anv proposed changes to the current
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances that must be adopted to comply with
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Section 2 ^ of this Title and add the projected -increases to the calculation of expected 
densities eapaoities.

I Section 4. 2. Local Flan Accommodation of Fair-Share Einected Growth in Capacity^ 
Housing and Employment—^Performance Standard

Looal ■ govemments.-bv-the methods-proscribed in neotionn thmngli fi-nf thio tHU—dwOl
demonstrate that:

264 All cities and counties within Metro shall demonstrate;-4hat:

A. That they have complied with the requirements of Section 2 of this Title; and

B. Ar-Using the data developed under Section 3 of this Title, either that

1. Their zoned density zoning ond-other regulations will allow permit the growth target 
density capacity for housing units and employment contained in Section 3 Table 1 of this 
Title to be built consistent-with the 2040 Growth Concept-target densities for each centei^
corridor.-station community, main-street, industrial and-employment nrt^n*; ■ nnH-innsr ■ na4
outer neighborhood-in the Appendix to this planriAcisi3. including jurisdiction-wide 
expected densities capacities, as well as densities -capacities for mixed-use areas and that 
their expected densities are sufficient to meet the target densities set forth in Table J; or' 
and that

2. Either their zoned densities or their expected densities, or both, do not meet the target 
densities contained in Table 1. Jurisdictions to whom this subsection applies must follow 
the procedures set forth in Title 8 of this functional plan; and that

------Effective -measures have bcen-taken-to-reasonably assure-that the-growth-capacity-will be
built-for housmg units and-employment. The methods-and plan-requirements set forth in
Sections 3 through 6 ofthis Title-have been-adopted or-followed:-and that

C. Effective measures have been taken to reasonably assure that the expected capacities will 
be built for housing units and employment: and that

3 Table 1 in the Appendix to this plan sets forth the fair share increases in density for each 
Jurisdiction, according to Metro's allocation formula. Table 1 also sets forth for each 
jurisdiction the target densities for housing and employment which, if actually zoned and built 
within each jurisdiction, would provide the required twenty year land supply within the UGB as 
of the date this Functional Plan is adopted. Table 1 is intended to provide guidance for 
jurisdictions in taking the actions contemplated by this Functional Plan; the zoned densities and 
expected densities arrived at by each jurisdiction may vary from the figures shown in Table 1.
[0]
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Expected development has been zoned permitted at locations and densities Ukelv to be 
achieved during the 20-vear planning period bv the private market nr agsigtftH hnncinp
programis. once all new regulations are in effect./7><cm7

Minimmn density standards shall bo applied for residential units-so that the target Hnn^ititva shnll ha 
achieved. The nunimum-density standordo shall be no loss than 80 peroont nf
depflitiefl, except for high density zones with maximum permitted donnity highf»r tlinn 77 rfwAlling
units per net acre. For-these zones, the minimum density shall be at lcn«rt 20 dwelling nnit«i pw 
acre if such provisions are consistent with-the 2040 Growth Conoopt designAtions mgpp«vl-fAP-4hf>
uTdXT

Local govomments shall permit the expected development at densities likely to bo aohieved-during 
the plannmg penod-by the private market or assisted housing-programs^-nnoe nil nt»w rngnlnrifttw 
are-in effect.- The permitted densities shall bo within the 2010 Growth Concept target densities
indioated in footnote 2 of Table 1.

Section 5.-----Procedures-for Jurisdictions without Sufficient Requirement to-incrense
Expected -Gnpacitv

-ff-the permitted and expected capacity estimates developed under-Section 4 ore less than 
the city’s -or county's target housing and employment-capacities in Table 1, cither
iurisdiotion^de or in-mixed use areas, or both: then the city or countv-shall comply with
Section 2 of this Title by amending its comprehensive plans and implementing ordinonoes
to-increase-its expected oopacitv-to comply with thG-requirod capacitier. in-Tab1e 1.
jurisdiction’s growth capacity for housing, cmplojoncnt, or both,- then the-jurisdiction is 
hereby required to amend its comprehensive plans-and implementing ordinances.—The 
amendments shall molce the comprehensive plan consistent-^vith the 2010 Growth Conoopt 
target densities ranges in-footnoto 2 of Table 1 and they shall -proride for the expected 
capacities for population and employment contained in Section 3 of this-Title. Exceptions 
can be made aooordmg to Title 8. The capacity-calculation shall be-made according to the 
same methodology-the junsdiction used in SectionThe jurisdiction shall demonstrate at 
least the foUowmg-in providing capacities for housing ond-employmontT

Ar-

B.

—The permitted densities are at locations and densities that the market in lilrnly to build 
during the planning period; and

The-capacity calculation used only-those development typos that are a permitted use in the 
^yelopmont code. Any-discretionary-decision must not diminish the permitted density if 
it-is to bo counted as a port of expected capacity: and A capaciw calculation including 
amendments to increase capacitv-shall be made aocording to- the same-methedologv the 
lunsdiction used in Section 4. The jurisdiction shall demonstrato-at least the foil own e-m
calculating capacities for housing and employment:
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C. Exooptions oan-be-requested o.ooordine-to-Title-8 if q ■city or county determines that-anv
expected oapaoitV'requirement m Table 1 cannot bo aohlevod-ofter implementation of polioies-te
increose expected capacities.

------iaocol govemments-permit-partitiomng or BHbdividing-in-thnne nfhnn-erftnp of the
county whore oxisting4ot-flize3 ore two or more timefi^hnt nf tha-minimnm Int nf If^wl 
jurisdiction zoning.

F:------Local govemments4iave-oonsidered one or more of the tools listed in Section 6B 1-6.

Section 6.---- Procedures-for Jurisdictions with Sufficient Current Capncity

If-Q city-or-county-withm-the Metro region-finds-that thelr-ourrent plans Bnd-nrHinnnr,<vi provide
for ■ capacity equal-to or greater—than—that required under Section 3-for housing units or
employment-or both,-then-the city-or-county is hereby required to-oompore the-4990-1995 octuol 
built densities withm their-junsdiction with-pemiitted densities-for-housing-units and employment.
^fhis comparison shall-be conducted using the following-methods:

A:----- Residential- and employment developments to bo analyzed—shall -be those which were
permitted by a^and use action and constructed during the period from-1990 to 1995, and
residential density shall be measured in households per net-developed-aore.-'^-Employmcnt 
performance shall-be measured-by ■■comparing-the actual jurisdiction-wide increase during
the-years 1990 1905 wth the jurisdiction \^de increase listed-in Table 1.—-shall
include only- those .developments that received approval under—the implementing
ordinances during this period.

Jf-4he average of actual built densities for 1990-1995 is less-than 80 percent of permitted 
densities—cities and counties shall amend their plans and-implementing-nrdinnnnftg jf 
necessary to meet the performance-standard, and-demonstrate how-the-actual-expected
capacity m Table 1 Viill bo achieved. -Section 2-of this T-itle requires-the use of minimum 
residential ■ density-requirements to achieve expected capacity:—Examples -of - other 
measures include, but are not limited to, the-foUowingr

Bt-

4t- -Einanciol incentives for higher-density housing;-

3^------ Provisions ■permitting-additional-density beyond that-generoUy allowed in the
zoning district in exchangeJor amenities and-features provided by the 
developer;

------Removal or-oasing of-approval standards or-procedures;

4-.——Redevelopment and infill strategies;

4 See definitions
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5:------ Authorization of housing types-not previously oUowed-by the plan or regulatiensj
lUlU

------ Adoption of-on-averoge residential-density standard.

Gt----- If-the average-of-actual built densities for-1990 1995 is 80 pcrcent-or-greater-than
permitted densities,-the city or county shall provide to Metro their findings and data.- -Ne
change to a-oity-or-oounty plan or implementing ordinanoo shall-be required.
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TITLE 8: COMPLIANCE PROCEDURES

828 Section 1. Compliance Require

All leool-governments cities and counties within the Metro boimdaiy are hereby required to 
amend their comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances to comply with the provisions of 
this functional plan within twenty-four months of the effective date of this ordinance. Metro 
recommends the adoption of the components policies that affect land consumption as soon as 
possible.

Section 2. 

A.

Compliance Procedures

B.

On or before six months prior to the deadline established in Section 1, local -governments 
cities and counties shall transmit to Metro the following:

1. An evaluation of their local plans, including public facility capacities and the 
amendments necessary to comply with this functional plan;

2. Copies of all applicable comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances and 
public facility plans, as proposed to be amended;

3. Findings that explain how the amended local comprehensive plans will achieve the 
standards required in titles 1 through 6 of this functional plan.

In developing its - compliance-plan the evaluation, plan and ordinance amendments and 
findings, the local jurisdiction cities and counties shall address the Metro 2040 Growth 
Concept, and explain how the compliance plan proposed amendments implements the 
Growth Concept.

Exemptions fi’om all-or any-portion of any of the requirements in the above titles may be 
granted by the Metro Council, as provided for in the Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives, Section 5.3, after MPAC review, based on city or county submittal as specified 
in this section. The Metro Council will make all final decisions as to the existence of the 
factual basis for the grant of any requested exemption.

1. Population and Employment Densities Capacity Any jurisdiction which 
determines, after compliance with Sections 2 and 3 of Title 1 of this Functional 
Plan, that either their zoned densities or their expected densities, or both, do not 
meet the target densities contained in Table 1 may obtain Metro approval of their 
plan upon a ■■ An exemption-fi'om the requirement contained in Table 1-of Title 1 
that the target oapacities-shall- be met or-exoeeded may be granted based on a
submittal which includes the following: [jacjtj
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2.

a.

b.

c.

A demonstration of substantial evidence of the economic infeasibility to 
provide sanitaiy sewer, water, stormwater or transportation fecilities to an 
area or areas; or
A demonstration that the city or county is unable to meet the target
densities -capacities listed in Table 1 because ^substantial areas have 
prior commitments to development at densities inconsistent with Metro 
growth tarpets-densities: or
A demonstration that the households and employment growth densities 
capacity!^ cannot be accommodated at densities or locations the market or 
assisted programs will likely build during the planning period^-afidjjaMCjs;

a.

b.

c.

d.

.There are Nno existing plans for to provide transit service with 20-minute 
or lower peak frequencies; and
There are Nno adjacent neighborhoods close enough to generate sufiBcient 
pedestrian activity; and
There are Nno significant pedestrian activity within the present business 
district: and
That it will be feasible for the excess parking to be converted to the
development of housing, commerce or industry in the future.

The burden of proof for adjustments an adjustment shall increase as based ori the quality 
and timing of transit service improves.—Any adjustment granted must include a 
demonstration of how future conversion of excess parking is feasible. The existence of 
transit service or plans for the provision of transit service near a 20-minute or lower peak
frequency shall establish a higher burden to establish the need for the exemption.

-As part of any request for exemption under this subsection, a city or countv
shall also submit an estimate nf Ttlip. amount of households or employment 
included in the density -capacity listed in Table 1 that cannot be |
accommodated; and e7Aa_recommendation fbr-where which idpntifipg lanH 
that would provide for the unaccommodated growth density capacity could | 
be located outside the urban growth boundary and near or adjacent to the 
city or county./xic;?; |

In reviewing any request for exemption based on the financial feasibility of
providing public services. Metro, along with local governments, shall estimate the 
cost of providing necessary public services and compare those with the_estimated 
costs m-section 2.b. 1 .a submitted bv the city or countv requesting the exemption.

Parking Measures. Subject to the provisions of Title 2, local -jurisdictions cities or 
counties may request rehef-an exemption from-the parking meafinres -rpgi lirpmpntc 
Metro may consider a lecal-citv or countv government request to allow areas from 
designated as Zone A to be subject to Zone B maximum-parking ratio where they 
can-demonstrato requirements upon the city or countv establishing that, for the 
area in question:
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Title 10. Definitions

1031

1032

1033

1034

1035

1040

1041

1042

1043

1044

1045

1046

1047

1048

Balanced cut and fill means no net increase in fill within the floodplain.

Designated Beneficial Water Uses means the same as the term as defined by the Oregon 
Department of Water Resources, which is : an instream public use of water for the benefit of an 
appropriator for a purpose consistent with the laws and the economic and general welfare of the 
people of the state and includes, but is not limited to, domestic, fish life, industrial, irrigation, 
mining, municipal, pollution abatement, power development, recreation, stockwater and wildlife 
uses.

Development means any manmade change defined as buildings or other structures, mining 
dred^g, paving, filling, or grading in amounts greater than ten (10) cubic yards on any lot or 
excavation. In addition, any other activity that results in the removd of more than 10% of the 
existing vegetated area on the lot is defined as development, for the puiposes of Title 3.

1030 Exceptions:

a. Stream enhancement or restoration projects approved by local jurisdictions.
b. Agricultural activity.
c. Additions and alterations to existing structures and development that do not 

encroach into the Water Quality and Flood Management Area more than the 
existing structure or development.

1036 DHB means the diameter of a tree measured at breast height.

1037 DLCD Goal 5 ESEE means a decision process local governments cany out under OAR 660-23-
1038 040.

1039 Economic-infeasibility means

Expected Density Gapocity means the density-or-intensity of use likely to occur-on-a parcel of 
land, oommonly a density less than the permitted density amount of units that are likely to be 
achieved oan-be expected to-be oontained-in an area. [jac2oj

l^ECD Goal 5 ESEE means a decision process local governments cany out under PAR 660-23- 
040 the Goal 5 administrative rule promulgated-by-the Land Conservation.

Growth Concept Man means the conceptual mao demonstrating the 2040 Growth Concept
design types attached in the Appendix as Exhibit 3,

Hazardous materials means materials described as hazardous by Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality.
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1049 Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area means ea the area defined on the Metro Water
1050 Quality and Flood Management Area Map to be completed and attached hereto. These include
1051 all Water Quality and Flood Management Areas that require regulation in order to protect fish and
1052 wildlife habitat. This area has been mapped to generally include the following: on the area 200
1053 feet fi'om top of bank of streams in undeveloped areas with less than 25% slope, and 100 feet
1054 fi'om edge of mapped wetland on undeveloped land.

1055 Floodplain means land subject to periodic flooding, including the 100-year floodplain as mapped
1056 by FEMA Flood Insurance Studies or other substantial evidence ofactud flood events.

1057 Functions and Values of Stream Corridors means stream corridors have the following
1058 fimctions and values: water quality retention and enhancement, flood attenuation, fish and wildlife
1059 habitat, recreation, erosion control, education, aesthetic, open space and wildlife corridor.

1060 Local Trip means a trip 214 miles or less in length.

1061

1062

1063

1064

1065

1066

1067

1068

1069

1070

1071

1072

1073

1074

1075

1076

1077

1078

1079

1080 
1081

Metro means the regional government of the metropolitan area, the elected Metro Coundl as the 
policy setting body of the government.

Metro Boundary means the jurisdictional boundary of Metro, the elected regional government of 
the metropolitan area.

Metro Urban Growth Boundary means the urban growth boundary as adopted and amended by 
the Metro Council, consistent with state law.

Net Acre for-puiposes of calculating the total-land area-within a proposol-to-amend-the-uibon 
grewth-boundarv means an area measuring 43.560 square feet which excludes:

01 any developed road riehts-of-wav through or on the edge of whieh-the e?a9ting-or
proposed-UGB would run: land: and

£21 environmentally constrained areas, including any open water areas, floodplains,
natural resource areas protected under statewide planning Goal 5 in the
comprehensive plans of cities and counties in the region, slopes in excess of 25
percent and wetlands requiring a Federal fill and removal permit under Section 404
of the Clean Water Act. These excluded areas do not include lands for which the
local zoning code provides a density bonus or other mechanism which allows the
transfer of the allowable density or use to another area or to development
elsewhere on the same site: and '

(3) all publicly-owned land designated for park and open spaces uses.

Net Developed Acre means consists of 43.560 square feet of land, after excluding present and 
future rights-of-wav. school lands and other public uses.
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1082

1083

1084

1085

1086

1087

1088

1089

1090

1091

1092

1094

1095

1096

1097

1098

1099

1100 
1101 
1102

1103

1104

1106

1107

1108

1109

1110 
nil 
1112

1113

1114

1115

Zoned Density Permitted -Capacity means the highest density of employment and residential 
uses density or intensity of use-of-a poroel of land amount of^tmits-that are permitted be contained 
in an area as calculated from zoning and other local jurisdiction regulations.

Perennial Streams means all primary and secondary perennial water ways as mapped by the U.S. 
Geological Survey.

Performance Measure means a measurement derived from technical analysis aimed at
determining whether a planning policy is achieving the expected outcome or intent associated with
the policy.

Persons Per Acre means

Practicable means available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost- 
existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purpose.

1093 Prior Commitments moons

Riparian area means the water influenced area adjacent to a river, lake or stream consisting of 
the area of transition from an hydric ecosystem to a vterrestrial ecosystem where the presence of 
water directly mfluences the soil-vegetation complex and the soil-vegetation complex directly 
influences the water body. It can be identified primarily by a combination of geomorphologic and 
ecologic characteristics.

Target densities capacities means the densities set forth -capacities in Table 1 required-to be 
demonstmted-bv cities-and counties for oomplionce-with Titled-Section 2. , which, if actually 
zoned and built within each jurisdiction, would provide the required twenty year land supply 
within the UGB as of the date this Functional Plan is adopted.

-Target densities means the average combined household-and-employment densities established
for-eaoh-design type in the RUGGQ-2040 Grnwth-Gonceptr-zx^c^j;

1105 Top of Bank means the same as “bankfull stage” defined in OAR 141-85-10(2).

Vacant Land: Land identified in the Metro or local government inventory as undeveloped land.
I [JAC22]

Water Quality and Flood Management Area means an area defined on the Metro Water 
Quality and Flood Management Area Map, to be attached hereto. These are areas that require 
regulation in order to mitigate flood hazards and to preserve and enhance water quality. This area 
has been mapped to generally include the following: stream or river channels, known and mapped 
wetlands, areas with floodprone soils adjacent to the stream, floodplains, and sensitive water 
areas. The sensitive areas are generally defined as 50 feet from top of bank of streams for areas 
of less than 25% slope, and 200 feet from top of bank on either side of the stream for areas 
greater than 25% slope, and 50 feet from the edge of a mapped wetland.
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1117
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1120

Table 1 - Expected Livable Share Target Z3enstfv Gapacitv for Housing and 
Employment Units - Year 1994 to 2017

City or County
towelling Unit

Capacity1
Job

Capacity Mixed Use Areas2

Household
PAC231

Job
Increase

Beaverton 15,021 25,122 9,019 19,084
Cornelius 1,019 2,812 48 335
Durtiam 262 498 0 0
Fairview 2,921 5,689 635 2,745
Forest Grove 2,873 5,488 67 628
Gladstone 600 1,530 20 140
Gresham 16,817 23,753 3,146 9,695
Happy Valley 2,030 1,767 52 245
Hillsboro 14,812 58,247 9,758 20,338
Johnson City 168 180 0 0
King City 182 241 55 184
Lake Oswego 3,353 8,179 446 3,022
Maywood Park 27 5 0 0
Milwaukie 3,514 7,478 2,571 6,444
Oregon City 6,157 8,185 341 2,341
Portland 70,704 158,503 26,960 100,087
River Grove (15) 41 0 0
Sherwood 5,010 8,156 1,108 3,585
Tigard 6,073 14,901 981 8,026
Troutdale 3,789 5,570 107 • 267
Tualatin 3,635 9,794 1,248 2,069
West Linn 2,577 2,114 0 594
Wilsonville 4,425 15,030 743 . 4,952
Wood Village 423 736 68 211
Clackamas County^ 19,530 42,685 1,661 13,886
Multnomah County 3,089 2,381 0 0
Washington County3 54,999 52,578 13,273 25,450

243,993 461,633

Basod on Housing Needs Analysis. Applies to existing city limits as of June, 1996. Annexations to cities would Include assuming responsibility for fair I 
2 triable share previously accommodated in unincorporated county. I

Target densities for mixed use area are: Central City - 250 persons per acre; regional centers - 60 ppa; town canters 40 ppa,; station communities - 45 
3ppa.; main streets 39 ppa.

Standards apply to the urban unincorporated portion of the county only. At the request of crties, Metro may also supply targets for planning areas for 
cities in addition to the existing boundary areas targets cited above. |
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Page: 2
fJACJ] I believe it would be helpful to clarify in this document how the various pieces of Metro‘s work 
lash together. 1 know I am confused, and I ’ll bet others are as well. Dunno if this is the right place to 
make such a clarification, but I do think it ought to be made somewhere.

Page: 4
[JAC2J I reconmend changing the terminology from ’’permitted capacity” to ’’zoned density” or 
perhaps ’’planned density”. The reference is to the intensity of uses allowed by local zoning; I 
suggest the change because (1) capacity is a somewhat unfamiliar term in this context, and (2) the 
term ’’permitted” and its variations is confusing, since elsewhere in the document "permit” is used in 
a different sense. 1 don’t think the intention is to describe the uses that are permitted in the sense of 
being allowed, but rather to describe the uses that are permitted in the sense that they are 
theoretically possible, and thus the terminology change.

Page: 4
[JAC3J The following language was originally in §2; it is a good statement, but I think it ought to be 
here in the preamble, since it didn 7 really follow in its original location.

Page: 4
[JAC4] I think the document reads better if §3 comes here, since this section has across the board 
requirements, which follow nicely from the discussion in the introductory paragraph. I also would 
suggest changing “expected capacity” to “expected density”, since (1) that’sreallywhatwe are' 
talking about, and (2) “density” is a term more familiar to readers than "capacity”.

Page: 5
[JAC5J This language is from HB 3065, codified at OPS 197.360(l)(a)(E).

Page: 5
[JAC6] As a placeholder, 1 would also suggest language restricting the ability of local processes, 
again such as design review, from increasing the cost of the project over a specified amount. One 
very common end run around density is for locals to approve the density but to load on so many 
conditions that the project becomes economically ridiculous - thus complying with the letter of the 
minimum density law, but trampling the spirit of it all to pieces.

Page: 5
[JAC7J This language is from elsewhere in this document andfrom HB 2709, codified at ORS 
197.296(7) My thinbng here is that it will do us little good if minimum densities are established 
which cannot be built due to topography, e-zones, storm water, and/or the market, and we ought to put 
in a cautionary note.

Page: 5
[JAC8J It would be very helpful to convert these figures to dwelling units per acre, since no one but a 
few Metro planners thinks in terms of persons per acre. For that matter, this document requires local 
governments to measure residential density in terms of “householdsper net developed acre” (lines 
233-234). Households, dwelling units, it doesn't matter, but not, repeat not, persons per acre. Pretty 
please.

Page: 6
[JAC9J The following way originally in §4, but it didn 7 seem to belong there. I moved it here, since 
the requirement that locals do something if they aren 7 hitting 80% seems more appropriate in this 
Section, where we are already giving them a bunch of work to do.



Page: 6
[JACIO] This language was originally in §5, but it seems to go better here, again since this is the 

' section where we are giving the locals their marching orders.

Page: 6
[JACil] I would propose deleting this provision as being redundant; we just told the locals to adopt a 
minimum density standard, so why let them off the hook by allowing them to essentially count it twice?

Page: 6
[JAC12] This section refers to both zoned and expected capacity, and labeling it in this fashion makes 
it clearer. Otherwise, there is confusion since the original title of the section doesn ‘t match up with 
the contents of the section.

Page: 7
[JAC13] It seems to me that many of the provisions of the original §5 really belong here, so I have cut 
and pasted them. As a matter of editorial convenience, I didn’t show them as deleted where I lifted 
them, but all provisions other than obvious redundancies have been reproduced.

Page: 8
[JAC14] The added language parallels that used in the minimum density section above, as well as state 
law.

Page: 9 \
[JAC15] The language in the footnote is, I think, consistent with what Table 1 is intended to be. If it is 
not, I would appreciate knowing what the correct answer is. In any event, there is a lot of 
misunderstanding out there about what Table 1 does, and clarification in this document will be most 
useful. I

Page: 10
[JAC16] The foregoing is my best effort at describing what exactly Table 1 is and what bearing it has 
on local government activity. 1 think that basically what we are trying to say to the locals is that they 
should rezone, upzone, fix their regulations ,andgenerally do what they can to increase density, then 
take a look at what they Vc done and see if it is sufficient to avoid a boundary move. I think that‘s 
what we are doing, and what 1 Ve written gets us there. I think.

Page: 29
[JAC17] I would like to ftnd another term for “exemption" - perhaps variance, or some such-because 
what the locals are really doing in Title 8 is not so much exempting themselvesfrom Metro 
requirements, but proposing the approval of a different way of achieving the same end. Maybe this is 
a picky point, but I thought 1 'd mention it.

Page: 30 _
[JAC18J A pure unadulterated policy issue: can we insert here an offramp for "we proposed it and 
the neighborhoods went nuts"? I know that we don 7 want to give the locals a chance to blink, but this 
is a real factor and will be dolled up as something else if we don 7 provide for it Maybe Metro would 
undertake to force the issue? Maybe we should leave it alone?

Page: 30
[JACI9] Is the grant of cm exemption tied to this? In other words, if Metro doesn 7 like what the locals 
recommended, does that have ary effect on the exemption? Maybe we should be clear about what this 
does or doesn’t do.



Page: 35
[JAC20] I would suggest using the statutory language makes the meaning clearer, or at least keeps the 
terminology consistent.

Page: 37
[JAC21] Doesn't seem to me that we need both, 'target densities' and 'target capacityas I’m not sure 
what the distinction is.

Page: 37
[JAC22] Just a quibble - doesn't Metro define vacant to include redevelopable, or did I miss a 
meeting?

Page: 38
[JAC23] Is there a distinction between "household" and "dwelling unit", or can we use the same 
term?
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Hillsdale Vision Group, Inc. 

6327 SW Capitol Hwy., #105 
Portland. OR 97201 

Tel. 246-0343 
FAX: 245-9561

September 5, 1996

Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232

Re: Region 2040 Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 

Honorable Metro Councilors:

The cover story in the current (September) issue of Atlantic Monthly magazine couldn’t be 
more pertinent to today’s Council hearing. The essay is about growth management and is 
entitled. "Home From Nowhere." It is written by James Howard Kunstler, author of The 
Geography of Nowhere. I submit the essay in its entirety for the record and I urge 
everyone to read it. 1 will quote the first two paragraphs:

• “Americans sense that something is wrong with the places where we 
live and work and go about our daily business. We hear this unhappiness 
expressed in phrases like “no sense of place" and “the loss of community."
We drive up and down the gruesome, tragic suburban boulevards of 
commerce, and we're overwhelmed at the fantastic, awesome, stupefying 
ugliness of absolutely everything in sight - the fry pits, the big-box stores, 
the office units, the lube joints, the carpet warehouses, the parking lagoons, 
the jive plastic townhouse clusters, the uproar of signs, the highway itself 
clogged with cars - as though the whole thing had been designed by some 
diabolical force bent on maiking human beings miserable. And naturally, 
this experience can make us feel glum about the nature and future of our 
civilization.

“When we drive around and look at all this cartoon architecture and 
other junk that we’ve smeared all over the landscape, we register it as 
ugliness. This ugliness is the surface expression of deeper problems - 
problems that relate to the issue of our national character. The highway 
strip is not just a sequence of eyesores. The pattern it represents is also 
economically catastrophic, an environmental calamity, socially devastating, 
and spiritually degrading.” (end of quote)

How did we get this way? Kunstler says it happened because of zoning regulations 
and the separation of uses. Kunstler says our zoning laws are essentially a manual of 
instructions for creating the stuff of our communities. And if you want to make your 
communjy better we must replace the old set of rules with an explicit new set.

That is what the Portland region is doing. We are getting rid of the old set of rules 
and adopting a new set.

The Hillsdale Vision Group is a nonprofit community organization in Southwest 
Portland that has been hard at work since April 1993 working to change our local strip 
commercial center into a more civic-minded, humane Town Center. We have applied the 
adage to think globally and act locally by applying the 2040 planning principles to our 
neighborhood.



Metro Council 
Septembers, 1996
Page Two

The Hillsdale Vision Group believes it is critical for Metro to adopt the Urban 
Growth Management Functional Plan in order to maintain and enhance our regional quality 
of life. It is essential that we protect farm and forest land, water quality and wildlife 
habitat. We support a compact urban form, transportation alteiAatives to the SOV, and no 
expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary. / \

a^AThank you for the opportunity to comment. air

S^erely,

X/\/ Jay lilower. Presidentu
/Enclosure



Creating Someplace

Almost everywhere in the United States laws prohib
it building the kinds of places that Americans them- 
. selves consider authentic and traditional. Laws pre

vent the building of places that human beings can feel good 
in and can afford to live in. Laws forbid us to build places 
that are worth caring about.

Is Main Street your idea of a nice business district? Sorry, 
your zoning laws won’t let you build it, or even extend it 
where it already exists. Is Elm Street your idea of a nice 
place to live—you know, houses with front porches on a 
tree-lined street? Sorry, Elm Street cannot be assembled un
der the rules of large-lot zoning and modem traffic engineer
ing. All you can build where I live is another version of Los 
Angeles—the zoning laws say so.

This is not a gag. Our zoning laws are essentially a manual 
of instructions for creating the stuff of our communities. Most 
of these laws have been in place only since the Second World 
War. For the previous 300-odd years of American history we 

• didn’t have zoning laws. We had a popular consensus about 
the right way to assemble a town or a city. Our best Main 
Streets and Elm Streets were created not by municipal ordi
nances but by cultural agreement. Everybody agreed that 
buildings on Main Street ought to be more than one story tall; 
that comer groceries were good to have in residential neigh
borhoods; that streets ought to intersect with other streets to 
facilitate movement; that sidewalks were necessary, and that 
orderly rows of trees planted along them made the sidewalks 
much more pleasant; that roofs should be pitched to shed rain 
and mow; that doors should be conspicuous, so that one could 
easily find the entrance to a building; that windows should be 
vertical, to dignify a house. Everybody agreed that communi
ties needed different kinds of housing to meet the needs of dif
ferent kinds of families and individuals, and the market was 
allowed to supply them. Our great-grandparents didn’t have to 
argue endlessly over these matters of civic design. Nor did 
they have to reinvent dvic design every fifty years because no 
one could remember what had been agreed on.

Everybody agreed that both private and public buildings 
should be oniameated md.embellished to honor the public 
realm of fire street, so town halls,- firehouses, banks, and 
home* were built drat today are on the National Register of 
Hhctnrie Places. We can’t replicate any of that stuff. Our laws 
actually forbid it Want to build a bank in Anytown, USA? 
Fine. Make sure that it’s surrounded by at least an acre of 
puking, and that it’s set back firom the street at least seventy- 
five, fixt (Of course, it will be one story.) The instructions 
for a diurch or a mufP.er shop are identicaL That’s exactly 
what your laws tell you to build. If you deviate from the tem
plate, you will not receive a building permit 

Therefore, if you want to make your community better, be- 
^ at once by throwing out your zoning laws. Don’t revise

50

them—get rid of them. Set them on fire if possible and make a 
public ceremony of it; public ceremony is a great way to an
nounce the birth of a new consensus. While you’re at it. throw 
out your “master plan” too. It’s invariably just as bad. Replace 
these things with a traditional town-planning ordinance that 
prescribes a more desirable everyday environment.

The practice of zoning started early in the twentieth cen
tury. at a time when industry had reached an enormous scale. 
The noisy, smelly, dirty operations of gigantic factories came 
to overshadow and oppress all other aspects of city life, and 
civic authorities decided that they had to be separated from 
everything else, especially re.sidcntial neighborhoods. One 
could say that single-use zoning, as it came to be called, was 
a reasonable response to the social and economic experiment 
called industrialism.

After the Second World War, however, that set of ideas 
was taken to an absurd extreme. Zoning itself began to over
shadow all the historic elements of civic art and civic life. 
For instance, because the democratic masses of people used 
their cars to shop, and masses of cars required parking lots, 
shopping was declared an obnoxious industrial activity 
around which people shouldn’t be allowed to live. This tend
ed to destroy age-old physical relationships between shop
ping and living, as embodied, say, in Main Street.

What zoning produces is suburban sprawl, which must be 
understood as the product of a particular set of instructions. 
Its chief characteristics are the strict separation of human ac
tivities, mandatory driving to get from one activity to another, 
and huge supplies of free parking. After all, the basic idea of 
zoning is that every activity demands a separate zone of its 
own. For people to live around shopping would be harmful 

" and indecent Better not even to allow them within walking 
distance of it They’ll need their cars to haul all that stuff 
home anyway. While we’re at it, let’s separate the homes by 
income gradients. Don’t let the $75,000-a-year families live 
near the $200,000-a-year families—they’ll bring down prop
erty values—and for God’s sake don’t let a $25,000-a-year 
recent college graduate or a $19,000-a-year widowed grand
mother on Sodal Security live nw any of them. There goes 

. the neighborhood! Now put all the workplaces in separate of
fice “parks? or industrial w[»rks,’’and. make sure nobody can 
walk to them either. As for public squared parks, and die 
like—forget it We can’t afford diem, because we spent an our 
funds paving die four-lane highways and collector roads and. 
parking lots, and laying sewer and water lines out to the hous
ing subdivisions, and iuiing traffic cops to regulate the move
ment of people in their cars going back and forth among these 
segregated activities.- ‘

The model of die human habitat dictated by zoning is a 
formless, soul-less, amteriess, demoralizing mess. It bank
rupts famines and townships. It disables whole classes of de
cent, normal citizens. It ruins the air we breathe. It corrupts 
and deadens our spirit

8BPTEM BBR 1898



What’s Wrong With 
This Picture?
The town below seems like a pleasant 
place to live. What follows are regulato
ry obstacles that the building of such a 
town today might encounter—a compos
ite from communities across the country.

Tlic Violations:
1. Stores too convenient for local resi

dents. Newly erected commercial 
buildings must often be in a 

zone separate from resi-

dential areas, and thus accessible to most 
people only by car.
2. Arboreal interference. Traffic depart
ments in many cases deem curbside trees 
hazardous to motorists.
S. No parallel parking allowed. The 
preference has shifted to off-street lots 
and driveways.
4. Not enough parking. Typically, three 
to five parking spaces arc required per 
1,000 .square feel of commercial space. 
Many commercial buildings today may 
not be more than one .story, high because 
they don’t have enough parking space 
to be taller.

Houses too close together. These 
structures violate minimum side-setback 
requirements. In many residential areas 
there must be at least twenty feet 
between dwellings, eliminating the pos
sibility of row hou.ses.
<5. House too small. Many newer com
munities have minimum-.square-footage 
requirements, which effectively dictate 
that only people of a certain income 
level may live there.
7. Park too small. New parks must fre
quently meet a minimum-size test; main
taining one big park is cheaper than 
maintaining several smaller ones.

m
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8. Sidewalk. caK not allowed. Restau
rateurs and other vendors may be subject 
to a variety of sidewalk restrictions.
9. Street too narrow. It must be consid
ered wide enough for large fire trucks to 
maneuver.
10. School too close to town. Segregated- 
land-use practices may confine education,

religion, and business to distinct 
zones.
11. Apartments above commer
cial space. They violate com
mon “single-use” provisions. 
12. Sidewalk too narrow. Five 
feet is a typical requirement.

i:j. Group housing. In some places there 
arc sharp limits on the number of unre
lated people who may live together in a 
single dwelling unit.
14. Aesthetic deviance. Communities 
often have regulations governing the size 
of signs and sometimes even the size and 
style of the lettering.
I.1). Too many buildings. In certain zones 
less than half and sometimes as little as 
one fifth of the area may be occupied by 
structures.
1(». Cupolas and steeples not allowed. 
Tliese are frequently ruled out by maxi- 
mum-height stipulations.

17. No driveway. Individual dwellings 
may be required to have at least two off- 
street parking spaces.
18. Illegal fence. Ordinances often cover 
the permissible size and placement of 
fences in front yards.
HI. No perpendicular signs allowed. 
Such signs arc commonly deemed an 
intrusion ora menace.
20. Not allowed to run a business out 
of a house. Doctors, dentists, and gallery 
owners (and lemonade vendors?) beware.
21. House loo close to road. Setback 
rules bar loo-snug relationships between 
residences and the sidewalk.

•v-m-
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Commercial sprawl

Apartment complex

The construction in
dustry likes it, because 
it requires stupendous 
amounts of cement, as
phalt, and steel and a lot of 
heavy equipment and per
sonnel to push all this stuff 
into place. Car dealers 
love it Politicians used to 
love it, because it pro
duced big short-term prof
its and short-term revenue 
gains, but now they’re all 
mixed up about it because 
the voters who live in sub
urban sprawl don’t want 
more of the same built 
around them—which im
plies that at some dark 
level suburban-sprawl 
dwellers are quite con
scious of sprawl’s short
comings. They have a 
word for it: “growth.”
They’re now ^against 
growth. Their lips curl 
when they utter the word.
They sense that new con
struction is only going to 
make the place where 
they live worse. They’re 
convinced that the future 
is going to be worse than 
the past. And they’re 
right, because the future 
has been getting worse 
throughout their lifetime.
Growth means only mote
trafSc, bigger parking lots, and buildings ever bigger and ugli
er than die monstrosities of die sixties, seventies, and eighties.

So they become nimbys (“not in my back yard”) and 
BANANAS (“build absolutely nothing anywhere near any
thing If they’re successful in their NiMBYism, they’ll use- 
their town govenmient to torture dcvclc^jcrs (people who cre
ate growdi) with layer upon layer of bureaucratic rigmarole, 
so diat only a certified masochist would apply to build some- ' 
thing there. Eventually the unwanted growth leapfiogs over 
them to cheap, vacant rural land farther out, and then all the 
new commuters in the farther-out suburb choke the ntmbys’ 
roads anyway, to get to the easting mall in NiMBY^Ue.

Unfortunately, die nimbys! don’t have a better model in 
mind. They go to better places on holiday weekends—Nan
tucket, SL Augustine, little New England towns—but they

54

Housing subdivision

City blocks
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Small town

think of these places as 
special exceptions. It nev
er occurs to NIMBY tour
ists that their own home 
places could be that good 
too. Make Massapequa 
like Nantucket? Where 
would I park? Exactly.

These special places are 
modeled on a pre-automo
bile template. They were 
designed for a human 
scale and in some respects 
maintained that way. Such 
a thing is unimaginable to 
us today. We must design 
for the automobile, be
cause ... because all our 
laws and habits tell us we 
must. Notice that you can 
get to all these special 
places in your car. It’s just 
a nuisance to use the car 
while you’re there—so 
you stash it someplace for 
the duration of your visit 
and get around perfectly 
happily on foot, by bicy
cle, in a cab, or on public 
transit The same is true, 
by the way, of London, 
Paris, and Venice.
. The future will not al
low us to continue using 
cars the way we’ve been 
accustomed to in the un
precedented conditions of 
the late twentieth century. 

So, whether we adore suburbia or not, we’re going to have to 
live differently. Rather than being a tragedy, this is actually an 
extremely judey situation, a wonderful opportunity, beeano! 
we are how free to redesign our everyday world in a way diat 
is going to make all classes of Americans much happier: We 
do not have to come up with tools and techniques never 
before. The principles of town planning can be found in ex
cellent books written before the Secotxl World War: Three-di- 
mensional models of the kinds of places that can result from 
these principles exist in the form of historic towns and cities. 
In fact, after two generations of architectural amnesia, this 
knowledge has been reinrtalled in the brains of professional 
designers in active practice all over the country, and tfaese.de- 
signers have already begun to create an alternate model of the 
human habitat for the twenty-first century.

SerTEMBBB l*t«



•. What’s missing is a more widespread consensus—a cul
tural agreement—in favor of the new model, and the will to 
go forward with it. Large numbers of ordinary citizens 
haven t heard the news. They’re stuck in old habits and 
stuck in the psychology of previous investment; political 
leadership reflects this all over America. NIMBYism is one of 
the results, a form of hysterical cultural paralysis. Don't 
build anything! Don’t change anything! The consensus that 
exists, therefore, is a consensus of fear, and that is obviously 
not good enough: We need a consensus of hope.

In the absence of a widespread consensus about how to 
build a better everyday environment, we’ll have to replace the 
old set of rules with an explicit new set—or, to put it a slightly 
different way, replace zoning laws with principles of civic art. 
It will take time for these principles to become second nature 
again, to become common sense. It may not happen at all, in 
which case we ought to be very concerned. In the event that 
this body of ideas gains widespread acceptance, think of all 
the time and money we’ll save! No more endless nights down 
at the zoning board watching the NtMBYs scream at the mall 
developers. No more real-estate-related lawsuits. We will have 
time, instead, to become better people and to enjoy our lives 
on a planet full of beauty and mystery. Here, then, are some of 
the things citizens will heed to know in order to create a new 
model for the everyday environment of America.

The New Urbanism
The principles apply equally to villages, towns, and 

cities. Most of them apply even to places of extraor
dinarily high density, like Manhattan, with added pro

visions that I will not go into here, in part because special 
cases like Manhattan are so rare, and in part because I be

lieve that the scale of even our greatest cities will necessari
ly have to become smaller in the future, at no loss to their 
dynamism (London and Paris are plenty dynamic, with few 
buildings over ten stories high).

The pattern under discussion here has been called vari
ously neo-traditional planning, traditional neighborhood 
development, low-density urbanism, transit-oriented devel
opment, the new urbanism, and just plain civic art. Its prin
ciples produce settings that resemble American towns from 
prior to the Second World War.

1. The basic unit of planning is the neighborhood. A 
neighborhood sUnding alone is a hamlet or village. A cluster 
of neighborhoods becomes a town. Clusters of a great many 
neighborhoods become a city. The population of a neighbor
hood can vary depending on local conditions.

2. The neighborhood is limited in physical size, with 
well-defined edges and a focused center. The size of a neigh
borhood is defined as a five-minute walking distance (or a 
quarter mile) from the edge to the center and a ten-minute 
walk edge to edge. Human scale is the standard for propor
tions in buildings and their accessories. Automobiles and 
other wheeled vehicles are permitted, but they do not take 
precedence over human needs, including aesthetic needs. 
The neighborhood contains a public-transit stop.

3. The secondary units of planning are corridors and dis
tricts. Corridors form the boundaries between neighbor
hoods, both connecting and defining them. Corridors can in
corporate natural features like streams and canyons. They 
can take the form of parks, nature preserves, travel corridors; 
railroad lines, or some combination of these. In towns and 
cities a neighborhood or parts of neighborhoods can com
pose a district Districts are made up of streets or ensembles 
of streets where special activities get preferential treatment.
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In America the utreet 
/* the prc-emincnl 
kind of public tpace 
and Alain SIreel Is llie 
pre-eminent kind of 
street. Italldlngs meet 
the sldeu'atk edge, 
forming a wall that 
glees Main Street the 
feeling of an outdoor 
room. 1‘eople can live 
and work In the 
upper stories above 
the shopping

The French Quarter of New Orleans is an example of a dis
trict It is a whole neighborhood dedicated to entertainment, 
in which housing, shops, and offices are also integral. A cor
ridor can also be a district—for instance, a major shopping 
avenue between adjoining neighborhoods.

4. The neighborhood is emphatically mixed-use and pro
vides housing for people with different incomes. Buildings 
may be various in function but must be compatible with one 
another in size and in their relatioii to the street The needs of 
daily life are. accessible within the five-minute walk. Com
merce is integrated with residential, business, and even manu
facturing use, though not necessarily on the same street in a 
given neighborhood. Apartments are permitted over stores. 
Forms of housing are mixed, including apartments, duplex 
and single-family houses, accessory apartments, and outbuild
ings. (Over time streets will inevitably evolve to become less 
or more desirable. But attempts to preserve property values 
by mandating minimum-square-footage requirements, out
lawing rental apartments, or formulating other strategies to 
exclude lower-income residents must be avoided. Even the 
best streets in the world’s best towns can accommodate peo
ple of various incomes.) ..

5. Buildings are disciplined on their lots in order to define 
public space nxxessfully. The street is understood to be the 
pre-eminent form of public space, and the buildings that de
fine it are expected to honor and embellish it

6. The street pattern is conceived as a network in order to 
create the greatest number of alternative routes fiom one part 
of the nei^ibofbood to another. This has the beneficial effect 
of relieving traffic cengestion. The network may be a grid. 
Networks based on a grid must be modified by parks, squares, 
diagonals, T intersections, rotaries, and other devices that re
lieve the grid's tendency to monotonous regularity. The streets 
exist in a hierarchy fiom broad boulevards to narrow lanes and
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alleys. In a town or a city limited-access highways may exist 
only within a corridor, preferably in the form of parkways. 
Cul-de-sacs arc strongly discouraged except under extraor
dinary circumstances—for example, where rugged topogra
phy requires them.

7. Civic buildings, such as town halls, churches, schools, li
braries, and museums, are placed on preferential building 
sites, such as the frontage of squares, in neighborhood cen
ters, and where street vistas terminate, in order to serve as 
landmarks and reinforce their symbolic importance. Buildings 
define parks and squares, which are distributed throughout the 
neighborhood and appropriately designed for recreation, re
pose, periodic cormnercial uses, and special events such as po
litical meetings, concerts, theatricals, exhibitions, and fairs. 
Because streets will differ in importance, scale, and quality, 
what is appropriate for a part of town with small houses may 
not be appropriate as the town’s main shopping street. These 
distinctions are properly expressed by physical design.

8. In the absence of a consensus about the appropriate 
decoration of buildings, an architectural code may be de
vised to establish some fundamental unities of massing, fen
estration, materials, and roof pitch, within which many vari
ations may function harmoniously.

Under the regime of zoning and the professional overspe
cialization that it fostered, all streets were made as wide as 
possible because the specialist in charge—the traffic engi
neer—was concerned solely with die movement of cars and 
trucks. In the process much of the traditional decor that 
made streets pleasant for people was gotten rid of. For in
stance, street trees were eliminated. Orderly rows of mature 
trees can improve even the most dismal street by softening 
hard edges and sunblasted bleakness. Under postwar engi- 
neenng standards street trees were deemed a hazard to mo
torists and chopped down in many American towns.
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Accoiiiniodaling
Automobiles

The practice of maximizing car movement at the ex
pense of all other concerns was applied with particu
lar zeal to suburban housing subdivisions. Suburban 

streets were given the characteristics of county highways, 
though children played in them. Suburban developments no
toriously lack parks. The spacious private lots were sup
posed to make up for the lack of parks, but children have a 
tendency to play in the street anyway—bicycles and roller 
skates.don’t work well on the lawn. Out in the subdivisions, 
where trees along the sides of streets were often expressly 
forbidden, we sec those asinine exercises in romantic land
scaping that attempt to recapitulate the forest primeval in 
clumps of ornamental juniper. In a setting so inimical to 
walking, sidewalks were often deemed a waste of money.

In the new urbanism the meaning of the street as the es
sential fabric of the public realm is restored. The space cre
ated is understood to function as an outdoor room, and build
ing fa9ades are understood to be street walls.

Thoroughfares are distinguished by their character as well 
as by their capacity. The hierarchy of streets begins with the 
boulevard, featuring express lanes in the center, local lanes 
on the sides, and tree-planted medians between the express 
and local lanes, with parallel parking along all curbs. Next in 
the hierarchy is the multilane'avenue with a median. Then 
comes a main shopping street, with no median.-This is fol
lowed by two or more orders of ordinary streets (apt to be 
residential in character), and finally the lane or alley, which 
intersects blocks and becomes the preferred location for 
garages and accessory apartments.

Parallel parking is emphatically permitted along the curbs 
of all streets, except under the most extraordinary conditions. 
Parallel padcing is desirable for two reasons: parked cars cre
ate a physical barrier and psychological buffer that protects 
pedestrians on the sidewalk from moving vehicles; and a rich 
supply of parallel parking can eliminate the need for parking 
lots, which are extremely destructive of the civic fabric. 
Anyone who thinks that parallel parking “ruins" a residential 
street should take a look at some of the most desirable teal 
estate in America: Georgetown, Beacon Hill, Nob Hill, Alex
andria, Charleston, Savannah, ArmapoUs, Princeton, Green
wich Village, Marblehead. All permit parallel parking.

Residential streets can and should be narrower than cur
rent specifications permit In general, cars need not move at 
speeds greater than 20 m.p Jl within a neighborhood. High
er speeds can be reserved for boulevards or parkways, which 
occupy corridors. Within neighborhoods the explicit intent is 
to calm and tame vehicular traffic. This is achieved by the 
use of corners with sharp tuming'radii, partly textured pave
ments, and T intersMtions. The result of these practices is a 
more civilized street
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Even under ideal circumstances towns and cities will have 
some streets that are better than others. Over time streets 
tend to sort themselves out in a hierarchy of quality as well 
as size. The new urbanism recognizes this tendency, espe
cially in city commercial districts, and designates streets A 
or B. B streets may contain less-desirable structures—for in
stance, parking-garage entrances, pawnshops, a homeless 
shelter, a Burger King—without disrupting the A streets in 
proximity. This does not mean that B streets are allowed to 
be deliberately squalid. Even here the public realm deserves 
respect. Cars are still not given dominion. A decent standard 
of detailing applies to B streets with respect to sidewalks, 
lighting, and even trees.

Properly Values and 
Affordable Housing

ZONING required the artificial creation of “affordable 
housing," because the rules of zoning prohibited the 
very conditions that formerly made housing available 

to all income groups and integrated it into the civic fabric. 
Accessory apartments became illegal in most neighborhoods, 
particularly in new suburbs. Without provision for apart
ments, an unmarried sixth-grade schoolteacher could not 
afford to live near the children she taught. Nor could the 
housecleaner and the gardener—they had to commute for 
half an hour from some distant low-income ghetto. In many 
localities apartments over stores were also forbidden under 
the zoning laws. Few modem shopping centers are more than 
one stoiy in height, and I know of ho suburban malls that in
corporate housing. In eliminating arrangements like these we 

'have eliminated the most common form of affordable hous
ing, found virtually all over the rest of the world. By zoning 
these things out, we’ve zoned out Main Street, USA.

The best way to make housing affordable is to build or re
store compact, mixed-use, traditional American neighbor
hoods. The way to preserve property values is to recognize 
that a house is part of a community, not an isolated object, 
and to make sure that the community maintains high stan
dards of civic amcnity in the form of walkable streets and 
easy access to shops, recreation, culture, and public beauty.

Towns built before the Second World War contain more- 
desirable and less-desirable residential streets, but even the 
best can have income-integrated housing. A $350,000 house 
can exist next to a $180,0(X) house with a $600-a-month 
garage apartment (which has the added benefit of helping the 
homeowner pay a substantial portion of his mortgage). Such 
a street might house two millionaires, eleven professionals, a 
dozen wage workers, sixteen children, three full-time moth
ers, a college student, two grandmothers on Social Security, 
and a bachelor fireman. That is a street that will maintain its 
value and bring people of different ages and occupations into 
informal contact
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L
Density, Not Congestion

1 ONGESTION” was the scare word of the past, as 
“growth” is the scare word of our time. The fear of 

1 congestion sprang from the atrocious conditions 
in urban slums at the turn of the century. The Lower East 
Side of Manhattan in 1900 is said to have contained more in
habitants per square mile than are found in modern-day Cal
cutta. If crowding had been confined to the slums, it might 
not have made such an impact on the public imagination.. 
But urban congestion was aggravated by the revolutionary 
effects of the elevator, the office skyscraper, the sudden mass 
replication of large apartment buildings, and the widespread 
introduction of the automobile. These innovations drastical
ly altered the scale and tone of city life. Within a generation 
cities went from being dynamic to being—or at least seem
ing—frighteningly overcrowded. Those with the money to 
commute were easily persuaded to get out, and thus in the 
1920s came the first mass evacuation to new suburbs, reach
able primarily by automobile. The movement was slowed by 
the Great Depression and then by the Second World War.

The memory of all that lingers. Tremendous confusion 
about density and congestion persists in America today, even 
though most urban areas and even many small towns (like 
my own) now suffer from density deficits. Too few people 
live, and businesses operate, at the core to maintain the syn
ergies necessary for civic life. The new urbanism proposes a 
restoration of synergistic density, within reasonable limits. 
These limits are controlled by building size. The new urban
ism calls for higher density—more houses per acre, closer 
together—than zoning does. However, the new urbanism is 
modeled not on the urban slum but on the traditional Amer
ican town. This is not a pattern of life that should frighten 
reasonable people. Millions pay forty dollars a day to walk 
through a grossly oversimplified version of it at Disney 
World. It conforms exactly to their most cherished fantasies 
about the ideal living arrangement.

Houses may be freestanding in the new urbanism, but 
their lots are smaller than those in sprawling subdivisions. 
Streets of connected row houses are also deemed desirable. 
Useless front lawns are often eliminated. The new urbanism 
compensates for this loss by providing squares, parks, 
greens, and other useful, high-quality civic amenities. The 
new urbanism also creates streets of beauty and character.

This model does not suffer from congestion. Occupancy 
laws remain in force—sixteen families aren’t jammed into 
one building, as in the tenements of yore. Back yards pro
vide plenty of privacy, and houses can be large and spacious 
on their lots. People and cars are able to circulate freely in 
the network of streets. The car is not needed for trips to the 
store, the school, or other local places. This pattern encour
ages good connections between people and their commercial 
and cultural institutions.
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The crude street pattern of zoning, with its cul-de-sacs and 
collector streets, actually promotes congestion, because ab
solutely every trip out of the single-use residential pod must 
be made by car onto the collector street. The worst conges
tion in America today takes place not in the narrow streets of 
traditional neighborhoods such as Georgetown and Alexan
dria but on the six-lane collector struts of Tysons Comer, 
Virginia, and other places created by zoning. Because of the 
extremely poor connectivity inherent in them, such products 
of zoning have much of the infrastructure of a city and the 
culture of a backwater.

Composing a Sired Wall

IN order for a street to achieve the intimate and welcom
ing quality of an outdoor room, the buildings along it 
must compose a suitable street wall. Whereas they may 

vary in style and expression, some fundamental agreement, 
some unity, must pull buildings into alignment. Think of one 
of those fine side streets of row houses on the Upper East 
Side of New York. They may express in masonry every his
torical fantasy from neo-Egyptian to Ruskinian Gothic. But 
they are all close to the same height, and even if their win
dows don’t line up precisely, they all run to four or five sto
ries. They all stand directly along the sidewalk. They share 
materials: stone and brick. They are not interrupted by va
cant spaces or parking lots. About half of them arc homes; 
the rest may be diplomatic offices or art galleries. The vari
ous uses co-exist in harmony. The same may be said of 
streets on Chicago’s North Side, in Savannah, on Beacon 
Hill, in Georgetown, in Pacific Heights, and in many other 
ultra-desirable neighborhoods across the country. .

Sinularly, buildings must be sized in proportion to the width 
of the street Low buildings do a poor job of defining streets, 
especially overly wide streets, as anyone who has been on a 
postwar commercial highway strip can tell. The road is too 
wide and the cars go too fast The parking lots are fearsome 
wastelands. 'The buildings themselves are barely visible—that 
is why gigantic internally lit signs are necessary. The relation
ship between buildings and space fails utterly in this case. In 
many residential suburbs, too, the buildings do a poor job of 
defining space. The houses are low; the front lawns and streets 
ate too wide. Sidewalks and orderly tows of trees are absent 
The space between the houses is an incomprehensible abyss.

The new urbanism advances specific solutions for these 
ills—botfi for existing towns and cities and to mitigate the cur
rent problems of the suburbs. Commerce is removed firom the 
highway strip and reassembled in a town or neighborhood 
center. The buildings that house commerce are required to be 
at least two stories high and may be lugher, and this has the 
additional benefit of establishing apartments and offices above 
the shops to bring vitality, along with extra rents, to the center. 
Buildings on designated shopping streets near the center
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arc encouraged to house retail businesses on the ground floor.
A bulld-to line determines how close buildings will stand to 

the street and promotes regular alignment. Zoning has a seem
ingly similar feature called the setback line, but it is intended 
to keep buildings far away from the street in order to create 
parking lots, particularly in front, where parking lots are con
sidered to be a WELCOME sign to motorists. When buildings 
stand in isolation like this, the unfortunate effect is their com
plete failure to deflne space: the abyss. In the new urbanism 
the build-to line is meant to ensure the opposite outcome: the 
positive deflnition of space by pulling buildings forward to 
the streeL If parking lots are necessary, they should be be
hind the buildings, in the middle of the block, where they 
will not disrupt civic life.

Additional rules gov- 
em building height, re
cess lines according to 
which upper stories may 
be set back, and transi
tion lines, which denote 
a distinction between 
ground floors for retail 
use and upper floors for 
offices and apartments.
(Paris, under Baron Hauss- 
mann, was coded for an 
eleven-meter-high transi
tion line, which is one 
reason for the phenome
nal unity and character of 
Parisian boulevards.)

In traditional American 
town planning the stan
dard increments for lots 
have been based on twen
ty-five feet of street front
age, which have allowed 
for twenty-five-foot row 
houses and storefronts, 
and fifty-, seventy-five-, 
and 100-foot lots for free-. 
standing bouses. Unfortu
nately, the old standard is
sligfady out of vdiack with what is needed to park cars effi
ciently. Therefore, under the new urbanism lot size will be 
based on the rod (sixteen and a half feet), a classic unit of 
measurement. This allows for a minimum townhouse lot of 
sixteen and a half feet, which has room for parking one car in 
the rear (off an alley) plus a few feet for pedestrians to walk 
around the can The 13-rod townhouse lot permits two cars to 
park in the rear. The two-rod lot allows for a townhouse with 
parking for two cars plus a small side yard. Three rods allows 
for a standard detached house with on-site parking in different
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configurations. The four-rod lot provides room for a very large 
detached building (house, shops, offices, or apartments) with 
parking for as many as ten cars in the rear. The issue of a stan
dard increment based on the rod is far from settled. Some 
new-urbanist practitioners recommend an adjustable standard 
of twelve to eighteen feet, based on local conditions.

The new urbanism recognizes zones of transition between 
the public realm of the street and the semi-private realm of the 
shop or the private realm of the house. (In the world of zoning 
this refinement is nonexistent.) Successful transitions are 
achieved by regulating such devices as the arcade, the store
front, the dooryard, the ensemble of porch and fence, even the 
front lawn. These devices of transition soften the visual and

m

I?

The tidewalk It an 
entemble, including 
more than the 
pedetlrlan path Itself: 
a planting strip 
with orderly rows of 
trees and a curb 
that can accommodate 
parked cars alto 
contribute to the 
safety of pedestrians

psycholo^cal hard edges of die everyday world, allowing us 
to move between these zones with appropriate degrees of ease 
or friction. (They are therefore at odds with the harsh geome
tries and polished surfaces of Modernism.)

The arcade, for instance, affords shelter along the sidewalk 
on a street of shops. It is especially desirable in southern cli
mates where both harsh sunlight and frequent downpours oc
cur. The arcade must shelter the entire sidewalk, not just a por
tion of it, or else it tends to become an obstacle rather tiian an 
amenity. Porches on certain streets may be required to be set
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back no more than a “conver
sational distance” from the 
sidewalk, to aid communica
tion between the public and 
private realms. The low picket 
fence plays its part in the en
semble as a gentle physical 
barrier, reminding pedestrians 
that the zone between the side
walk and the porch is private 
while still permitting verbal 
and visual communication. In 
some conditions a front lawn is 
appropriate. Large, ornate civic 
buildings often merit a lawn, 
because they cannot be visually 
comprehended close up. Man
sions merit setbacks with lawns 
for similar reasons.

Arcliilecfural
Codes

The foregoing presents 
the “urban code” of the 
new urbanism, but ar

chitectural codes operate at a 
more detailed and refined lev
el. In theory a good urban 
code alone can create the con
ditions that make civic life 
possible, by holding to a stan
dard of excellence in a town’s 
basic design framework. Ar
chitectural codes establish a 
standard of excellence for in- 
dividual buildings, particular
ly the surface details. Vari
ances to codes may be granted 
pn the basis of architectural 
merit The new urbanism does 
not favor any particular style.

Nowadays bouses are often 
designed from the inside out A 
married cocplc wants a fanlight 
window over the bed, or a little 
octagonal window over the 
Jacuzzi, and a builder or archi
tect designs the room around 
that wish. This approach does 
not take into account how the 
house will end up looking on 
the outside. The outside ceases
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Vertical windows frame the human figure in an upright, neutral, 
and dignified way^rejlecting back the human qualities that we 
project on houses to begin with

Horizontol windows frame the human figure in a way that 
implicitly emphasizes the nonpublic and intimate

REGULATING LINES PROVIDE
Visual AGREEMENT

In older houses Inrislble diagonals (broken tine) regulate the
proportions of doors asul windows, Sodet how many points line 
up along the regulating lines, producing visual agreement that 
pleases the human eye

In the postwar suburban house the Invisible diagonals do a poor 
job of reguladng proportions

to matter. This is socially uhde- 
sirable. It degrades the com
munity. It encourages people to 
stay inside, lessening surveil
lance on the street, reducing 
opportunities for making con
nections, and in the long term 
causing considerable damage 
to the everyday environment

The new urbanism declares 
that the outside does maner, so 
a few simple rules re-establish 
the necessary design discipline 
for individual buildings. For 
example, a certain proportion 
of each exterior wall will be 
devoted to windows. Suddenly 
houses will no longer look like 
television sets, where only the 
front matters. Another rule 
may state that windows must 
be vertical or square, not hori
zontal—because horizontal 
windows tend to subvert the 
inherent dignity of the stand
ing human figure. This rule re
instates a basic principle of ar
chitecture that, unfortunately, 
has been abandoned or forgot
ten in America—and has re
sulted in millions of terrible- 
looking houses.

Likewise, the front porch is 
an important and desirable ele
ment in some neighborhobds. 
A porch less than six fcct dccp 
is useless except for storage, 
because it provides too little 
room for furniture and the cir
culation of human bodies. 
Builders tack on inadequate 
porches as a sales ginunick to 
enhance “curb appeaL” so that 
the real-estate agent can drive 
up with the customer and say, 
“Look, a front porch!” The 
porch becomes a cartoon fea
ture of the house, like the little 
fake cupola on the'garage. 
This saves the builders money 
in time and materials. Perhaps 
they assume that the street will 
be too repulsive to sit next to.
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• Why do builders even bother with pathetic-looking car
toon porches? Apparently Americans need at least the idea 
of a porch to be reassured, symbolically, that they’re decent 
people living in a decent place. But the cartoon porch only 
compounds the degradation of the public realm.

In America today flat roofs are the norm in commercial con
struction. This is a legacy of Modernism, and we’re suffering 
because of it The roofscapes of our communities are boring 
and dreary as well as vulnerable to leakage or collapse in the 
face of heavy rain or snow. An interesting roofscape can be a 
joy—and a life worth living is composed of many joys. Once 
Modernism had expanded beyond Europe to America, it de
veloped a hidden agcnda:.to give developers a moral and intel
lectual justification for puning up cheap buildings. One of the 
best ways to save money on a building is to put a flat roof on it

Aggravating matters was the tendency in postwar Ameri
ca to regard buildings as throwaway commodities, like cars.’

Colonial, or whatever—though they certainly could if they 
were sufficiently detailed and rigorous. But style is emphati
cally not the point The point is to achieve a standard of ex
cellence in design for the benefit of the community as a whole. 
Is anything wrong with standards of excellence? Should we 
continue the experiment of trying to live without them?

Ceding (he Rules Cliaiiged
Replacing the crude idiocies of zoning with true 

civic art has proved to be a monumentally difficult 
task. It has been attempted in many places around the 

United States over the past fifteen years, mainly by develop
ers, professional town planners, and architects who are mem
bers of the new-urbanist movement. They have succeeded in 
a few places. The status quo has remarkable staying power, 
no matter how miserable it makes people, including the local

An arehlteclural 
code ettablhshes 

tome fundamental 
unllle* of design 

within which many 
' personal tastes 

may be expressed,-as 
In these facades

That flat roofs began to leak after a few years didn’t matter; 
by then the building was a candidate for demolition. That at
titude has now infected all architecture and development 
Low standards that wouldn’t have been acceptable in our 
grandparents’ day, when this was a less affluent country, are 
today perfectly normal The new urbanism seeks to redress 
this substandard normality. It recognizes that a distinctive 
loofline is architecturally appropriate and spiritually desir
able in the everyday environment Pitched roofs and their ac
cessories, including towers, are favored explicitly by codes. 
Roofing materials can also bo specified if a community 
wants a high standard of construction.

Architectural codes should be viewed as a supplement to 
an urban code. Architectural codes are not intended to impose 
a particular style on a neighborhood—Victorian, neoclassical.
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officials who support it and who have to live in the same junk 
environment as everybody else. An enormous entrenched su- 
perstructure-of bureaucratic agencies at state and federal lev
els also supports zoning and its accessories. Departments of 
transportation, the Federal Housing Administration, the vari
ous tax agencies, and so on all have a long-staixling stake in 
policies that promote and heavily subsidize suburban sprawL 
They’re not going to renounce those policies without a strug
gle. Any change in a rule about land developmenf makes or 
breaks people who seek to become millionaires. Ban sprawl, 

■ and some guy who bought twenty acres to build a strip mall 
is out of business, while somebody else with three weed- 
filled lots downtown suddenly has more-valuable property.

I believe that we have entered a kind of slow-motion cultur
al meltdown, owing largely to our living habits, though many
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ordinary Americans wouldn’t agree. They may or may not be 
doing all right in the changing economy, but they have person
al and psychological investments in going about business as 
usual. Many Americans have chosen to live in suburbia out of 
a historic antipathy for life in the city and particularly a fear of 
the underclass that has come to dwell there. They would soon
er move to the dark side of the moon than consider city life.

Americans still have considerable affection for small 
towns, but small towns present a slightly different problem: 
in the past fifty years many towns have received a suburban- 
sprawl zoning overlay that has made them indistinguishable 
from the sprawl matrix that surrounds them. In my town 
strip malls and fast-food joints have invaded what used to be 
a much denser core, and nearly ruined it.

Notwithstanding all these obstacles, zoning must go, and 
zoning will go. In its place we will re-establish a consensus 
for doing things better, along with formal town-planning 
codes to spell out the terms. I maintain that the change will 
occur whether we love suburbia or not.

Fortunately, a democratic process for making this change 
exists. It has the advantage of being a highly localized 
process, geared to individual communities. It is called the 
charette. In its expanded modem meaning, a “charette” is a 
week-long professional design workshop held for the pur
pose of planning land development or redevelopment. It in
cludes public meetings that bring all the participants togeth
er in one room—developers, architects, citizens, government 
officials, traffic engineers, environmentalists, and so on. 
These meetings are meant to get all issues on the table and 
settle as many of them as possible. This avoids the otherwise 
usual, inevitably gruesome process of conflict resolution per
formed by lawyers—which is to say, a hugely expensive 
waste of society’s resources benefiting only lawyers.

The object of the charette is not, however, to produce ver
biage but to produce results on paper in the form of drawings 
and plans. This highlights an essential difference between 
zoning codes and traditional town planning based on civic 
art. Zoning codes are invariably twenty-seven-inch-high 
stacks of numbers and legalistic language that few people 
other than tedinical specialists understand. Because this is so, 
local zoning- and planning-board members frequently don’t 
understand their own zoning laws. 2k)ning has great advan
tages for specialists, namely lawyers and traffic engineers, in 

' that diey profit financially by being the arbiters of die legula- 
. tioos, or benefit professionally by being able to impose their 

twbnifail needs (say, for cars) over the needs of citi
zens—without die public’s bong involved in their decisions.

Traditional town planning produces pictorial codes that any 
ncrmal citizen can comprehend. This is dcmocratic and ethical 
as well as practicaL It elevates the quality of the public discus
sion about development People can see what they’re talking

about Such codes show a desired outcome at the same time 
that they depict formal specifications. They’re much more use
ful than the reams of balderdash found in zoning codes.

An exemplary town-planning code devised by Andres 
Duany, Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk, and others can be found in 
the ninth edition of Architectural Graphic Standards. The 
code runs a brief fourteen pages. About 75 percent of the 
content is pictures—of street sections, blocks, building lots, 
building types, and street networks. Although it is generic, a 
code of similar brevity could easily be devised for localized 
conditions all over America.

The most common consequence of the zoning status quo 
is that it ends up imposing fantastic unnecessary costs on top 
of bad development. It also wastes enormous amounts of 
time—and time is money. Projects are frequently sunk by 
delays in the process of obtaining permits. The worst conse
quence of the status quo is that it actually makes good de
velopment much harder to achieve than bad development.

Because many citizens have been unhappy with the mod
el of development that zoning gives them, they have turned 
it into an adversarial process. They have added many layers 
of procedural rigmarole, so that only the most determined 
and wealthiest developers can withstand the ordeal. In the 
end, after all the zoning-board meetings and flashy presenta
tions and environmental objections and mitigation, and after 
both sides’ lawyers have chewed each other up and spit each 
other out, what ends up getting built is a terrible piece of 
sprawl equipment—a strip mall, a housing subdivision. 
Everybody is left miserable and demoralized, and the next 
project that comes down the road gets beaten Up even more, 
whether it’s good or bad.

No doubt many projects deserve to get beaten up and de
layed, even killed. But wouldn’t society benefit if we could 
agree on a model of good development and simplify the means 
of going forward with it? This is the intent of the traditional 
town planning that is the foundation of the new uibanism.

Human settlements are like living organisms. They must 
grow, and they will change. But we can decide on the nature 
of that growth—on the quality and the character of it—and 
where it ought to go. We don’t have to scatter the building 
blocks of our civic life all over the countryside, destroying our 
towns and ruining farmland. We can put the shopping and the 
offices and the movie theaters and the library all within walk
ing distance of one another. And we can live within walking 
distance of all these things. We can build our schools dose to 
where the children live, and the school buildings don’t have to 
look like fertilizer plants. We can insist that commercial build- 

. ings be more than one story high, and allow people to live in 
decent apartments over the stores. We can build Main Street 
and Elm Street and still park our cars. It is within our power to 
create places that are worthy of our affection. ®

Drawings and diagrams are taken from James Howard Kunsller’s book Home From Nowhere.

66 SEPTEMBER ttt<
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Mike Burton, Executive Officer 
Metro Regional Center 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232*2736
RE: I^unctional Plan Map

!
Dear Mr^ Burton:

As you toow, the City of Wood Village has been working for a number of months on its Zoning Code and 
Comprehensive Plan provisions to guide redevelopment of the Multnomah Kennel Club property. A portion of that 
^te IS currently identified on Metro’s Functional Plan map as an employment area. The Wood Village Planning 
Commission took action at its July I5th special meeting giving conceptual approval to changing the Comprehensive

HIirdrZ0nin!.0fr?ie ]^H,tnomah Kennel C,ub property from Light Industrial to Commercial/Rcsidentlal 
Mixed Use and therefore, the City believes that the employment area designation would limit the uses that the Citv
rfSreS ,Lha2e Tthe .S,te‘. The City ftirther be,icvcs that lhe Town Center designation is a more appropriate ^ 
oesignatton for the entire site. 1

In our conversations, you have stated that Metro will respect whatever choices the City of Wood Village makes for the property in terms of designation. However, with the imminent adoption of the foS^JonTp^ ^^^^^ f°r
ZZalZthit there ^nn0 formal Procedures for changing the designation of the site. By this letter, the City of 

T rWpeCtfil,,.y re<Ju“ts t?at Metro remove-the "employment area" designation from the MuItnomSi 
Kennel Club property prior to adoption of Metro’s Functional Plan. Only with such a redesignation can the Citv 
take the necessary time and thoughtfulness it will take to ensure that this propeny is redeveloped appropriately.

Please itfclude this letter in the Metro Council’s record of its deliberations on the Functional Plan. Thank you for 
your coi^ideratlon of our request and thank you for the helpful assistance of your staff in this process.
Sincerely,

--Sheila hi Ritz 
City Administrator

SMR:jb

John Fregonese, Director Growth Management 
Wood Village City Council 
City Attorney 
Clark Wardlc, MKC

I

2'055 NE 238lh Drive • Wood Village, Oregon 97060-1095 • (503) 667-6211 • FAX (503) 669-8723
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Stafford Road Properties
Feasibility Analysis

Prepared for

Rosemont Property Owner Assn.

WM

April 30, 1996
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Background
Summary of Findings

The Stafford Road Properties are bordered on three sides by developed urban land 
and fully served residential neighborhoods. All of these properties are located less 
than one half mile from the city limits of the City of Lake Oswego or the City of 
West Linn.

No significant agricultural uses or practices exist within the project boundary.

Transportation access currently e.xists to the properties via Stafford, Rosemont, 
Childs and Burgis Roads. Also the properties are physically located less than two 
miles north of the 1-205 Stafford Interchange. Stafford and Rosemont Roads each 
carry substantial traffic during the A.M. and P.M. travel periods and are also listed 
in the Metro Community Bridge and Road Program “List of Priority Projects” as 
the intersections in the area are currently operating at unacceptable levels.

Water service capacity is available from the City of Lake Oswego and the City of 
West Linn; The Skylands Water District would be third alternative. Water and 
stormwater management costs to the proposed area are at S461 per dwelling unit.

Sanitary sewer service is feasible using a combination of existing systems or with 
the addition of a new regional facility on the Tualatin River. Sanitary service to 
the proposed site could also accommodate other existing sanitary sewer needs in 
this part of the metropolitan region. With proper planning it could minimize Lake 
Oswego’s need to expand their plant by diverting some of their over capacity 
sewage to the Stafford Property trunk lines. Utilizing two of the available 
alternatives would place full service sanitary service to the proposed area at $1,030 
per dwelling unit.

A master plan has been developed by the property owners which takes advantage 
of existing topography and results in 2,945 dwelling units iii mixed use 
configuration, at an average density of six dwelling units per net acre.

A comprehensive roadway, trail and path system, accommodating all 
transportation modes, would link all parts of the proposed community and 
surrounding residential neighborhoods to existing and proposed amenities and 
services.

A proposed “Village Center” would become a transportation hub for this portion of 
the metro region serving any potential development, but, as importantly, serving 
existing transportation needs. It would thereby help to support Region 2040 
transportation goals and objectives.

Preliminary Analysis, Development Scenario and Findings 1
otak
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Background
Continued

A proposed “Village Center” would accommodate many commercial service needs of 
the proposed community as well as that of surrounding residential neighborhoods. 
This would support the goal to reduce auto trip generation in this portion of the 
metropolitan region.

“Village Center” businesses would also provide jobs to this area, thereby helping to 
address the Region 2040 requirement for jobs/housing balance.

The Stafford Properties are in the lowest risk area with regards to earthquake 
fault lines and potential damage from same. The Stafford Properties suffered zero 
damage in the latest flooding which exceeded the 100 year level, as well as 
experienced no landslides, sloughing of hillsides or tree loss due to uprooting, etc. 
This is a critical consideration when evaluating properties for “future” 
urbanization.

The Stafford Properties will be urbanizing approximately 765 acres of the total 
6,500 North Stafford acres currently identified as rural. Over 5,700 acres would 
remain rural in character, and act as a buffer to the city’s surrounding area as 
requested by the cities of Lake Oswego and West Linn.

Preliminary Analysis, Development Scenario and Findings 2
otak
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Background
Continued

Background

As part of Metro’s analysis of development capacity within the Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) of the Portland Metropolitan area, 1,800 acres in the Stafford Basin have been 
designated as a study area for potential inclusion within the UGB. In response to this 
“study area” status, the Rosemont Property Owner’s Association have commissioned 
Otak to investigate development scenarios and infrastructure capacities for 765 acres of 
land within the study area currently zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). The purpose of 
the. study is to develop land use development scenarios, infrastructure requirements, 
traffic impacts and costs of a selected scenario, and to determine existing capacities and 
necessary improvements to accommodate potential development.

Site Location

The 765 acres under study are situated in the Northeast portion of the Stafford Triangle. 
The properties are generally bounded by Bergis Road on the North, Stafford Road on the 
West, Johnson Road on the Southwest and a line running generally northeast from 
Johnson Road to a point of Rosemont Road which bisects the site in a Northwest to 
Southeast direction, and a ridge to the East.

The property is rolling, open terrain and is cris-crossed with streams and natural 
drainage ways. The character of the site is open meadows, with tree coverage along 
streams and drainage ways. Significant views to the south and southwest exist in many 
places on the 765 acres.

The incorporated city limits of Lake Oswego border the site on the north and west 
containing significant residential development, recreation and institutional uses. The 
City of West Linn borders the site on the east with mainly large lot residential 
development and unincorporated Clackamas County on the south in mostly rural land 
with some large lot residential development. Parcels are generally held in single 
ownerships. A 55 acre park site owned by the City of Lake Oswego and a parcel owned 
by Portland General Electric are included in the Metro study area.

Preliminary Analysis, Development Scenario and Fin d i n gs 3
otak
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Background
Continued

Site Statistics
Gross Acres 765 acres
Proposed Roadway network
(approximately 19% of Gross) 148 acres

Net Developable 617 acres

School Site 8 acres
Commercial Retail Site 12 acres
Parks 23 acres
Open Space Network 94 acres

Net Residential Acres 480 acres

Single Family attached 1.045 dwelling units 95 acres 
Single Family Medium Density 400 dweUing units 50 acres 
Single Family Low Density 1,500 dweUing units 335 acres

Total Dwelling Units 2,945

Average Residential Density 6.1 dwelling units/acre 

Proposed Land use Scenario

Land uses considered for the proposed development scenario include: 
Single Family Attached (10-12 dwelling units/ac)
Single Family Medium Density (6-10 dwelling units/ac)
Smgle Family Low Density (3 - 6 dwelling units/ac)
Village Center 
Public/Institutional 
Park and open Space

The approach used in developing the proposed land use scenario was:

Orgamzed potential development around existing topography and to enhance 
existmg natural conditions and opportunities

Preliminary Analysis. Bevel o p m e n t S e e n a r i i and Finding:
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Background
Continued

Acknowledged existing development on the edges of the site by connecting to it 
wherever feasible
Utilized and preserved natural drainage ways for pathways, trails and utility 
easements
Separated, where possible, autos and pedestrians recognizing access and 
connectivity needs of each
Created a hierarchy of street types assuring fuU connectivity throughout as well as 
with the existing roadway system
Centralized highest intensity land uses at a “Village Center”
Distributed densities and land use intensities from the highest at the Village 
Center to the lowest at the periphery

Preliminary Analysis, Develo pmentScenario and Findings 5
otak
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Independent Living Resources
4506 SE Belmont Street • Portland, Oregon 97215-16581L (503)232-7411 • (503) 232-8408 TTY • (503) 232-7480 FAX

September 9, 1996

Metro Council Members 
Metropolitan Service District 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, Or. 97232-2736

RE: Written Testimony
Metro Urban Growth Management Functional. Plan 

Dear Council Members,

Independent Living Resources provides services to people with 
disabilities. As a housing advocate and member of several housing 
groups representing low income households, it is our intent to 
offer our perspective after reading the MUGMFP.

It is quite apparent that Metro has spent considerable time 
researching and developing this plan. ILR would like to thank 
Metro and congratulate the work done; this document has made our 
job much easier and the task far more understandable.

In listening to residents withiij METRO'S jurisdiction, it is clear 
that many have concerns regarding the number of jobs available to 
support a family, transportation that is accessible and affordable 
along with the lack of sufficient subsidized, accessible housing 
units.

ILR shares the concerns of local housing advocates regarding the 
number of low income households in the TRI COUNTY area. 
Specifically, low income households where individuals experience a 
disability. We were unable to find any language or information 
pertaining to this population within the Metro document. 
Information gathered from the Office of Community Development in 
all local counties along with statistics from agencies serving 
people with disabilities affirms our concerns.

ILR would like to recommend affordable housing language be 
strengthened to insure that new and rehab multi family housing is 
inclusive of low to moderate income households.



Page 2

Our typical consumer is working under the limitations of Social 
Security Supplemental Income ($440.00) or General Assistance 
($250.00) per month. With the average housing cost of $500.00 to 
$600.00 per month, this is well beyond the reach of our consumers. 
Factor in costs associated with accessibility such as ramps, grab 
bars and accessible bathrooms and housing is no.longer available 
to our consumer.

The budget cuts for HUD, Community Block Grant and HOME funds are 
squeezing agencies providing housing assistance out of the housing 
market along with renters. Take into consideration the cuts to • 
food stamps, energy assistance, rising utility and transportation 
costs and the lack of family supporting jobs; we have a formula 
destined to create huge numbers of homeless people.

We support your goal of high density housing but caution METRO to 
scrutinize builders' cost cutting measures that eliminate or 
exclude people with disabilities. One such tactic currently used 
is town house and row house construction. This type of housing is 
not covered under the Fair Housing Act Amendments which dictate 
accessibility guidelines in construction. ILR encourages METRO to 
support any movement, to legislate local state law which addresses 
this particular issue.

We encourage policy that requires new construction to have more 
than the federally mandated (20%) number of units that are 
adaptable. ILR suggests that percentages be adopted to increase 
the number of fully accessible units for both new and rehab 
construction.

It is our hope that requirements can be put into place that 
address accessibility, affordable,, low income housing, 
transportation corridors that are accessible to all and concepts 
that promote inclusion of accessibility concepts.

ILR would like to recommend that language be used in configuring 
parking space slots for business and multi family housing that 
does not decrease the number of accessible parking spaces. After 
housing inquiries, the next most’ frequent call is for accessible 
parking issues.

Thank You,

fane Fortin 
Housing Specialist
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rom: Donald MacGillivray

3: Barbara Herget
ate: 9/8/96 6:33pm

abject: Re: E. Port. Commun

arbara,

Would you please forward the message below to Mike Burton, John 
regonese, and the METRO Councilors. It relates directly to the hearings 
n the 2040 plans.

Thanks Don

catOteleport.COM Public Access User -  Not affiliated with Teleport
ublic Access UNIX and Internet at (503) 220-1016 (2400-14400, N81)

- - - - -  Forwarded message - - - - - -

late: Sun, 8 Sep 1996 00:52:06 -0700 (PDT)

'rom: Donald MacGillivray <mcat®teleport.com>
’o: innersepdx-10teleport.com
Subject: Re: E. Port. Community Plan 9-96

Thursday at the Buckman C.A. meeting Susan Hartnett, Chief 
.Planner, E. Port. Comm. Plan, gave a typical overview of the Community 
3lan to the board members. Several•things bothered me and .I believe they 
ire worth passing on to others interested in planning and transportation
Ln inner SE. ' .

The first troubling point is that each community planning area is 
being asked to plan for a growth of 10%. [this comes from the growth 
Portland has agreed to accept in METRO'S 2017 planning process - 70,000+ 
people or a growth of about 15% in twenty years] Now that generally seems 
o.k. but then in order to realisticly obtain the 10% growth the Bureau of 
Planning is requiring zone changes of twice that amount or an increase in 
housing units of 20%. This translates into some significant changes. One 
acre(one city block) of R-5 yields 8 housing units; one acre of R-1 yields 
43 housing units; therefore when rezoning R-5 to R-1 the net yield is 35 
housing units. Below are the inner S.E. neighborhoods, there approx.
(1980 census) number of housing units, and the number of acres(city 
blocks) that will be required to be rezoned from R-5 to R-1. The last 
number on the right is the approx, current density in housing units per 

(remember that neighborhoods like Buckman, HAND, Kerns, & Brooklyn 
have large areas of commercial/industrial that are not reflected in this 
figure).

neigh. # h.u. # ac.to R-1 h.u./ac.

Brooklyn 1,500 6 3.7

Buckman 4,200 24 6.0

HAND 3,300 , 19 4.4

Kerns 2,900 16 6.0

Richmond 4,900 28 6.2

SMILE 5,300 30 4.2



Sunnyside 3,300 19 8.4

CENTER 2,300 13 6.0

Creston-Kenilworth 3,400 19 6.9

Eastmoreland 1, 700 10 2.3

Laurelhurst 1,700 10 4.3

Mt. Tabor 3,900 22 4.0

isn't written in stone. There are a few other possiblities.

L. have another neighborhood take more than their share,
2. concentrate it in a high density R-H zone,
3. change to the CM (mixed commercial) instead of R-1 (they both have the 
same number of housing units allowed),

1. justify or demand a reduction in the amount of zoning changes.
5. Allow things like granny flats, etc. to be built.

Generally the Bureau of Planning wants a housing density of about 
10 units per acre.

Housing density has been.a contentious issue in most of the 
community plans and S.W. should be giving B.O.P an ear full about now too.

Our areas of potential growth are along our "Main Streets". Not 
only will higher density be located on these collector streets, but we may 
be asked to allow commercial rezoning(the 2nd issue of major concern) so 
the the lots are 200 feet deep instead of 100 feet as they are now.

I have opinions about this, but I will refrain for a while. I 
would prefer to hear some comments from the more restrained members of 
this group.

Don

P.S. Kelly, do you remember last spring the brief discussion about a town 
center around 39th and Powell. Richmond is targeted for twenty-eight 
square blocks of zone changes from R-5 to R-1. By accepting a town center 
Richmond would be able to create a more concentrated area with higher 
density housing and thereby save some of the currently zoned R-5 from 
change.

mcatateleport.COM Public Access User -  Not affiliated with Teleport
Public Access UNIX and Internet at (503) 220-1016 (2400-14400, N81)
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Seth D. Alford 
8915 SW Rosewood Way 

Portland OR 97225 
September 6, 1996

Metro Regional Center 
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Gentlemen:

This letter is a followup to an earlier e-mail that I sent you, regarding 2040 planning. Rather than reiterate 
every point that 1 made in that earlier email. I’m just going to highlight my objections to the current 2040 
proposals.

I have not read every word of every 2040 document published. However, from what I have read, and from 
what 1 have seen in the newspaper, I am opposed to the idea of trying to cram the additional people who 
are e.xpected to arrive in the coming decades inside the current Urban Growth Boundary. I think that the 
resulting densities will ruin the Portland Metropolitan area’s livability. I think that you need to expand the 
UGB.

I arrive at this conclusion by starting with the purpose of land use planning. As I see it, and from my 
experience as a Planning Commissioner for the City of Beaverton in 1988 and 1989, the purpose of land 
use planning is to help provide guidance for what development can or cannot take place on a particular 
parcel of land. This protects the owners of the neighboring parcels. The neighboring owners can make 
reasonable investment decisions in their properties, having some idea of what will happen on the 
undeveloped, or potentially redevelopable, property next door.

Now you want to change the rules. Where people could expect single family homes on 5000 or more 
square foot lots on a given piece of property, you will require and encourage 3000 or 4000 square foot lots, 
or, even worse, high density, medium or high-rise apartments. Where people could expect a shopping 
center to supply sufficent parking to meet the shopping center’s needs, 365 days a year, you now (at least 
as proposed last spring in the draft documents I saw) allow the shopping center to count on-street public 
parking spaces.

The result of this will be residents disappointed and angered to see the values of their houses drop because 
of the Metro mandated apartment complex going in next door. Residents will be disappointed and angered 
that a shopping center redevelopment cannot be stopped, because the shopping center owners can count on
street parking. That on-street parking will further dissapoint and anger residents when it turns out that the 
parking is in front of their homes, with the accompanying noise and litter.

There is already enough distrust and anger at government; let’s not make more by ruining people’s 
investments in their property. Let’s not ruin people’s investments in their property for the sake of people 
who do not, and who may never actually, live here.

You need to restart the 2040 planning process, assuming that the UGB will be expanded. You need to 
better publicize what you are doing. As an example of how poorly you are publicizing yourselves, I never 
recieved a response to my earlier e-mail, either electronically or on paper.

Sincerely.

Seth D. Alford
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CITY OF TUALATIN
PO BOX 369

TUALATIN, OREGON 97062-0369 
(503) 692-2000 
TDD 692-0574

September 10, 1996

Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad and Councilors 
Metropolitan Service District 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

RE: Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

Dear Presiding Officer Kvistad and Councilors:

The City Council discussed these recommendations September 9 and 
strongly urges their inclusion in the Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan (the Plan). This letter addresses the broad issues 
that we believe are important. A second letter from our Planning 
Director addresses additional issues that are as important, and in 
some cases are more important, as the broad issues. The Planning 
Director's letter identifies specific Plan provisions that will 
present problems for Tualatin and other cities and counties.

Please note the first references to Titles, Sections and Lines are 
from the Growth Management Committee's August 6, 1996 version and 
the second references are to the August 23 version.

1. We recommend the Plan include a procedure for interpreting the 
Plan's provisions. Each city and county has an adopted procedure 
to interpret its plan and land use regulations either by staff, 
planning commission or elected body.

In the 24 months after the Plan is adopted cities and counties 
and environmental, development and neighborhood groups will have, 
questions about the Plan's words and phrases. If no procedure 
exists, Metro staff will be the sole interpreters and in most cases 
their interpretations will be over the telephone or in a letter. 
Parties negatively affected by such interpretations will have no 
opportunity to comment or appeal. Due process will not be 
provided. An interpretation process is needed with opportunity for 
comment and appeal by affected parties.

2. We recommend the Council carefully review Title 8, Section 3 
for consistency with State law. Cities and counties can amend 
their plans and land use regulations only after finding the 
proposed change meets the approval criteria in their plan and is 
consistent with the Statewide Goals. Title 8, Section 3 adds a new 
set of approval criteria for amendments to local plans and land use 
regulations.

LOCATED AT: 18880 SW Martinazzi Avenue



city of Tualatin Comments on the Growth Management Functional Plan 
September 10, 1996 
Page 2

The Metro Council must be certain that authority exists to 
require cities and counties to use approval criteria that are not 
in their local plans. Requiring cities and counties to amend their 
plans to include, "Complies with the Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan" as an approval criteria is not the same as the 
Functional Plan stating that amendments to city and county plans 
and land use regulations must comply with the Functional Plan. We 
are concerned that if "Complies with the Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan" is not in the Tualatin Community Plan as an 
approval criteria and we use it as an approval criteria in a 
decision, the decision may be successfully challenged.

3. We recommend the Plan clearly state whether or not its 
provisions apply to development applications prior to the time 
cities and counties amend their plans and land use regulations to 
include the Plan's provisions. The Plan is clear that cities and 
counties must amend their plans and land use regulations within 24 
months to comply with the Plan. But it seems the Plan's 
provisions, such as the number of parking spaces, cannot be applied 
to development applications until such provisions are part of the 
city and county plans and land use regulations.

Cities and counties cannot require compliance with standards 
that are not in their plans and land use regulations. The Plan is 
silent on this point. The Plan must be clear to prevent 
missunderstandings and appeals of local decisions.

4. We recommend the one or-two factors that reduce sprawl the 
most be the subject of the Plan and the other less important 
factors be deleted. The Plan started as a limited "early 
implementation" effort knowing that an all encompassing Framework 
Plan would soon be adopted for the rest of the 50 year period. The 
"early implementation" effort now encompasses many factors that are 
not so important in reducing sprawl.

The most important factor contributing to the inefficient use 
of land inside the UGB is the low density single family detached 
dwelling subdivision. Residential density should be addressed by • 
•the Plan. But the other titles should be reviewed to determine if 
they really need to be addressed now. For example. Title 3, Water 
Quality and Flood Management Conservation, will not likely result 
in a significantly more efficient use of land in the UGB. Title 7, 
Affordable Housing, is entirely optional and, therefore, will not 
reduce sprawl. We understand each title has its suppor-ters and 
there are reasons for each title to be included, but the Plan is 
overweighted with nonessential titles and provisions.

5. We recommend Title 6, Regional Accessibility, be reviewed and 
certain provisions be scaled-back or deleted. Even though Lines 
658/659 (Lines 565/566) state local street design can negatively 
effect the regional system, we believe (1) Section 3 goes too far, 
i.e., is too detailed and (2) the Design and Performance Options 
are almost unworkable at the local level within a quasi-judicial 
decisionmaking process due to their subjective standards. The 
Planning Director's letter explains the problems at the city level.



city of Tualatin Comments on the Growth Management Functional Plan 
September 10, 1996 
Page 3

6. We recommend Title 6, Section 4B, Motor Vehicle Congestion 
Analysis, be thoroughly reviewed, especially the peak two-hour 
standards. We do not believe the residents and employees in 
Tualatin consider E and F acceptable. If we plan for Level of 
Service E and F, we may get it and that is not what we want.

7. We recommend Title 3, Water Quality and Flood Management 
Conservation, be considered for deletion.. It requires cities and 
counties buy-in to a program whose provisions have yet to be 
developed. The documents referred to in Title 3 must be complete 
and available for review before the City of Tualatin will support 
Title 3.

8. We recommend the Plan be reviewed carefully in terms of its 
reliance on mass transit when mass transit's ability to support the 
Plan is questionable. Transit is a key player, but there is no 
certainty it can do the job.

9. We recommend the Plan be reviewed in terms of the Washington 
County Coordinating Committee's letter. We agree with the 
Committee's comments and encourage the Metro Council to amend the 
Plan to address the comments.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Cordial

Mayor

c: Tualatin City Council
Tualatin City Manager 
Tualatin City Attorney 
Tualatin Economic Development Director 
Tualatin City Engineer

filst Regional AganelM# Matro, Crovth Managcaant functional plan
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CITY OF TUALATIN
PO BOX 369

TUALATIN, OREGON 97062-0369 
(503) 692-2000 
TDD 692-0574

September 10, 1996

Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad and Councilors 
Metropolitan Service District 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

RE: Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

Dear Presiding Officer Kvistad and Councilors:

The City Council reviewed these recommendations on September 9, 
1996. These recommendations from the City of Tualatin Planning 
Director supplement the Mayor and Council7s comments in Mayor 
Ogden's letter dated September 10, 1996. I apologize for this 
letter's length, but some comments must be fully explained to 
ensure an understanding of how the Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan (the Plan) will affect cities and counties.

The'Plan.must be clearer and its inconsistencies eliminated.
Please note the first references to Titles, Sections and Lines are 
from the Growth Management Committee's August 6, 1996 version and 
the second references are to the August 23 version.

1. In Mayor Ogden's letter. Comment 2 requests the Metro Council 
carefully review Title 8, Section 3. A follow-up comment is, if 
cities and counties have 24 months to amend their plans and land 
use regulations to include the Functional Plan as approval 
criteria, how can Title 8, Section 3, be used as an approval 
criterion before the city and county plans are amended to include 
it? The Metro Council should consider changing Section 3, (Lines 
900 - 902)(Lines 802 - 804) to read, "Within —some time frame— of 
the effective date of this functional plan, cities and counties 
shall amend their plans to include, 'Complies with the Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan,' as an approval criterion for 
amendments to city and county plans."

2. In Mayor Ogden's letter. Comment 5 recommends Title 6,
Regional Accessibility, be reviewed and certain provisions be 
scaled-back or deleted. Even though Lines 658/659 (Lines 565/566) 
state that local street design can impact the effectiveness of the 
regional system, we believe (1) Section 3 goes too far, i.e., is 
too detailed and (2) the Design and Performance Options are almost 
unworkable at the local level within a quasi-judicial 
decisionmaking process. The following additional comments explain 
how problematic Title 6, Section 3, will be at the local level.

LOCATED AT; 18880 SW Martinazzi Avenue



Tualatin Planning Director's Coiments on the Functional Plan 
September 10, 1996 
Page 2

Section 3Alb (Lines 672/673)(Lines 579/580) prohibiting (1) 
cul-de-sacs longer than 200 feet and (2) more than 25 dwellings on 
a closed-end street will not work in all cases. The problem is, no 
one knows where these standards will not work. There are two 
possible avenues of relief, the exemption in Title 8 or a variance.

The exemption for Regional Accessibility in Title 8, Section 
2B5 (Lines 889 - 892)(Lines 791 - 794) is for cities and counties 
to ask Metro's approval to not adopt the 200 foot and 25 unit 
standards into their local land use regulations. Cities and 
counties need not include the 200 foot and 25 unit standards if 
"...they can show that a street system or connection is not 
feasible for reasons of topographic constraints or natural or built 
environment considerations." This exemption can be requested only 
by a city or county. The exemption cannot be requested by 
developers as part of a development application. Given that cities 
and counties have dozens of tasks to complete in the next 24 
months, there will be no time or funds to review all parcels in 
their jurisdiction to determine where the 200 foot and 25 unit 
standards will not work. No city or county will likely be able to 
justify an exemption from the 200 foot and 25 unit standards.

Is a .local variance possible? The Plan is silent on this 
issue. Presumably, a local variance is possible because local 
codes allow variances to the standards in local land use 
regulations. On the other hand, it seems Metro would contend that 
cities and counties cannot grant variances to the Design Option 
requirements because the Design Option requirements are law and 
must be followed. If the Plan's intent is to allow or not allow 
cities and counties to grant variances to the standards of Title 6, 
Section 3, it should so state.

Another real world problem with the detailed Design Option is, 
each city and county must amend their land use regulations to 
"...require demonstration of compliance..." (Line 666)(Line 573) 
with the standards in Section 3Ala - h. Standards a, d, f, g and h 
are subjective. So, applications for, "new residential and mixed- 
use developments..." (Line 668)(Line 575) must demonstrate 
compliance with three new objective criteria and five new 
subjective approval criteria as well as all the existing 
regulations of the city or county. Any party wishing to slow down 
or stop a development usually bases their objections on subjective 
criteria because they are difficult to comply with. During the 
last 10 years cities and counties have tried hard to rid their land 
use regulations of subjective criteria because they were the basis 
for many appeals. It is not clear why the Plan is requiring cities 
and counties to adopt subjective standards that may be the basis 
for more appeals.

An option is Section 3B's Performance Standards. But, again, 
it will be difficult for a developer to comply with 3B's two 
criteria and opponents may sucessfully oppose developments. For 
example. Performance Criterion 1 requires the development to 
minimize local traffic on the regional system (Line 702)(Line 609). 
The developer must show such minimization by "...demonstrating that 
local vehicle trips on a given regional facility do not exceed the
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1995 arithmetic median of regional trips for facilities of the same 
motor vehicle system classification by more than 25 percent.”
(Lines 703 - 705)(Lines 610 - 612) We are not sure what that • 
means. It is not clear what "...local vehicle trips..." (Line
703)(Line 610) means. It is not clear what "_ facilities of the
same motor vehicle system classification..." (Lines 704/705)(Lines 
611/612) means. Definitions could make these phrases very clear so 
developers could show compliance with Criterion 1, so city and 
county staff could determine compliance with Criterion 1 and so 
opponents could not so easily base an appeal on Criterion 1.

Criterion 2 has similar subjective and definition problems.
For example, what, is "everyday local travel needs...?" (Line 
706)(Line 613) How can a developer show compliance with, and how 
can staff determine compliance with subjective standards?

The subjective Design Standards for Street Connectivity will 
make it difficult to build the livable urban environment the Plan 
is encouraging. The valuable staff time of city and county 
planners should not be spent dealing with subjective undefined 
words and phrases and appeals, rather it should be spent ensuring 
the livability of the region is enhanced through clear and 
objective development standards.

3. Title 1, Lines 92 and 93 (Line 80). We recommend "rate" be 
replaced with "density" as it is the more accurate word to use.

4. Title 1, Section 2. We recommend terms be selected, defined 
in the Definitions Title and then used consistently throughout 
Section 2. Line 97 (Line 84) uses "expected growth capacity," Line 
102 (Line 87) uses "target capacity," Lines 106/107 and 111 (Lines 
89 and 92) use "expected capacities" and Line 114 (Line 95) uses 
"Expected development." Of the four terms, only "expected 
capacity" and "target capacity" are defined and should be used.
Line 97 (Line 84) should read:

"Local Plan Accommodation of Target and Expected [Growth] 
Capacity for...."

Line 114 (Line 95) should read:

"Expected capacity..." or "Target capacity..." whichever is 
the correct term.

5. We recommend all the definitions be reviewed and the 
definition of Expected Capacity be changed as recommended below. 
Usually, a definition does not use the word to be defined. The 
word "expected" should not be used in the definition of, Expected 
Capacity. An unclear definition will cause problems when cities 
and coxanties try to comply with the Plan, especially Title 1, 
Section 2A. We recommend the definition be something like:

Expected Capacity means the number of housing and employment 
units that can be reasonably assumed to be built during the 
planning period considering unbuildable lands, gross-to-net 
for future facilities, underbuild (small parcel size.
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landlocked parcels, parcels partially vacant), redevelopment,
infill, etc. — or whatever Metro means by "expected."

6. Title 1, Section 2. We recommend Section 2 (Lines 102 -
116)(Lines 87 - 97) be made clearer by rewording 2A and deleting 2B 
and 2C because they are redundant. Section 2 requires cities and 
counties•to:

2A. Demonstrate plans and regulations will permit:

1. Target capacities (Line 102)(Line 87),
2. Expected capacities (Lines 106/107)(Line 89) and
3. Capacities for mixed-use areas (Line 107)(Line 89).

2B. Demonstrate Sections 3-5 have been adopted or followed.

2C. Demonstrate expected capacities will be built.

2D. Demonstrate expected development has been permitted.

The real requirement of Section 2 is 2A. Section 2B is not 
needed because Sections 3-5 each require cities and counties to 
comply with them. For example. Section 3, Lines 144/145 (Lines 
108/109), require cities and counties to do what Section 3 says to 
do. Sections 4 and 5 have similar language at Lines 180 and 251 
(Lines 143/144 and 209), respectively. So, 2B is not needed.

Section 2C is not needed because Section 2A, Lines 106/107 
(Line 89) already require "expected capacities" to be permitted.
The difference between 2A and 2C seems inconsequential, i.e., a 
difference without a distinction. For example, 2A says city and 
county plans and regulations "...will permit..." (Line 102)(Line 
87) "...expected capacities..." (Lines 106/107)(Line 89), whereas 
2C refers to "Effective measures...to assure... expected capacities 
will be built...." (Lines 111/112)(Lines 92/93). The Council 
should review 2C carefully as it is not clear how a city or county 
can reasonably assure the expected capacity will be built. If 2C 
is retained, it should include the phrase "...such as..." at the 
end and then list a few ways to reasonably assure the expected 
capacities will be built.

7. Title 1, Section 2A. We recommend Section 2A be clearer. It 
refers to three capacities, i.e., target capacity (Line 102)(Line 
87), expected capacity (Line 106/107)(Line 89) and capacities for 
mixed-use areas (Line 107)(Line 89). "Target Capacity" is defined 
(Lines 1074/1075)(Lines 961/962) and is clear. "Expected Capacity" 
is defined, but the definition must be clearer as recommended 
above. "Capacities for mixed-use areas" is not defined, but should 
be. As now written, "capacities for mixed-use areas" seems to be a 
combination of "expected capacity" which needs to be better defined 
and "mixed-uses" which, apparently, is defined in Footnote 2, Table 
1, as the Central City, Regional Centers, Town Centers, Station 
Communities and Main Streets.

8. _ Title 1, Section 3A. We.recommend Section 3A not require a 
minimum density standard for all zones that allow residential uses.
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but instead require minimum densities only for residential zones.
If the Plan really means all zones, the following extensive 
explanation shows how inappropriate the minimum standard is for 
nonresidential zones in Tualatin.

Tualatin's Medical Center fMC^ Planning District. The MC 
District allows congregate care, assisted living and residential 
facilities and nursing and convalescent homes as permitted uses. 
•'The Heritage" is at Legacy Meridian Park Hospital. It is 120 
dwelling units on 6.88 acres (17.4 du/ac). The minimum and maximum 
density for congregate care, assisted living and residential 
facilities is 16 - 25 du/ac. There is no minimum or maximum for 
nursing and convalescent homes.

Requiring a minimum density of 20 (80% of 25) for congregate 
care, assisted living and residential facilities does not make 
sense because (1) any dwelling units in the MC District are extra 
above what is needed in the residential districts to accommodate 
the Target Capacity, (2) the 80% minimum forces an unrealistically 
narrow density range of only 20 - 25 du/ac and (3) the details of 
each development are determined in the Architectural Review 
process. Requiring a minimum density for nursing and convalescent ‘ 
homes does not make sense for the same reasons.

The MC District's minimum is 16 du/ac which is 64% of the 
maximum. The 16 - 25 du/ac range provides flexibility to tailor 
the level of care with needed amenities. For example, "active" 
residents may need a parking area and open space for walking paths, 
croquet, horseshoes and gardening. Meeting the 80% density 
requirement may mean such amenities cannot be provided which does 
not make sense. Additionally, some facilities may have only 600 - 
800 square foot units and be multi-story which take up less ground, 
whereas others may have 1000 square foot units in one story which 
take up more ground. A facility for Alzheimers patients may meet 
the 80% standard easily, but a retirement facility for "active" 
residents may have no amenities if it must meet the 80% standard.
The 80% minimum density requirement for "all" zones that allow 
residential uses is unrealistic and unnecessarily restrictive.

Tualatin's Central Commercial (CO Planning District. The CC 
District allows multifamily uses, including condominiums, 
townhouses and retirement homes as permitted uses in six of the 
downtown Urban Renewal Blocks, The Hedges Creek Apartments, the 
Commons Townhouses and the vertically-mixed Mews (office/retail 
below with residential on the 2d and 3d floors) exist now. There 
is no minimum or maximum density for these residential uses in the 
CC District.

Requiring an 80% minimum density does not make sense for the 
same three reasons stated above.

The lack of a maximum or minimum provides flexibility in the 
Architectural Review process to tailor the type of development to 
the site and relate it to the downtown area. For example, the
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Villas on The Lake Townhouses Phases I (lOdu) and II (8du) are on
I. 28ac at a density of 14.1du/ac. Phase III will be 24 apartments 
on 0.8ac at 30.0du/ac. The seven units of vertically-mixed 
Tualatin Mews are on 0.35ac at 20du/ac.

If a maximum density is set for residential uses in the CC 
District and a minimum is set at 80% of the maximum, the result is 
an unrealistically narrow density range and an inability of the 
City to ensure livable denisties are constructed in appropriate 
locations. Using the'above examples, the maximum would have to be 
set at 30du/ac so the apartments would be conforming. The 80% 
minimum density would have to be 24du/ac which makes the Townhouses 
at 14.1 and Tualatin Mews at 20.0 nonconforming! The City of 
Tualatin strongly recommends the 80% minimum density apply only to 
residential zones and not to all zones that allow residential uses.

9. Title 1, Section 3A. We recoiamend the 80% minimum density 
required in Section 3A be replaced; alternatives to consider are a 
citywide average of 80% or a double minimum (one minimum for single 
family development and a different minimum for multifamily 
development). The proposed 80% standard results in an 
unrealistically small density range. All of Tualatin's multifamily 
planning districts have had minimum densities since 1979. For 
example, Tualatin's RH District has a range of 16 - 25du/ac (16 is 
64% of 25) and our history has been developments at or near 25, but 
some have been lower. In some cases it is inappropriate or 
impossible to develop at or near 25du/ac. Flexibility is needed to 
develop at 16 - 20 du/ac to tailor projects to their site and the 
surrounding uses and layouts. The 80% standard would require every 
development to be 20 - 25du/ac. One-size-fits-all is not a good 
basis for residential development. The Plan could allow 
flexibility by setting an overall density of 80% for each 
jurisdiction. Such flexibility would provide more livable 
developments, neighborhoods and cities.

Alternatively, a dual minimum density standard could be used. 
For example, because so much land is used by detached single family 
developments, an 80% standard could be applied to those zones and 
65% applied to multifamily zones.

10. Title 1, Section 3B. We recommend the Plan clearly state 
whether the densities in Lines 159 - 167 (Lines 123 - 131) are net 
or gross. We believe they should be gross acres.

II. Title 1, Section 3B. We recommend the list in Lines 159 - 167 
(Lines 123 - 131) be consistent with Line 168 (Line 132), i.e., the 
list does not include Industrial Areas, but Line 168 says 
Industrial Areas are included. Delete Industrial Areas from Line 
168 and either include it, or do not include it in the list.

12. Title 1, Section 3B. We recommend the phrase "...neighborhood 
area..." in Line 170 (Line 134) be clarified. Does the phrase mean 
any neighborhood area or, specifically, the Inner and Outer 
Neighborhood Design Types in the Growth Concept Map? If it means 
the latter, it should say Inner and Outer Neighborhood Design 
Types.
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13. Title 1, Section 3B. We recommend the list in Lines 159 - 167 
(Lines 123 - 131) state whether the acres are net or gross. The 
Plan should be clear so the 24 cities and 3 counties use net or 
gross.

14. Title 1, Section 3B. We recommend the list in Lines 159 - 167 
(Lines 123 - 131) clearly state whether or not employees are to be 
included in the 14 and 13 persons per acre for Inner and Outer 
Neighborhoods, respectively. The Plan should be clear so the 24 
cities and 3 counties understand the assumptions behind the numbers 
and can amend their plans and land use regulations to comply with 
the Plan.

15. Title 1, Section 3B. We recommend the sentence in Lines 170 - 
172 (Lines 134 - 136) be changed to be consistent with the target 
densities in the list. In a nutshell, the sentence says when 
cities and counties amend their plans and land use regulations, the 
Inner and Outer Neighborhood densities (14 and 13 persons per acre, 
respectively) cannot be equal to or greater than, the target 
densities for non-neighborhood design types. The list shows the 
Employment Areas non-neighborhood design type is 11. How can the 
Inner and Outer Neighborhoods be 14 and 13 and not be equal to or 
greater than 11?

16. We recommend the term "cities and counties" be used throughout 
the Plan whenever the Plan means just cities and counties, and the 
term "local jurisdictions" be used whenever the Plan means cities 
and counties and special districts. This is a significant 
difference because the Plan legally only applies to cities and 
counties. The Plan should not include language stating or 
intimating it applies to special purpose districts. ORS 
197.015(13) defines "local government," so the Plan might be able 
to use it in place of cities and counties.

17. We recommend terms and phrases defined in State law be used 
rather than undefined terms and phrases. For example, "land use 
regulations" is defined in ORS 197.015(11) and should replace 
"implementing regulations" and "implementing ordinances."

18. We recommend the definition of Water Quality and Flood 
Management Area (Title 10) be reviewed and the 50 and 200 foot 
distances be deleted and allow cities and counties to determine the 
appropriate distance.

19. We recommend the application of the Zone A and B parking 
standards be reviewed. For example, we believe bus service at a 
level of 20 minute headways in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours does 
not consititute sufficient bus service to justify the more 
restrictive parking standard. If Tualatin had 15 minute headway 
service all day, the more restrictive parking standard would be 
justified.



Tualatin Planning Director's Comments on the Functional Plan 
September 10, 1996 
Page 8

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Cordially,

Planning Director

c: Tualatin City Council
Tualatin City Manager 
Tualatin City Attorney 
Tualatin Economic Development Director 
Tualatin City Engineer

fllai Sagional Aganclaa, Matro, Growth Kanaqarant Functional Plan
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JohnJ. Leepor 
11160 SW Muinvood Dnw 

Portland. Oregon 97225 
September 5.1996

The Ibllou'iiiv' ai'e jvcomrnended changes, bv line number, to'the .Metro L’rban 
Giwrth Management Functional Plan dated .August 23. 1996:

1. Line JOO - Change the capital letters lor Functional Plan to lovrer cttse functional 
plan to be consistent uith ot.her i-f^tei-ences to the functional plan in the text.

2. Line 120 - Include definition of “design t\pe" in Title 10.

3. Line 263 - .Make the Pai king St^tndaixis Table. Table 2 to the phin.

i. Line 27S - include a defmiuon of ’’adjust meat or variance process" in T-iIe 10.

5. Line.316 • Kelerenced map is not in the plan as distributed.

6. Line 333 - Include a ricfimtion of "de.sign Hood heigiit" in Title 10.

7. Line 37G' Referenced map is not m the plan as distributed.

S. Line 505 • There is no draft agreement attached to the plan as distributed.

9. Line 517 - Suggest that the vroi'ds "of transportation" be added after the tcord 
mode.

10. Line 524 - Suggest that the u'oixi "congestion" be added after the uord regional.

11. Line 573 • This is the first mention of "administrative codes". Should they be 
mentioned before diis?

12. Line 642 - Suggest, that "E" be added after the third LOS,

13. Line 634 - Include a definition of "level of seivice" in Title 10, (You have an 
Exhibit defining the different levels but you don't have a definition of the more 
generallv used phi'ase.J

13. Line 644 - Shouldn't EXHIBIT A say (SEE TITLE 6B)? Also, is this Exhibit hei,e 
for easy of reference to the te.xt or should it be at the back of the plan?

M. Line 696 - Suggest you define "SIP".

15. Line 719 • Doesn't this .requirement shorten the timeframe available to local 
jui'isdictioiis tu do their plamiing uoi'k?



16. Line «15 - Alter functional plan add "element" or its equivalent.

17. Line 630-1533 • Can the Metro stall and Coimcil meet these time reqmrements il 
they get several requests simultaneously?

IS. Line S79 - Tins is the first mention of a Hearing Officer. Tliis needs clanfication 
and/or definition

The above ai-c mostly editorial items; however, uith the eftbrt that has ^me into 
this funcrionai plan I think it should be as good a product as possible. I also haw 
long thought that there should be a summaiy of each Title at the beginning oi the 
functional plan as an executive summaiy lor the citizeniy. I have been coidially 
listened to but have not been able to seemingly find any backing for the idea. I. for 
one. think it would help sell the runctional plan or at 1 feast e.xplain it to the citizcmy 
who likelv wont read the wiiole pi.-an but would more likely read a summaiy.

John J. Leeper
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July 1, 1996

Susan McLain, Councilor 
METRO
600 N. E. Grand Avenue 
Poriland. OR 97232-2736

RE: Urban Reserve Study Area Priorities

Dear Susan:

This letter is a response to your request for City of Hillsboro priorities regarding Urban Reserve 
Study Areas (URSA’s) surrounding Hillsboro. We collectively enjoyed the tour of the individual 
URSA's. As we expressed to you on the tour, we believe we will experience, in the next few years, 
a decreasing supply of both residential and industrial land. The shortest supplies will occur in the 
availability of large lot industrial sites as well single family residential land. We currently have only 
two remaining large lot industrial.sites and two of these are currently being considered by 
prospective users. On the residential side, we have an approximate five year supply of single 
family land remaining in the City. These existing conditions, of course, impact our view of URSA 
priorities. What we have done below is summarize our priorities and the basic reasons for those 
priorities. After you have had an opportunity, to review our priorities we would very much like to 
meet with you to discuss in more detail our reasoning. Our priorities are as follows:

PRIORITIES / SOUTH URSA'S:

URSA S3.54, and 55 - We support the addition of these URSA’s which are buffered from 
agricultural land to the south by the new Reserve Vineyard and Golf Club. This Is an area that 
can be more easily sewered, as it Is close to the USA Rock Creek Sewage Treatment Plant. The 
Sisters of St. Mary's portion of URSA 54 and 55. because of Its large size and singular ownership, is 
Ideal for the creation of a pre-planned mixed-use urban village and also provides the 
opportunity for a badly needed street connection between 209th Avenue and Cornelius Pass 
Road at Tualatin Valley Highway. The addition of URSA's 53.54 and 55 would provide a good 
supply of residential land with good access to our northeastern industrial area via Brookwood 
Avenue. 231th-234th Avenue and Cornelius Pass Road. The Sister's of St. Mary’s property Is 
Hillsboro's highest priority adjacent to the southern portion of the City.

PRIORITIES / NORTH URSA’s

URSA 61 and 62 - We support the addition of these URSA's in order to provide the opportunity 
for additional large lot campus industrial sites, of which, we and the State of Oregon are in short 
supply. URSA's 61 and 62 are heavily impacted by the flight paths of the Hillsboro Airport and will

123 Wsst Main Street. Hillsboro. Oregon 07123-3899 • 503/801-6100 ♦ FAX 503/681-6245 
AMCOtMLC^fCftJWtTrtunoreR oh ficcYCteo wm
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never be appropriafe for residential use because of airport noise and safety impacts. These URSA's 
are on the approach for the crosswind runway or are impacted by the flight patterns of the 
proposed third parallel runway. However, they are suitable for industrial use. being adjacent to 
existing industrial use on Shute and Evergreen Roads. A small portion of URSA 42 lies north of the 
Sunset Highway and is appropriate for residential use.

The addition of this area would also give the City additional flexibility with existing land use 
designations north of the Sunset Highway. Currently, the northern portion of URSA 62 and URSA 64 
are bisected by a Hillsboro industrial site known as the "Seaport" property. The Seaport site has 
rolling topography that is relatively more suitable for residential than industrial development. The 
inclusion of URSA 61 and 62 into the UGB would allow the City to move its industrial land inventory 
from the Seaport site to this new URSA expansion south of the Sunset Highway. Jacobsen Road, 
the southern boundary of the Seaport site, is a logical boundary between industrial and residential 
use. An existing residential manufactured housing park already exists north of Jacobsen Road west 
of the Seaport property.

Additionally, the ability to use the Seaport property for residential use could allow the relocation of 
Hillsboro's existing fourth high school site from its current industrial location, to an appropriate 
residential location. The Hillsboro High School District could not find an appropriately zoned site 
within the current Urban Growth Boundary. The ability to convert the Seaport site to residential use 
with the addition of URSA 61 and 62 would allow the City to work with the school district to find a 
more suitable site than the current industrial location. The lack of large residential parcels in the 
City has been a hinderance to siting both schools and churches.

The ability to convert the Seaport site to residential use, with the addition of the northern portion of 
URSA 62 and URSA 64 to the UGB has the additional advantage of providing a continuous band of 
residential use north of Jacobsen and West Union Roads allowing an opportunity for another 
mixed:use planned residential community on the Seaport site adjacent to employment. The^ 
northern portion of URSA 62 and URSA 64 are adjacent to one of the largest concentrations of 
employment in the Region.

to summarize, Hillsboro's highest southern and northern URSA priorities are as follows;

SOUTHERN URSA PRIORITIB;

- URSA'S 53, 54 and 55

- Highest Priority, Sisters of St, Mary's property, a combination ot URSA's 54 and 55 

NORTHERN URSA PRIORITIES;

- URSA's 61 and 62

- We also believe that URSA's 61 and 62 should be extended west to Sewell Road 
with the road being the logical western extremity of the future UGB in this area of 
the region.

We want to thank you for the opportunity to comment. We strongly believe that It is in the best 
Interest of Hillsboro and the Region to allow reasonable planned expansion of the boundary over 
lime, but that there will be a future UGB limit that must be drawn. After you've had a chance to
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review this letter, please give me a call and I can arrange meeting with the City 5^0 we can onswer 
your questions In detail. Your interest in our views is sincerely appreciated.

Sincerely,
CITY <^HILLSBORf>RANNING DEPARTMENT

low C. Brooks 
Planning Director
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Chamber,
Thu Greater Hiu.sboro Area Chamber of Commerce

Resolution R-05-96

WHEREAS, the Greater Hillsboro Chamber of Commerce recognizes that the 
City of Hillsboro and its environs has, and is, experiencing rapid growth that 
effects all phases of services including livability and the quality of life.

. WHEREAS, the City will experience in the next few years a decreasing supply of 
residential and industrial land, especially for slngle-farhily and industrial 
development under the boundaries proposed in the Metro Urban Reserve Study 
Areas (URSA).

WHEREAS, the City has taken prudent and responsible steps in analyzing the 
effect of the current URSA proposal on the economic health and livability of the 
Hillsboro area and in developing its priorities to best serve its citizens and the 
business community.

THEREFORE, The Greater Hillsboro Area Chamber of Commerce supports the 
City of Hillsboro and Its priorities in the pursuit to expand further the urban 
reserves abutting Hillsboro as outlined in the attached letter to Metro dated July 
1,1996. Furthermore, the Greater Hillsboro Area Chamber of Commerce finds 
the recent proposal to add only 28 acres to the urban reserves abutting Hillsboro 
woefully Inadequate.

Randi^^teman, President

9/9/L4
Date

334 s.E. Fifth • Hillsdoro> Oregon 97123 * 503/648-1102 • fax 681-0535

□
AfecmpcTio
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THE GREATER HILLSBORO AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
334 S.E. Fifth • Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 * (503) 548-1102

facsimile transmittal

• FROM: The Hillsboro Chamber of Commerce FAX: # 503-651.-0535

Date; Q- Time; //)■
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CTTY or TDOUTDALE

September 9, 1996

Jon Kvistad
Metro Council Presiding Officer 
Metro Regional Center
600 NE Grand Ave 
Portland OR 97232-2736

Dear Mr. Kvistad:

The Troutdale City Council would like to repeat our comments made to MPAC concerning the 
proposed Urban Growth Management Functional Plan which is now before the Metro Council for 
adoption consideration.

Our principal concern is with Troutdale’s dwelling unit target capacity shown in Table 1 of the 
Plan. Troutdale objects to the formula used by Metro staff to arrive at this target figure because 
it allocates a disproportionate share of the region’s added dwelling units to Troutdale. Under 
Metro’s formula, all cities in the region have been allocated some additional housing units based 
on capacity, but five selected cities have been allocated “extra” units. Those five cities are 
Portland, Oregon City, Gresham, Forest Grove, and Troutdale. Troutdale, because of our size, 
receives the largest proportionate allocation of dwelling units in the Metro region.

A few examples will illustrate the problem. Troutdale has less than 1 % of the regions households 
(0.64% according to Metro’s 1994 figures), yet we are being asked to accept 1,264 “extra” 
dwelling units by 2017. This contrasts with Hillsboro (3.01% of Metro households), which is 
allocated only 22 “extra” dwelling imits. Beaverton (5.03% of Metro households) is allocated only
601 “extra” dwelling units. And Tigard (2.82% of Metro households) is allocated only 473 
“extra” dwelling units. There are many other examples. These numbers show that Troutdale, in 
proportion to its size, is being asked to accept many times the “extra” dwelling units allocated to 
other cities on the edge of the UGB.

Troutdale is already growing fast. We do not willingly accept the “extra” density allocation Metro 
staff has assigned it in order to hold the urban growth boundary at its present location. All the 
cities in the region on the edge of the UGB are under similar growth pressure. Yet Troutdale is

C\WPDATA\ADMIN\1996\KVIMAYO.LTR
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being asked to do far more than other cities similarly situated. This is patently unfair and 
anomalous. There is no consensus for Metro to decree that a selected few cities should suffer to 
benefit other cities.

For the above-stated reasons, Troutdale asks that Metro drop our city’s “extra” allocation of 
dwelling units within the target capacity figure in Table 1 of the proposed Functional Plan. We 
will gladly accept our “fair share” allocation but object to the extra burden being imposed on us.

We hope the Metro Council will take our comments into consideration in its deliberation and 
action on the Fimctional Plan. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Functional Plan 
and we will follow the outcome of this proposal through its final adoption.

Sincerely yours,

CITY OF TROUTDALE

Paul Thalhorer 
Mayor

0\WPDATA\ADMINU996\KVIMAYO.LTR
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September 12,1996
CITY OF TIGARD

OREGON

Metro Council 
Metro Regional Center 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland. OR 97232-2736

Dear Coundlors;

On behalf of the Tigard City Council. I am forwarding the fallowing comments and concerns 
regarding the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.

The Tigard City Council recognizes the need far regional planning to deal with growth issues that 
affect the livability of the area for everyone. The Coundl recognizes that Metro's charter 
empowers Metro to lead the efforts to create this regional plan. *For Metro to succeed, it is 
necessary that Metro engage local governments. It is we who must balance the need’s of the 
region with the needs and desires of our citizens. We recognize that success in handling regional 
issues can only occur if Metro and local jurisdictions forge an effective partnership. Metro may 
develop-a variety of plans, but it is the cities that wiil have to execute the plan. Accordingly, it is in 
our Interest to be heavily involved in creating the tune to which we all must march. Tigard Intends 
to participate as a fail partner In this process.

In addition to our comments, we are joining with our partners in Washington County in our support 
of the written comments that have are being submitted by the WCCC Transportation Advisor 
Committee.

Public Process in Tigapj

Since the draft of the Functional Plan has been available, the City Council has been briefed on a 
monthly basis, with two work sessions on the content of the Plan. Additionally, the City hosted a 
forum for Wtashington County jurisdictions to discuss the Plan with Metro's executive officer and 
invited Jon Kvistad to discuss the Plan at a City Coundl meeting.

City staff met with each of the C.l.Ts (Citizen Involvement Teams) during the month of May to 
provide an overview of the Functional Plan, In addition, staff have developed an informational 
questionnaire to provide an avenue for written public comments.

With this letter, we intend to summarize those issues that we feel remain with the proposed 
Functional Plan that have not been addressed by staff. MPAC or the Metro Growth Committee.

!26 SW Holl Bh/d, 7190101, OR 97223 (503) 639-4171 TDD (503) 684-2772
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Issues with the Functional Plan

• Governance and Local Control

The Functional Plan will require local jurisdictions to adopt many of its elements into their 
comprehensive plans. This moves decision making further away from citizens and property 
owners of a munidpality - the very people who will be affected by these decisions regarding 
land use and grow^. Although Metro has provided the opportunity fbr public input in the form 
of regional public open houses, and despite the local efforts to provide information regarding 

- the Functional Plan, the reality may be that the majority of citizens in Tigard will first become 
aware of the changes associated with the Plan when comprehensive plan and local 
ordinances are amended to implement the Functional Plan. There is great concern that City 
Councils and local policy makers will be required to implement code and plan revisions over 
which they have no control and have had little ability to impact We have raised this concern 
consistently throughout the process.

Metro's means fbr gathering input from municipalities to this point has MPAC. This structure 
does not fully serve the needs of the City. Because its role is primarily to advise rather than to 
govern, MPAC does not allow cities to have a direct say in policies that will govern their future. 
Not only does Tigard lack direct input to Metro, it also lacks direct input to MPAC. A structure 
having one representative serving several cities in Washington County implies that the 
jurisdictions have no differing or conflicting interests. Metro must develop better ways fbr 
dties to provide meaningful input so that each distinct community has a voice.

• Life Style Opportunities

The Functional Plan, by determining what particular design type and density is appropriate for 
the entire region, does not allow the life style opportunities that Tigard has always had the 
ability to provide. That opportunity includes not only the ability to provide for a dense, urban 
living environment, but also the ability and place to provide large lot, upscale developments, a 
variety of retail opportunities and convenient parking and access to customers and residents. 
This expected life style also includes some historic agricultural uses that are a part of Tigard's 
history.

The City of Tigard's comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance cumentty contain the ability to 
accommodate the number of households that Metro has asked us to accommodate. The 
market reality, however, is that we are currently developing at about 40% of the allowable 
comprehensive plan and zoning density. This tells us that the new residents of Tigard are 
coming here seeking a particular life style that includes a neighborhood of a particular density. 
We Intend to continue to offer that opportunity. If. in five years, we find that we are continuing 
to build out at a lower density than allowed by our codes or assigned to us by Metro, we do 
not want to be faced with Metro enforcement procedures. Therefore, we object to limitations 
which would force us to not only ignore market conditions, but create densities which are 
objectionable to our public.

The proposal to limit retail uses in employment and industrial areas to 50,000 feet of gross 
feasible area also limits the life style choices in Tigard. The 'big box* industries provide a 
service of economically priced goods that are an important choice for Tigard residents. 
Additionally, current providers of commercial facilities often contain a variety of ‘retail uses* 
under one roof which could conceivably be counted as separate retail users, thereby avoiding 
the limitation. Again, we cannot Ignore the market Why create limitations and rules that will 
cause imaginative property owners and retailers to create innovative ways to comply with 
artificial limits while 'getting around them." Also, the 50,000 square foot jimit may work fbr a 
developed Portland, but not for a thriving retail based suburb.
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Transportation Issues

As a growth concept that relies heavily on the availability of transit, the Functional Plan's 
limitations on parking and requirements for regional accessibility and density assume that 
transit is a readily available resource to the citizens of Tigard. While this may he true in other 
jurisdictions in the Metro region where substantial investments have or are being made in light 
rail, this is not true in Tigard. With limited ability to access public transportation, the City 
should not be required to assume the same regional share of population as other jurisdictions.

Addib'onally, it is critical that Metro coordinate and gain agreement with ODOT on the regional 
street design concepts so that there is a common design for State transportation facilities that 
are a part of Tigard's transportation network. With input from the City, a common vision for 
the appearance, transportation capabilities and funding strategy for State facilities must be 
provided. The location's and cost for providing the 'Boulevard Design' as envisioned in the 
Functional Plan must be resolved.

• Unfunded Mandates

Obviously, the work associated with amending comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances 
to comply with the requirements of the Functional Plan will place a heavy burden on the staff 
of the City. The financial assistance of Metro on provision of staffing to accomplish this work 
is necessary. We'estimate that at least $250,000 will be necessary to complete the work 
required by the Functional Plan. We have no resources to fund this work. This is such an 
important issue that we feel that the Functional Plan should not be adopted by the Metro 
Council until the costs of implementation have been fully documented.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on this very important issue. The decisions 
that are made will greatly impact the current and future residents of Tigard and we intend to stay 
very involved in the process.
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600 NOKTHCAST GRAND AVENUE 
TEL $03 7971700

PORTLAND. OREGON 97232 2736 
PAX 503 797 1797

M ETRO

GROWTH MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT:
CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 96-647A, FOR THE PURPOSE 

OF ADOPTING A FUNCTIONAL PLAN FOR EARLY IMPLEMENTATION OF 
THE 2040 GROWTH CONCEPT

Date: September 4, 1996 Presented by Councilor McLain

Committee Recommendation: At the August 6th meeting the committee voted
unanimously to recommend that Ordinance 96-647A be sent to The Metro Council as a 
working document. Voting in favor: Councilors McCaig, Morissette and McLain.

Committee Issues/Discussion: Ordinance 96-647A was introduced by Metro
executive Mike Burton and, as introduced to Council at first reading; contained both 
the MPAC final recommendations and a Burton proposed title related to benchmarks. 
The committee held one public hearing on the ordinance and allowed written testimony 
thorough two additional work sessions. Over 20 individuals testified at the public 
hearing and 45 separate submissions of written testimony were ultimately made.

The Growth Management Committee amended the ordinance in several significant 
ways:

• The Office of General Council (OGC) reviewed the document for legal consistency 
and made revisions to the introduction and titles 1,3,5,6,8 and 10. Of particular 
note was a rewrite of Title 1: Requirements For Housing and Employment. The 
major effects of this rewrite were to: 1) clarify the relationship between capacity 
and density with regard to Table 1 (Target Capacity for Housing and Employment 
Units 1994-2017); 2) clarify what table 1 requires and what it does not; and, 3) 
clarify the difference between the demonstration of capacity in table 1, and across- 
the-board requirements for density (including minimum density) and design types, 
as they relate to target density;

• Adding WRPAC recommendations to Title 3, which clarify Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Conservation and Mitigation Policy;

Reeyeled Psper



• Significantly amending Title 9 and retitling it “Performance Measures”. The goal 
of the amendments is to change the emphasis of this title from one of reporting and 
evaluation to one which tightens timelines, adds corrective action procedures and 
directs that “The performance measures will be used to evaluate and adjust, as 
necessary, Metro’s functional plans. Urban Growth Boundary , and other regional 
plans.”

Several other amendments were made including adding or revising definitions in Title 
10.

Committee members expressed interest in continuing deliberations on possible 
amendments to Title 4: Retail in Employment and Industrial Areas, after the ordinance 
reaches the Council level. Three different amendments are attached: the first put 
forward by counselor Morissette at the request of Bob LeFeber and the Oregon 
chapter of the International Council of Shopping Centers, the second by counselor 
McLain and the third an analysis of a proposal by Fred Meyer Inc.

At issue is the scope of retail enterprises in employment and industrial areas, 
particularly as it pertains to the size of the facility, the geographical area which is 
served by the facility and, possibly a differentiation of the applicability of the title to 
employment areas and to industrial areas.

Committee members also expressed the desire to continue discussion on certain aspects 
of title 9, including the content aqd use of performance measures and dates when 
specific activities are triggered. Counselor McCaig stated that she was not comfortable 
recommending adoption of the Functional Plan until title 9 is worked out to her 
satisfaction.



TITLE 4: RETAIL IN EMPLOYMENT AND INDUSTRIAL AREAS

Amendments proposed by Councilor Morissette 
July26, 1996, and Aug. 6, 1996 
Section 1 
Lines 436-441

It is the intent of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept that Employment and Industrial 
Areas contain ver-y-little- supportive retail development. Employment and 
Industrial Areas would be expected to include some limited retail commercial 
uses primarily to serve the needs of the people working or living in the immediate 
Employment or Industrial Areas, not larger market areas outside the Employment 
or Industrial Areas. E.Xceptions to this general policy can be made for certain 
areas as identified on the Employment and Industrial Areas l-xemptions Map 
(“Exemptions Map,,k

Section 2 
Lines 443 & 444

Cities and counties are hereby required to. if necessary, amend their 
comprehensive plans and implementing regulations to pioliibit-iuovide a 
conditional use or other public hearinu process for consideriim an application to 
site retail uses larger than §9^900 60.000 square feet of gross leasable area per 
building or business in the Employment and Industrial Areas specifically 
designated on the 2040 Growth Concept Map.

Section 3 
Lines 448-457

Exception.s to this standard nray shall be included for:

A. Low traffic generating, land-consumptive commercial uses with low parking 
demand which have a community or region wide market, or-.

B. As identified on the Employment-and-lnduGtrial Areas Exemptions Map, specific 
Employment or Industrial Areas which already have substantially developed as retail 
areas or centers or which have been locally designated as retail areas or centers may shall 
allow new or redeveloped retail uses. Proposed refinements to the mapped areas may . 
shall be considered in local compliance plans or at a later date as provided in Title 8.



TO; Metro Council /

FROM;
1 f.

Mike Burton yXiM y

DATE; August 26, 1996

RE; Urban Reserve Report

I will make a recommendation to the Council specifying urban reserves 
and proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law which justify the 
recommendations on September 3,1996.

Ordinance No. 96-655 is the vehicle by which the Council may take these 
recommendations for its own action and adoption.

Attached to the proposed ordinance is the Urban Reserve Report (Exhibit 
A) as directed by the Council. Exhibits B and C will be developed after 
the Council has concluded its hearings.,

I look fonward to working with the Metro Council as this most important 
issue is deliberated.

Metro

600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 
97232-2736

Tel (503) 797-1700 
Fax (503) 797-1797

Recycled paper



Metro

METRO COUNCIL POLICY CALENDAR

UrbanGro i/VTH Report
Date Entity Action Time

7/24/96 MPAC Review
8/14/96 MPAC Final Recommendation
9/3/96 CMC Work Session 3:30 PM
9/10/96 GMC Work Session 3:30 PM
9/17/96 GMC Final Recommendation 3:30 PM
9/19/96 Metro Council Growth Report delivered 2:00 PM
10/3/96 Metro Council Work Session 2:00 PM
10/10/96 Metro Council Vote on Growth Report 2:00 PM

Functio MAL Plan
Date Entity Action Time

7/30/96 GMC Work Session 3:30 PM
8/6/96 GMC Work Session with

Final Recommendation
3:30 PM

8/8/96 Metro Council Functional Plan delivered 2:00 PM
9/5/96 Metro Council Work Session 2:00 PM

PnMic Hearing Approx 3:30 PM
9/12/96 Metro Council Work Session 2:00 PM

Public Hearing 5:30 PM
9/26/96 Metro Council Work Session 2:00 PM
10/3/96 Metro Council Work Session 2:00 PM
10/17/96 Metro Council Work Session 2:00 PM
10/24/96 Metro Council Vote On Functional Plan 2:00 PM

Urban Reserves
Date Entity Action Time

9/3/96 GMC Receive URSA Report 3:30 PM
9/17/96 GMC Work Session 3:30 PM
10/8/96 GMC Pnbiie Hearing 3:30 PM
10/22/96 GMC . Work Session with

Final Recommendation
3:30 PM

11/7/96 Metro Council Urban Reserves delivered 
with Work Session

2:00 PM

11/12/96 Metro Council l^iiteniag PoK In Hlllaboro . 5:30 PM
11/14/96 Metro Council Listealag Po*t in Grtakam . 5:30 PM
11/18/96 Metro Council LiiteniagPost in Beaverton o 5:30 PM
11/19/96 Metro Council Listening Post in Oak Grove 5:30 PM
11/21/96 Metro Council Listening Post at Metro • ; 5:30 PM
12/5/96 Metro Council Work Session 2:00 PM
12/12/96 Metro Council Vote on Urban Reserves 2:00 PM

Please note: This schedule is subject to change by the Presiding Officer at any time. This schedule is to be 
used as a planning guide only. For further information, please telephone Metro Council Information 
Specialist, David Aeschliman, at 797-1540.



FACTSHEET

UPCOMING METRO COUNCIL 
GROWTH MANAGEMENT DECISIONS

There are several key growth management decisions facing the Metro Council These are 
important decisions that will afTect the region’s hiture livability All of these decisions are 
inter-related, but are being dealt with as separate components

Below is an explanation ofthose three key decisions: (1) the Urban Growih Report,
(2) the Functional Plan, and (3) designation of urban resei^es. Included in the explanation 
,i‘;e a definition, a timeframe, and how the three decisions are related to one anothei

Urban Grow'th Report 

Definition

The Urban Growth Report is a study that will help the region make projections about how 
quickly land is being used -- and is likely to be used in the future — within the urban 
growth boundary The Urban Growth Report contains a series of three technical forecasts 
upon which policy decisions can be based by the Metro Council, including whether, and by 

how much, to expand the urban growth boundary.

The three forecasts, all of which relate to what is expected to occur in the next 20 years, 
are

• Population, housing and employment forecast Examines how much of an increase in 
population, housing and employment is projected to occur throughout the region in 

the next 20 years.

• Buildable and redevelopable land inventory; Examines how much buildable available 
land is projected to be available within the current urban growth boundary for the next 
20 years. It includes new land that can be developed, as well as existing areas that have 
the potential to be redeveloped. Included in this inventory is a set of nine variables -- 
such as environmental constraints, the amount of infill and redevelopment, the effects 
of farm use assessment, and the amount of land needed for future public facilities such 
as schools - that will play a vital role in determining how much land w-ill be used 

during the next 20 years.



• Housing needs analysis: Examines the amount and types of housing projected to be 
needed to meet the needs of a growing population during the next 20 years. The 
analysis forecasts, for example, how many single-family houses, rowhouses, 
apartments, subsidized housing and manufactured homes should be available. The 
forecasts are based in part on projected income levels and demographics.

Timeframe

The Urban Growth Report has been presented to the Metro Council’s Growth 
Management Committee and to be used as a tool for developing growth management 
policies. The report will be reviewed by the Metro Council during the next two months.

Functional Plan

Definition

The Functional Plan goes beyond previous repons, concepts and discussions and 
establishes for the first time specific actions local governments must take to adhere to 
renional growth management policies The tunctional plan is the first regional planning 

tool that has behind it the force of law

The Functional Plan, when refined and approved by the Metro Council, will require local 
izovernments to change some of their ordinances to address specific issues, such as. 
urouih targets, parking policies, employment and industrial areas, transportation 
accessibility, housing affordability and water quality. Metro has been working with local 
uovernments for the past year-and-a-half to write the functional plan.

Also under discussion as part of the proposed Functional Plan is to establish a series of 
performance measurements These measurements would allow Metro and its local partners 
to determine along the way how they are doing in adhering to the 2040 growth 

management concept

Timeframe

The Metro Council is scheduled to adopt its regional Functional Plan in October 1996. 
Local governments will have about two years to implement the requirements within the •
Functional Plan.

Urban Reserves

Definition

Urban reserves are the areas of land just outside the current urban growth boundary that 
may be brought into the UGB at some point in the future to accommodate growth. The



decision about how many acres of urban reserves, and where they will be located, rests 
with the Metro Council. Several factors are being considered as part of the policy decision 
about urban reserves. Those factors include; the amount of land needed for aiture 
urbanization, protection of farm and forest land, the expense and feasibility of providing 
services such as sewer and water, and the location of urban reserves.

The Metro Council preliminarily has designated about 23,000 acres as potential urban 
reserves. Once urban reserves are adopted, portions will be added as needed as part of an 
urban growth boundary expansion. The only areas eligible to be added into the UGB are 
those that are part of urban reserves.

Timeframe

The council is scheduled to make a.decision on the amount and location of urban reserves 
in December 1996. Based in part on the urban reserve policy decision, the Metro Council 
likely, will make a decision about whether, and by how much, to expand the urban growth 

boundary sometime in 1997

Relationship among the three documents

Each of the three key decision points has a specific function, but they all share common 
goals: continuing the region’s livability in the face of a growing population and managing 
the urban growth boundary. Under state law, the urban growth boundary must contain a 
20-year land supply. The Metro Council will make UGB decisions based in part on the 
information generated by the Urban Growth Report, by elements of the Functional Plan 
and on requirements within state law.

The Urban Growth Report is an ongoing, work-in-progress document that contains 
forecasts and the nine variables. Neither the forecasts nor the variables contain concrete 
data about what will happen, since they are projections only. Instead, they ser\'e as a 
guideline for making specific policy decisions The projections and estimates contained in 
the Urban Growth Report may be revised prior to a final decision about whether to 
expand the urban growth boundary.

The Functional Plan calls for specific changes to be made at the local level It also 
allocates about how many households and jobs local governments should plan for and 
accommodate.

Urban reserves require the region to think ahead even farther than the 20-year land supply 
that must exist within the urban growth boundary. Urban reserves require that we 
designate and prepare for future expansion of the boundary rather than waiting until the 
land supply within the UGB is consumed.
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URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
A Functional plan for early implementation of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept

3 Introduction

4 Metro was created after a vote of the citizens of the region as an elected regional government
.5 responsible for addressing issues of metropolitan concern and is enabled by state law, adopted
6 by the Oregon Legislature in 1977. In addition, the voters of the region adopted a Metro
7 Charter in 1992, which describes additional responsibilities for the agency. Metro has an
8 elected seven member Council which determines region-wide policies. In addition, Metro has
9 an elected Executive Officer to enforce Metro ordinances and execute the policies of the

10 council.

11 The Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) is comprised of local government elected
12 officials and appointed citizens from throughout the region and was created to advise the
13 regionally elected Metro Council on matters of metropolitan concern. MPAC has
14 recommended specific policies to be included in a new functional plan to be adopted by the
15 Metro Council as soon as practicable. Early implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept is
16 intended to take advantage of opportunities now and avoid use of land inconsistent with the
17 long-term growth policy.

18 MPAC, as well as the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT), and the
19 Water Resource Policy Advisory Committee (WRPAC) have made recommendations that are
20 the basis for this functional plan. All of the elements considered by MPAC, JPACT and
21 WRPAC were deemed by the Metro Council to be matters of metropolitan concern that have
22 significant impact upon the orderly and responsible development of the metropolitan area. The
23 functional plan establishes regional policies, which will apply to all 24 cities and 3 counties
24 within the Metro region. The legal form of these regional policies is a functional plan, not
25 adoption as a “component” of the Regional Framework Plan. The policies in this functional
26 plan will be updated and coordinated with other policies to be adopted as components of the
27 Metro Charter mandated Regional Framework Plan, on or before December 30, 1997.

28 Functional plans are a primary regional policy tool that may contain both “recommendations”
29 and “requirements” for changes in local plans. This functional plan relies on further actions,
30 primarily changes to local government comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances, to
31 effectuate the actions described below.

32 The Meaning of Regional Functional Plan Adoption

33 The regional policies which are adopted by this Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
34 recommend and require changes to city and county comprehensive plans and implementing
35 . ordinances. The purpose of this functional plan is to implement regional goals and objectives
36 adopted by the Metro Council as the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO),
37 including the Metro 2040 Growth Concept. The comprehensive plan changes and related
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38 actions, including implementing regulations, required by this functional plan, shall be adopted
39 by all cities and counties in the-Metro region within twenty-four (24) months from the effective
40 date of this ordinance.

41 Any city or county determination not to incorporate all required functional plan policies into
42 comprehensive plans shall be subject to the conflict resolution and mediation processes
43 included within the RUGGO, Goal I provisions, prior to the final adoption of inconsistent
44 policies or actions. Upon the effective date of this ordinance, any city or county amendment to
45 a comprehensive plan or implementing ordinance that is inconsistent with requirements of this
46 functional plan, is subject to appeal for violation of the functional plan.

47 Regional Policy Basis

48
49 
•50
51
52
53
54
55

The regional policies adopted in this functional plan are formulated from, and are consistent 
with, the RUGGOs, including the Metro 2040 Growth Concept. The overall principles of the 
Greenspaces Master Plan are also incorporated within this functional plan. In addition, the 
updated Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)^ , when adopted, will serve as the primary 
transportation policy implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept. However, early 
implementation land use policies in this functional plan are integrated with early 
implementation transportation policies derived from preparation of the 1996 Regional 
Transportation Plan, and consistent with the Metro 2040 Growth Concept.

56 Structure of Requirements

57 The Urban Growth Management Functional Plan is a regional functional plan which contains
58 “requirements” that are binding on cities and counties of the region as well as
59 recommendations that are not binding. “Shall” or other directive words are used with
60 requirements. The words “should” or “may” are used with recommendations. In general, the
61 Plan is structured so that local jurisdictions may choose either performance standard
62 requirements or prescriptive requirements. The intent of the requirements is to assure that
63 cities and counties have a significant amount of flexibility as to how they meet requirements.
64 Performance standards are included in all titles. If local jurisdictions demonstrate to Metro
65 that they meet the performance standard, they have met the requirement of the title. Standard
66 methods of compliance are also included in the plan to establish one very specific way that
67 jurisdictions may meet a title requirement, but these standard methods are not the only way a
68 city or county may show compliance. In addition, certain mandatory requirements that apply
69 to all cities and counties are established by this functional plan.

* Metro has an adopted Regional Transportation Plan. However, because of changing local and regional conditions, as well as state 
and federal requirements, the RTP is being amended in 1996.
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70 REGIONAL FUNCTIONAL PLAN REQUIREMENTS

71 TITLE 1: REQUIREMENTS FOR HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT
72 ACCOMMODATION

73 ,

74
75
76
77
78
79 
80.
81
82
83

84
85

86

87
88
89

90
91

92
93
94
95
96
97

98.
99

100
101
102
103

Section 1. Intent

State law and Metro code require that the Metro urban growth boundary (UGB) have sufficient 
capacity to accommodate the expected growth for 20 years. It is Metro policy to minimize the 
amount of urban growth boundary expansion required for the expected population and 
employment growth by the year 2017 consistent with all Statewide Goals. To accomplish that 
policy, it is beneficial and desirable to increase the capacity of land available for development 
within the UGB. Increasing the capacity of land within the UGB includes increasing in 
appropriate locations both the rate of development permitted per acre and the rate at which 
housing and employment are actually built within the UGB. Development consistent with the 
design types of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept will focus these efforts. Each city and county 
must contribute its fair share to increasing the development capacity of land within the UGB.

Section 2. Local Plan Accommodation of Expected Growth Capacity for Housing and 
Employment—Performance Standard

All cities and counties within Metro shall demonstrate that:

A. Their zoning and other regulations will permit the target capacity for housing units and 
employment contained in Table 1 in the Appendix to this plan, including jurisdiction
wide expected capacities, as well as capacities for mixed-use areas; and that

B. The methods and plan requirements set forth in Sections 3 through 6 of this Title have 
been adopted or followed; and that

C. Effective measures have been taken to reasonably assure that the expected capacities 
will be built for housing units and employment; and that

D. Expected development has been permitted at locations and densities likely to be 
achieved during the 20-year planning period by the private market or assisted housing 
programs, once all new regulations are in effect.

Metro will work with local jurisdictions to develop a set of region-wide community 
development code provisions, standards and other regulations which local jurisdictions may 
adopt that will help implement the 2040 Growth Concept and this Functional Plan. Included in 
this project will be a review of development standards in support of smaller lots and more 
flexible use of land, strategies to encourage land assembly, more flexible zoning and 
improvements in the pre-application process to ensure timely and thorough review and to
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104 provide for early involvement by the public to address neighborhood concerns and assure
105 community acceptance of these changes.

106 Section 3. Methods to Increase Expected Capacity Required for All Local
107 Governments

108 All cities and counties within Metro are required to include within their comprehensive plans
109 and implementing ordinances the following provisions;

, JO A. All zones allowing residential use shall include a minimum density standard that 
jjj requires that no land use decision, including a partition or subdivision, may be
j j2 approved unless the proposed action will provide that no less than 80 percent of the
JJ3 maximum number of dwelling units per net acre permitted for development are
JJ4 approved for development. No comprehensive plan provision, implementing ordinance
j j5 or condition of approval may limit development to less than 80 percent of the maximum
j 16 permitted density. For high density zones with maximum permitted density higher than
J j7 37 dwelling units per net acre, the minimum residential density may be 30 dwelling
118 units per net acre if that density is consistent with the target densities listed in
119 subsection B, below.

120 B. For the area of each 2040 Growth Concept design type, local comprehensive plans and
121 implementing ordinances shall permit, at least, the following target densities for
122 housing and employment:

123 Central City - 250 persons per acre
124 Regional Centers - 60 persons per acre
125 Station Communities - 45 persons per acre
126 Town Centers - 40 persons per acre
127 Main Streets - 39 persons per acre
128 Corridor - 25 persons per acre
129 Inner Neighborhoods - 14 persons per acre
130 Outer Neighborhoods - 13 persons per acre
131 Employment Areas - 11 persons per. acre

132 The boundaries of the area for each design type, including Industrial Areas, shall be
133 determined by the city or county consistent with the general locations shown on the
134 2040 Growth Concept Map. For any area designated as a neighborhood area, the plans
135 and implementing ordinances shall not permit a target density equal to or greater than
136 the target density for any non-neighborhood design type.

137 C. Cities and counties shall not prohibit partitioning or subdividing inside the Metro urban
138 growth boundary where existing lot sizes are two or more times that of the minimum
139 lot size in the development code.
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140 Section 4. Review of Permitted Capacity of Housing Units and Employment

141 The purpose of this review is to determine the capacity of existing comprehensive plans and
142 implementing ordinances to accommodate housing and employment and to determine whether
143 ' amendments to existing plans are necessary to comply with Section 2 of this Title. Each city and
144 county within the Metro region is hereby required to;

145 A. Review the permitted capacity1 of its current comprehensive plan, and calculate the
146 expected capacity of housing units and employment by the year 2017 from the plan.

147 1. Cities and counties shall use Metro estimates of vacant land, and land likely to
148 redevelop, unless the local government has data that it believes is more accurate.
149 In this case, the local government may provide Metro the following:

150

151

152

153

154

155

156

157

158

159

160 
161 
162

163

164

165

166

167

168

169

170 
171-

172

173

a. The source of the data;
b. The reasons that the locally developed data is a more accurate estimate 

than the Metro estimate of vacant and redevelopable land;
c. , The database from which the above were derived;
d. The database of committed development lands'.

Cities and counties may use their data, subject to acceptance by the Metro 
Council or its designee, after Metro determines that the city or county data is 
more accurate than the Metro data. The Executive Officer shall notify the 
Metro Council of each instance in which the data submitted by a city or county 
is determined by Metro staff to be less accurate than Metro data.

In estimating expected capacity of existing comprehensive plans and 
implementing ordinances, local governments shall not estimate expected capacity 
at more than 80 percent of maximum permitted density, unless:

a. Actual experience in the jurisdiction since 1990 has shown that 
development has occurred at density greater than 80 percent of permitted 
residential density; or

b. Minimum density standards are adopted or proposed for adoption in the 
zoning code that require residential development at greater than 80 percent 
of maximum permitted density.

Jurisdictions calculating capacity through the use of density bonus provisions 
may consider transfers, including off-site transfers, only upon demonstration 
that previous approvals of all density transfers within the past 5 years have 
resulted in an average of at least 80 percent of maximum permitted densities 
actually being built.

1 See Title 10. Definitions, "permitted capacity" and "expected capacity."
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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

200 
201 
202

203'
204

205

B. Calculate the increases in expected housing units and employment by the year 2017 
from any proposed changes to the current comprehensive plans and implementing 
ordinances that must be adopted to comply with Section 3 of this Title and add the 
increases to the calculation of expected capacities.

C. Determine the effect of each of the following on expected capacities, and include the 
effect in the calculation of expected capacities:

1. Required dedications for public streets, consistent with the Regional Accessibility 
Title;

2. Off-street parking requirements, consistent with this functional plan;

3. Landscaping, setback, and maximum lot coverage requirements;

4. The effects of tree preservation ordinances, environmental protection ordinances, 
view preservation ordinances, solar access ordinances, or any other regulations 
that may have the effect of reducing the capacity of the land to develop at the 
permitted density;

5. The effects of areas dedicated to bio-swales, storm water retention, open space 
dedications, and other requirements of local codes that may reduce the capacity of 
the land to develop at the permitted density.

D. Review whether actual built densities during 1990-1995 were less than 80 percent of 
permitted densities. The 1990-1995 actual built densities within its jurisdiction shall be 
compared with permitted densities for housing units and employment during that 
period. This comparison shall be conducted using the following methods:

1.. Residential and employment developments to be analyzed shall be those which 
were permitted by a land use action and constructed during the period from 
1990 to 1995, and residential density shall be measured in households per net 
developed acre.2

2. Employment performance shall be measured by comparing the actual
jurisdiction-wide increase during the years 1990-1995 with the jurisdiction-wide 
increase listed in Table 1. This shall include only those developments that 
received approval under the implementing ordinances during this period.

If the average of acmal built densities for 1990-1995 was less than 80 percent of 
permitted densities, cities and counties must-address the reasons for not achieving 
higher densities in calculating their expected capacities.

See definitions.
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206 Section 5. Requirement to Increase Expected Capacity

207

208

209

210 
211

212

213

214

215

216

217

218

219

220 
221

222

223

224

225

226

227

228

229

230

231

232

233

234

235

236

237

238

239 
.240

B.

If the expected capacity estimates developed under Section 4 are less than the city's or 
county's target housing and employment capacities in Table 1, either jurisdiction-wide or 
in mixed-use areas, or both, then the city or county shall comply with Section 2 of this 
Title by amending its comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances to increase its 
expected capacity to comply with the required capacities in Table 1.

A capacity calculation including amendments to increase capacity shall be made 
according to the same methodology the jurisdiction used in Section 4. The jurisdiction 
shall demonstrate at least the following in calculating capacities for housing and 
employment;

1. The capacity calculation used only those development types that are a permitted 
•use in the development code. Any discretionary decision must not diminish the 
permitted density if it is to be counted as a part of expected capacity; and

2. Expected capacity has been determined by accounting for all development code 
requirements that may have the effect of reducing capacity, including those listed 
in Section 4.C above; and

3. Cities and counties, in coordination with special districts, have reviewed their 
public facility capacities and plans to assure that planned public facilities can be 
provided, to accommodate growth within the plan period; and

4. If the capacity calculations reflect that, during the period 1990-1995, actual built 
densities were less than 80 percent of permitted densities, the jurisdiction shall 
also demonstrate that it has considered and adopted at least two of the following 
methods to increase capacity:

a.
b.

c. ,
d.
e.

f.

Financial incentives for higher density housing;
Provisions permitting additional density beyond that generally allowed in 
the zoning district in exchange for amenities and features provided by the 
developer;
Removal or easing of approval standards or procedures;
Redevelopment and infill strategies;
Authorization of housing types not previously allowed by the plan or 
regulations; and
Adoption of an average residential density standard.

C. Exceptions can be requested according to Title 8 if a city or county determines that any 
expected capacity requirement in Table 1 cannot be achieved after implementation of 
policies to increase expected capacities.
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241 TITLE 2: REGIONAL PARKING POLICY
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Section 1. Intent

The State’s Transportation Planning rule calls for per capita reductions of vehicle miles traveled 
and parking as a means of responding to transportation and land use impacts of growth. The 
Metro 2040 Growth Concept calls for more compact development as a means to encourage more 
efficient use of land, promote non-auto trips and protect air quality. In addition, the federally 
mandated air quality plan relies on the 2040 Growth Concept fully achieving its transportation 
objectives. Notably, it relies upon reducing vehicle trips per capita and related parking spaces 
through minimum and maximum parking ratios. This title is provided to address these statutory 
requirements and preserve the quality of life of the region.

A compact urban form requires that each use of land is carefully considered and that more 
efficient forms are favored over less efficient ones. Parking, especially that provided in new 
developments, can result in a less efficient land usage and lower floor to area ratios. Parking also 
has implications for transportation. In areas where transit is provided or other non-auto modes 
(walking, biking) are convenient, less parking can be provided and still allow accessibility and 
mobility for all modes, including autos. Reductions in auto trips when substituted by non-auto 
modes can reduce congestion and increase air quality.

Section 2. Performance Standard

A. Local Governments are hereby required to adopt amendments, if necessary, to insure that 
their comprehensive plans and implementing regulations meet or exceed the following 
minimum standards:

1. Require no more parking than the minimum as shown on Regional Parking 
Standards Table, attached hereto; and

2. Establish parking maximums at ratios no greater than those listed in the Parking 
Table and as illustrated in the Parking Maximum Map. The designation of A and 
B zones on the Parking Maximum Map should be reviewed every five years and if 
necessary, revised to reflect changes in public transportation and in pedestrian 
support from adjacent neighborhoods. For all urban areas outside Zone A, cities 
and counties shall establish parking space maximums no greater than those listed 
in Zone B in the Parking Table and as illustrated in the Parking Maximum map. 
Local governments should designate Zone A parking ratios in areas with good 
pedestrian access to commercial or employment areas (within 1/3 mile walk) from 
adjacent residential areas.

3. Ensure than an administrative or public hearing process for considering ratios for 
. individual or joint developments allow adjustment for parking when;

a. in excess of the maximum parking ratios; and
b. less than the minimum parking ratios.
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278 Local governments may grant an adjustment from maximum parking ratios or minimum
279 parking ratios through an adjustment dr variance process.

280 B. Free, surface parking spaces shall be subject to the regional parking maximums.
281 Parking spaces in parking structures, fleet parking, parking for vehicles that are for
282 sale, lease, or rent, employee car pool parking spaces, dedicated valet parking spaces,
283 spaces that are user paid, market rate parking or other high-efficiency parking
284 management alternatives may be exempted from maximum parking standards. Sites
285 that are proposed for redevelopment may be allowed to phase in reductions as a local
286 option. Where mixed land uses are proposed, local governments shall provide for
287 blended parking rates. It is recommended that local governments count adjacent on-
288 street parking spaces, nearby public parking and shared parking toward required
289 parking minimum standards.

290 C. Local Governments may use categories or measurement standards other than those in
291 the Parking Table, but must provide findings that the effect of the local regulations will
292 be substantially the same as the application of the Regional Parking Ratios.

293 D. Local governments shall monitor and provide the following data to Metro on an annual
294 basis:

295 1. the number and location of newly developed parking spaces, and

296 2 demonstration of compliance with the minimum and maximum parking
297 standards, including the application of any local adjustments to the regional
298 standards in this title. Coordination with Metro collection of other building data
299 should be encouraged.
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300 TITLE 3: WATER QUALITY AND FLOOD MANAGEMENT CONSERVATION

Section 1. Intent301

302 To protect the beneficial uses and functional values of resources within the Water Quality and
303 Flood Management Areas by limiting or mitigating the impact on these areas from development
304 activities. ' '

305 Section 2. Requirement

306 Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plans and implementing regulations
307 protect Water Quality and Flood Management Areas pursuant to Section 4. Exceptions to this
308 requirement will be considered under the provisions of Section 7.

309 Section 3. Implementation Process for Local Governments

310 Cities and counties are hereby required to amend their plans and implementing ordinances, if
311 necessary, to ensure that they comply with this Title in one of the following ways;

312 A. Either adopt the relevant provisions of the Metro Water Quality and Flood Management
313 model ordinance and map entitled Metro Water Quality and Flood Management
314 Conservation Area Map; or

315 B. Demonstrate that the plans and implementing ordinances substantially comply with the
316 performance standards, including the map, contained in Section 4. In this case, the
317 purpose of this map is to provide a performance standard for evaluation of substantial
318 compliance for those jurisdictions who choose to develop their own map of water quality
319 and flood management areas ; or

320 C. Any combination of A and B above that substantially complies with all performance
321 standards in Section 4.

322 Section 4. Performance Standards

323 A. Flood Mitigation. The purpose of these standards is to protect against flooding, and
324 prevent or-reduce risk to human life and properties, by allowing for the storage and
325 conveyance of stream flows through these natural systems.

326 The plans and implementing ordinances of cities and counties shall be in substantial compliance
327 with the following performance standards:

328 1. Prohibit development within the water quality and flood management area; or

329 2. Limit development in a manner that requires balanced cut and fill; unless the
330 project is demonstrated, by an engineering study, that there is no rise in flood
331 elevation or that it will have a net beneficial effect on flood mitigation.
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B.

C.

4.

n qn ! raln'ml,m nmshed no0r elevalions a! leasl 0"= foot above the desian 
flood height or other applicable flood hazard standard for new habitable 
structures tn the Water Quality and Flood Management Area.

Require that temporary fills permitted during construction shall be removed.

Water Quality. The purpose of these standards is to protect and allow for enhancement 
Of water quality associated with beneficial uses as defined hv rh,* ^ enliancei^ent 
Resources Department and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality60" 3ter

Require erosion and sediment control for all new development within the Metro

oZa^r COn,amed in ,he Me,r0 WatCr Qualit^ and Fl-d
1.

2' m!?n,ire a lhe n,“'num extenl practicable that native' vegetation cover is
Water Oualitvand6 FI d M dUnng deve!0Pmen1’ and lha> Irees and shrabs in the 
Water Quality and Flood Management Area are maintained, the vegetative cover
required pursuant to these provisions shall not allow the use of "ProhibiSl pTaZ
for Stream Corridors and Wetlands” contained in the Water Quality and Zood
Management Model Code adopted by the Metro Council.

1 !n,Thh!bwrVnSSr^’f UnJCn'!,ained areas “fh^^rdous materials as defined by DEO
in the Water Quality and Flood Management Areas; and

MZagemeVtTrer re8i°ni" C0'">'",Uy “d ‘"'^Srity of Water Quality and Flood •

oS“p foZliirjtfelct''ofT? 0r ad0P' ,ranSfcr 0P de"Sit^ withi"
Management Areas.8or thtgh'tL^brDZfopme'nt S rchrd
Or“'y eqUiVa,em CffeC' aS lhe Me,r0 Water <3“a'i'y and Flood MaMgZentMode^

water Quality and Flood Management Areas with a conservation easemenf nLf J Ss=Tp
fheVWa“ernQuamy andlZd m' appliCa,ion/ involvin8 Pre-=xisting development within
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369 Section 5. Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area
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389

390
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394
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396
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398

399

400 
401-

402

403

404

405

B. Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area Recommendations

Rsrand'widnfe Hei,S.h?r 0n the Water Quality and Fl00d Mi»>9gement Area Map.
the Water Onaito rorFi dT3''0" Habi‘a‘AreaS 8enerally include and/or 8° bey»n<f me Water Quahtj- and Flood Management Areas. These areas shown on the raao are
Metro s initial inventoiy of significant fish and wildlife habitat consen-ation areas Metro
hereby recommends that local jurisdictions adopt the following temporaiy stSds

I. Prohibit development in the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Areas that adversely 
impacts fish and wildlife habitat. aaverseiy

11 F T*niZ^u-'1“‘ Urban devcl°Pmanl wd|. a< fates, necessitate 
development activities within or adjacent to Fish and Wildlife Habitat
MfiSpoltr8’ ^er f0"0Wing FiSh and Wiidlife Habi,at Conservation 
^S«rs: P emergency situations, applies to all the following

Establisheda wintr analydS'f WhCre PUbliC neCd f0r the Pr°Ject has bee" 
established, wil be required for any of the exceptions listed below The
dcEonsr,5 ana riS mUSI seek 10 aVOid adverse environmental impacts by 
demonstrating here arc no practicable, less environmentally damaging
alternatives riyailable. In those cases where there are no practicabT
environmentally damaging alternatives, the project proponent will ’ seek
iEnTrt IVeS wh'ch,reducc or minimize adverse environmentai impacts Where
"licanliu’ COmpe"Satte'’- by replacement ofthe im^ti
grealrvaZ w iiT °T’wheTe aPPr°Pria'=. substitute resources of equal or
S J be Pr,0V'dcd m accordance with the Metro Water Quality and
Flood Management model ordinance. ana

maximum construction zone width
b.

c.
d.

Utility construction within a 
established by local governments.
television ?irnrderrnd eleCtriC P0Wer’ telecommunications and cable 
^levision lines within a sewer or stormwater right-of-way or within a
max mum constmction zone width established by local governments.
Trails, boardwalks and viewing areas construction
Transportation crossing and widcnings. Transportation crossings and
wi enings sha11 be designed to minimize disturbance, allow for fish and

Page 12—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
Metro Council/Growih Ma



406

407

408

409

410

411

412

413

414
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417

418

419

420

421

wildlife passage and crossings should be preferably at right angles to the 
stream channel.

Limit the clearing or removal of native vegetation from the Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Conservation Area to ensure its long term survival and health. Allow and 
encourage enhancement and restoration projects for the benefit of fish and 
wildlife.

Require the revegetation of disturbed areas with native plants to 90 percent cover 
within three years. Disturbed areas should be replanted with native plants on the 
Metro Plant List or an approved locally adopted plant list. Planting or 
propagation of plants listed on the Metro Prohibited Plant List within the 
Conservation, Area shall be prohibited.

Require compliance with Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) 
seasonal restrictions for in-stream work. Limit development activities that would 
impair fish and wildlife during key life-cycle events according to the guidelines 
contained in ODFW’s “Oregon Guidelines for Timing of In-water Work to 

■ Protect Fish and Wildlife Resources.”

422

423

424

425

426

427

428

429

430

431

432

433

434

435

436 
437-

438

439

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection

Within eighteen (18) months from the effective date of this functional plan, Metro shall
complete the following regional coordination program by adoption of functional plan
provisions.

1. Metro shall establish criteria to define and identify regionally significant fish and 
wildlife habitat areas.

2. Metro shall adopt a map of regionally significant fish and wildlife areas after (1) 
examining existing Goal 5 data, reports and regulation from cities and counties, 
and (2) holding public hearings.

3. Metro shall identify inadequate or inconsistent data and protection in existing 
Goal 5 data, reports and regulations on fish and wildlife habitat. City and county 
comprehensive plan provisions where inventories of significant resources were 
completed and accepted by a LCDC Periodic Review Order after January 1, 1993, 
shall not be required to comply until their next periodic review.

4. Metro shall complete Goal 5 economic, social, environmental and energy (ESEE) 
analyses for mapped regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat areas only for 
those areas where inadequate or inconsistent data or protection has been 
identified.
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440
441
442

5. Metro shall establish performance standards for protection of regionally 
significant fish and wildlife habitat which must be met by the plans implementing 
ordinances of cities and counties.

443 Section 6. Metro Model Ordinance Required

444 Metro shall adopt a Water Quality and Flood Management Model Ordinance and map for use by
445 local jurisdictions to comply with this section. Sections 1-4 of this title shall not become
446 effective until 24 months after Metro Council has adopted a Model Code and map that addresses
447 all of the provisions of this title. Metro may adopt a Model Code and map for protection of
448 regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat. Section 5 of this title shall be implemented by
449 adoption of new functional plan provisions.

450 Section 7. Variances

451 . City and county comprehensive plans and implementing regulations are hereby required to
452 include procedures to consider claims of map error and hardship variances to reduce or remove
453 stream corridor protection for any property demonstrated to be converted to an unbuildable lot by
454 application of stream corridor protections.
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455 TITLE 4: RETAIL IN EMPLOYMENT AND INDUSTRIAL AREAS

456 Section 1. Intent

457 It is the intent of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept that Employment and Industrial Areas contain
458 very little retail development. Employment and Industrial areas would be expected to include
459 some limited retail commercial uses primarily to serve the needs of people working or living in
460 the immediate employment areas, not larger market areas outside the employment area.
461 Exceptions to this general policy for Employment and Industrial Areas can be made for certain
462 areas as identified on the Employment and Industrial Areas Map.

463 Section 2. Comprehensive Plan and Implementing Ordinance Changes Required

464 Cities and counties are hereby required to amend their comprehensive plans and implementing
465 regulations to prohibit retail uses larger than 50,000 feet of gross leasable area per building or
466 business in the Employment and Industrial Areas specifically designated on the 2040 Growth
467 Concept Map.

468 Section 3. Exceptions

469 Exceptions to this standard may be included for;

470 A. Low traffic generating, land-consumptive commercial uses with low parking demand
471 which have a community or region wide market, or

472 B. As identified on the Employment and Industrial Areas Map, specific Employment or
473 Industrial Areas which already have substantially developed as retail centers or which
474 have been locally designated as retail centers may allow new or redeveloped retail uses.
475 Proposed refinements to the mapped areas may be considered in local compliance plans
476 as provided in Title 8.
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477 TITLE 5: NEIGHBOR CITIES AND RURAL RESERVES

Section 1. Intent478

479 The intent of this title is to clearly define Metro policy with, regard to areas outside the Metro
480 urban growth boundary. NO PORTION OF THIS TITLE CAN REQUIRE ANY ACTIONS
481 BY NEIGHBORING CITIES. Metro, if neighboring cities jointly agree, will adopt or sign
482 rural reserve agreements for those areas designated rural reserve in the Metro 2040 Growth
483 Concept with Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington County, and Neighbor City Agreements
484 with Sandy, Canby, and North Plains. Metro would welcome discussion about agreements with
485 other cities ifthey request such agreements.

486 In addition, counties and cities within the Metro boundary are hereby required to amend their
487 comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances within twenty-four months to reflect the rural
488 reserves and green corridors policies described jn the Metro 2040 Growth Concept.

489 Section 2. Rural Reserves and Green Corridors

490 Metro shall attempt to designate and protect common rural reserves between Metro’s urban
491 growth boundary and designated urban reserve areas and each neighbor city’s urban growth
492 boundary and designated urban reserves, and designate and protect common locations for green
493 corridors along transportation corridors connecting the Metro region and each neighboring city.
494 For areas within the Metro boundary, counties are hereby required to amend their comprehensive
495 plans and implementing ordinances to identify and protect the rural reserves and green corridors
496 described in the adopted 2040 Growth Concept and shown on the adopted 2040 Growth Concept
497 Map. These rural lands shall maintain the rural character of the landscape and our agricultural
498 economy. New rural commercial or industrial development shall be restricted. Zoning shall be
499 for resource protection on farm and forestry land, and very low-density residential (no greater
500 average density than one unit for five acres) for exception land.

501 For areas outside the Metro boundary, Metro shall encourage intergovernmental agreements with
502 the cities of Sandy, Canby and North Plains.

503 Section 3. Invitations for Intergovernmental Agreements

504 Metro shall invite the local governments outside the Metro boundary and named in Section 1 of
505 this title to sign an Intergovernmental Agreement, similar to the draft agreements attached hereto.

506 Section 4. Metro Intent with Regard to Green Corridors

507 • Metro shall attempt to negotiate a Green Corridor Intergovernmental Agreement with Oregon
508 Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the three counties (Clackamas, Multnomah and
509 Washington) to designate and protect areas along transportation corridors connecting Metro and
510 neighboring cities.

Page 16—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Metro Council/Growth Management Committee—August 23, 1996



511 TITLE 6: REGIONAL ACCESSIBILITY

512 Section 1. Intent

513 Implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept requires that the region identify key measures of
514 transportation effectiveness which include all modes of transportation. Developing a full array of
515 these measures will require additional analysis. Focusing development in the concentrated
516 activity centers, including the central city, regional centers, and station communities, requires the
517 use of alternative modes in order to avoid unacceptable levels of congestion and to insure that
518 accessibility by alternative modes is attractive. The continued economic vitality of industrial
519 areas and intermodal facilities is largely dependent on preserving or improving access to these
520 areas and maintaining reasonable levels of freight mobility on the region’s main throughways.
521 Therefore, regional congestion standards and other regional system performance measures shall
522 be tailored to reinforce the specific developrnent needs of the individual 2040 Growth Concept
523 land use components.

524 These regional standards will be linked to a series of regional street design concepts that fully
525 integrate transportation and land use needs for each of the 2040 land use components. The
526 designs generally form a continuum; a network of throughways (freeway and highway designs)
527 will emphasize auto and freight mobility and connect major activity centers. Slower-speed
528 boulevard designs within concentrated activity centers will balance the multi-modal travel
529 demands of these areas. Street and road designs will complete the continuum, with multi-modal
530 designs that reflect the land uses they serve, but also serving as moderate-speed vehicle
531 connections between activity centers that complement the throughway system. While these
532 designs are under development, it is important that improvements in the most concentrated
533 activity centers are designed to jessen the negative effects of motor vehicle traffic on other modes
534 of travel. Therefore, the need to implement amenity oriented boulevard treatment that better
535 serves pedestrian and transit travel in the central city, regional centers, main streets, town centers,
536 and station communities is a key step in the overall implementation of the Metro 2040 Growth
537 Concept.

538 Section 2. Boulevard Design

539 For regional routes in the central city, regional centers, station communities, main streets and
540 town centers designated on the Boulevard Design Map, all cities and counties within the Metro
541 region are hereby required to implement or allow to be implemented boulevard design elements
542 as improvements are made to these facilities including those facilities built by ODOT or Tri-Met.
543 Each jurisdiction shall adopt amendments, if necessary, to ensure that their comprehensive plans
544 and implementing ordinances require consideration or installation of the following boulevard
545 design elements when proceeding with right-of-way improvements on regional routes designated
546 • on the boulevard design map. In general, pedestrian and transit oriented design elements are the
547 priority in the central city and regional centers, station communities, main streets and town
548 centers;

549 A. Wide sidewalks.with pedestrian amenities such as benches, awnings and special lighting;
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550 B. Landscape strips, street trees and other design features that create a pedestrian buffer
551 - between curb and sidewalk;

552 C. Pedestrian crossings at all intersections, and mid-block crossihgs where intersection
553 spacing is excessive;

554 D. The use of medians and curb extensions to enhance pedestrian crossings where wide
555 streets make crossing difficult;

556 E. Bikeways;

557 F. On-street parking;

558 G. Motor vehicle lane widths that consider the above improvements;

559 H. . Use of landscaped medians where appropriate to enhance the visual quality of the
560 streetscape.

561 Sections. Design Standards for Street Connectivity
562
563 The design of local street systems, including “local” and “collector” functional classifications, is
564 generally beyond the scope of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). However, the aggregate
565 effect of local street design impacts the effectiveness of the regional system when local travel is
566 restricted by a lack of connecting routes, and local trips are forced onto the regional network.
567 Therefore, the RTP will include design standards for connectivity aimed at improving local
568 circulation in a manner that protects the integrity of the regional system.

569 Local jurisdictions within the Metro region are hereby required to amend their comprehensive
570 plans and implementing ordinances, if necessary, to comply with or exceed one of the following
571 options in the development review process:

572 A. Design Option. Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plans,
573 implementing ordinances and administrative codes require demonstration of compliance
574 with the following:

575 1. New residential and mixed-use developments shall include local street plans that:

576 a. encourage pedestrian travel by providing short, direct public right-of-way
577 routes to coimect residential uses with nearby existing and planned
578 commercial services, schools, parks and other neighborhood facilities; and
579- b. include no cul-de-sac streets longer than 200 feet, and no more than 25
580 dwelling units on a closed-end street system; and
581 c. provide bike and pedestrian connections on public easements or right-of-
582 way when full street connections are not possible, with spacing between
583 connections of no more than 330 feet; and
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584 d. consider opportunities to incrementally extend and connect local streets in
585 primarily developed areas; and
586 e. serve a mix of land uses on contiguous local streets; and
587 . f. support posted speed limits; and
588 g. consider narrow street design alternatives that feature total right-of-way of
589 no more than 46 feet, including pavement widths of no more than 28 feet,
590 curb-face to curb-face, sidewalk widths of at least 5 feet and landscaped
591 pedestrian buffer strips that include street trees; and
592 h. limit the use of cul-de-sac designs and closed street systems to situations
593 where topography, development patterns or environmental constraints
594 prevent full street extensions.

!

595 2. For new residential and mixed-use development, all contiguous areas of vacant
596 and primarily undeveloped land of five acres or more shall be identified by cities
597 and counties and the following will be prepared:

598 A map that identifies possible local street connections to adjacent developing
599 areas. The map shall include street connections at intervals of no more than 660
600 feet, with more frequent connections in areas planned for mixed use or dense
601 development.

602 B. Performance Option. For residential and mixed use areas, cities and counties shall
603 ensure that their comprehensive plans, implementing ordinances and administrative codes
604 require demonstration of compliance with performance criteria. Cities and counties shall
605 develop local street design maps or standards with street intersection spacing to occur at
606 intervals of no less than eight per mile, the number of street connections coordinated and
607 consistent with increased density and mixed land uses. Local street designs for new
608 developments shall satisfy both of the following additional criteria:

609 1. Performance. Criterion: minimize local traffic on the regional motor vehicle
610 system, by demonstrating that local vehicle trips on a given regional facility do
611 not exceed the 1995 arithmetic median of regional trips for facilities of the same
612 motor vehicle system classification by more than 25 percent.

613

614

615

616 
617

2. Performance Criterion: everyday local travel needs are served by direct,
connected local street systems where: (1) the shortest motor vehicle trip over 
public streets from a local origin to a collector or greater facility is no more than 
twice the straight-line distance; and (2) the shortest pedestrian trip on public right- 
of-way is no more than one and one-half the straight-line distance.

618 Section 4. Transportation Performance Standards

619 A. Alternative Mode Analysis

620
621

1. Mode split will be used as the key regional measure for transportation 
effectiveness in the Central City, Regional Centers and Station Communities.
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622

623

624

625

626

627

628

629

630

631

632

2.

Each jurisdiction shall establish a mode split target (defined as the percentage of 
all non-Single Occupant Vehicle modes of transportation) for each of the central 
city, regional centers and station communities within its boundaries. The mode 
split target shall be no less than the regional targets for these Region 2040 Growth 
Concept land use components to be established in the Regional Transportation 

■ Plan).

Local Governments which have Central City, regional centers and station 
communities shall identify actions which will implement the mode split targets. 
These actions should include consideration of the maximum parking ratios 
adopted as part of Title 2, Section 2, Boulevard - Design of this title, and transit’s 
role in serving the area.

633 B. Motor Vehicle Congestion Analysis

634

635

636

637

638

639

640

641

642

643

644

645.

646

647

648

649

650

651

652

653

654

655

1. Level-of-service. The following table may be incorporated into local 
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances to replace current methods of 
determining congestion on regional facilities, if this change is needed to permit 
Metro 2040 Growth Concept implementation in the Central City, Regional 
Centers, Town Centers, Main Streets and Station Communities:

General Performance Standards (using LOS*)

• Preferred Acceptable Exceeds
Mid-Dav one-hour C or better D E or worse
Peak t3VO-hour E/E or better F/E F/F or worse

• fjCvci“Ui*ot/i VID uuiwiiiiiiiwu \jj wiv*»—* w.w —-------— —  ^

Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board) or through volume to capacity 
ratio equivalencies as follows: LOS C = .8 or better; LOS D = .8 to .9; LOS = .9 
to 1.0; and LOS F = greater than 1.0. A copy of the Level of Service Tables 
from the Highway Capacity Manual is attached as Exhibit A.

Accessibility. If a congestion standard is exceeded as identified in 4.B.1, local 
governments shall evaluate the impact of the congestion on regional accessibility 
using the best available methods (quantitative or qualitative). If a determination is 
made by Metro that the congestion negatively impacts regional accessibility, local 
Jurisdictions shall follow the congestion management procedures identified in 4.C. 
below.

Congestion Management

Prior to recommending a significant capacity expansion to a regional facility, or including 
such an expansion in a city or county comprehensive plan, the following actions shall be 
applied, unless adequately addressed in the Regional Transportation Plan:

1. To address Level of Service:
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hXllibil- IK

Less than 5 seconds;Greater than 35 mphGreater than 60 mph most vehicles do not
stop at allAverage spacing: 

22 car-lengths

LOS

B

(SEE TITLE 4B)

Level of Service (LOS) Definitions for Freeways, Arterials and Signalized Intersections

FREEWAYS 
(average travel speed 

assuming 70 mph 
design speed)

57 to 60 mph

Average spacing: 
13 car-lengths

54 to 57 mph

Average spacing: 
9 car-lengths

46 to 54 mph

Average spacing: 
6 car-lengths

30 to 46 mph

Average spacing: 
4 car-lengths

Less than 30 mph 

bumper-to-bumper

ARTERIALS 
(average travel speed 
assuming a typical free 
flow speed of 40 mph)

28 to 35 mph

22 to 28 mph

17 to 22 mph

13 to 17 mph

Less than 13 mph

SIGNALIZED 
INTERSECTIONS 
(stopped delay per 

vehicle)

TRAFFIC FLOW-CHARACTERISTICS

Virtually free flow; completely unimpeded 

Volume/capacity ratio less than or equal to .60

5 1 to 15 seconds; more 
vehicles stop than for 
LOS A

Stable flow with slight delays; reasonably unimpeded 

Volume/capacity ratio .61 to .70

15.1 to 25 seconds; 
individual cycle failures 
may begin to appear

Stable flow with delays; less freedom to maneuver 

Volume/capacity ratio of .71 to .80

25; 1 to 40 seconds; 
individual cycle failures 
are noticeable

40.1 to 60 seconds; 
individual cycle failures 
are frequent; poor 
progression

Greater than 60 
seconds; not acceptable 
for most drivers

Demand exceeds roadway capacity, limiting volume that can be a"d
forcing excess demand onto parallel routes and extending the peak period

Source: 1985 Highway Capacity Manual (A through F Descriptions)
Metro (>F Description)

High density but stable flow 

Volurne/capacity ratio of .81 to .90

Operating conditions at or near capacity; unstable flow 

Volume/capacity ratio of .91 to 1.00

Forced flow, breakdown conditions 

Volume/capacity ratio of greater than 1.00 

Demand/capacity ratios of greater than 1.10

Metro
JPACT/MPAC Meeting

April 11. 1996



656

657

658

659

660 
661

662

a.

b.

c.

d.

Transportation system management techniques
Corridor or site-level transportation demand management techniques
Additional roadway capacity to parallel facilities, including the
consideration of a grid pattern consistent with connectivity standards
contained in Title 6 of this plan
Transit service improvements to increase ridership

2. To address preservation of street function:

663
664

a. Traffic calming
b. Street function classification

665

666
667

668 
669

3. To address or preserve existing street capacity

a. Transportation management (e.g. access management, signal interties, lane 
channelization)

If the above considerations do not adequately and cost-effectively address the problem, 
capacity improvements may be included in the comprehensive plan.
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670 TITLE 7: AFFORDABLE HOUSING

671

672

673

674

675

676

677

Section 1. Intent

RUGGO Objective 17 requires Metro to use a “fair share” strategy to meet housing needs, which 
includes housing densities supportive of “development of the regional transportation system and 
designated centers and corridors,” like Title 1, above. Two other parts of the “fair share strategy 
are addressed here: (1) encouraging use of tools identified to improve availability of sufficient 
housing affordable to households of all income levels; and (2) encouraging manufactured 
housing to assure a diverse range of available housing types.

678 Section 2. Recommendations to Improve Availability of Affordable Housing

679 The following tools and approaches to facilitate the development of affordable housing are
680 recommended to begin to meet the need for sufficient and affordable housing:

681 A. Donate buildable tax-foreclosed properties to nonprofit organizations for
682 development as mixed market affordable housing.

683 B. Develop permitting process incentives for housing being developed to serve
684 people at or below 80% of area median income.

685 C. Provide fee waivers and property tax exemptions for projects developed by
686 nonprofit organizations serving people at or below 60% of area median income.

687 D. Create a land banking program to enhance the availability of appropriate sites for
688 permanently affordable housing.

689 E. Consider replacement ordinances that would require developers of high-income
690 housing, commercial, industrial, recreational or government projects to replace
691 any affordable housing destroyed by these projects.

692 F. Consider.linkage programs that require developers of job-producing development,
693 particularly that which receives tax incentives, to contribute to an affordable
694 housing fund.

695 G. Commit locally controlled funds, such as Community Development Block Grants,
696 SIP tax abatement funds or general fund dollars, to the development of
697 - permanently affordable housing for people at or below 60% of area median
698 income.

699 H. Consider inclusionary zoning requirements, particularly in tax incentive
700 programs, for new development in transit zones and other areas where public
701 investment has contributed to the value and developability of land.
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702 Section 3. Recommendations to Encourage Manufactured Housing

703 State housing policy requires the provision of manufactured housing inside all Urban Growth
704 Boundaries as part of the housing mix with appropriate placement standards. The following are
705 recommended to reduce regulatory barriers to appropriately placed manufactured housing:

706 ' A. Requirements for a minimum of five acres to develop a manufactured housing
707 park should be reviewed to consider a lesser requirement, or elimination of a
708 minimum parcel and/or lot size entirely.

709 B. Manufactured homes configured as duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, etc. should be
710 encouraged outside manufactured dwelling parks where zoning densities are
711 consistent with single story development.

Page 23—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan . Metro Council/Growth Management Committee—August 23. 1996



712

713

714

715

716

717

718

719

720

721

722

723

724

725

726

727

728

729

730

731

732

733

734

735

736

737

738

739

740 
741’

742

743

744

TITLE 8: COMPLIANCE PROCEDURES

Section 1. Compliance Required

All cities and counties within the Metro boundary are hereby required to amend their 
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances to comply with the provisions of this 
functional plan within twenty-four months of the effective date of this ordinance. Metro 
recommends the adoption of the policies that affect land consumption as soon as possible.

Section 2. Compliance Procedures

A. On or before six months prior to the deadline established in Section 1, cities and counties 
shall transmit to Metro the following;

1. An evaluation of their local plans, including public facility capacities and the 
amendments necessary to comply with this functional plan;

2. Copies of all applicable comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances and 
public facility plans, as proposed to be amended;

3. Findings that explain how the amended local comprehensive plans will achieve 
the standards required in titles 1 through 6 of this functional plan.

In developing the evaluation, plan and ordinance amendments and findings, cities and 
counties shall address the Metro 2040 Growth Concept, and explain how the proposed 
amendments implement the Growth Concept.

B. Exemptions from any of the requirements in the above titles may be granted by the Metro 
Council, as provided for in the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives, Section 
5.3, after MPAC review, based on city or county submittal as specified in this section. 
The Metro Council will make all final decisions as to the existence of the factual basis for 
the grant of any requested exemption.

1. Population and Employment Capacity. An exemption from the requirement 
contained in Table 1 of Title 1 that the target capacities shall be met or exceeded 
may be granted based on a submittal which includes the following:

a. A demonstration of substantial evidence of the economic infeasibility to 
provide sanitary sewer, water, stormwater or transportation facilities to an 
area or areas; or

b. A demonstration that the city or county is unable to meet the target 
capacities listed in Table 1 because substantial areas have prior 
commitments to development at densities inconsistent with Metro target; 
or
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745

746

747

748

749

750

751

752

753

754

755

756

757

758

759

760

761

762

763

764

765

766

767

768

769

770

771

772

773

774

775

776

777 
778-

779

780

781

782

783

c. A’demonstration that the households and employment capacities cannot be 
accommodated at densities or locations the market or assisted programs 
will likely build during the planning period.

As part of any request for exemption under this subsection, a city or 
county shall also submit an estimate of the amount of households or 
employment included in the capacity listed in Table 1 that cannot be 
accommodated; and a recommendation which identifies land that would 
provide for the unaccommodated capacity located outside the urban 
growth boundary and near or adjacent to the city or county.

In reviewing any request for exemption based on the financial feasibility of 
providing public services, Metro, along with local governments, shall estimate the 
cost of providing necessary public services and compare those with the estimated 
costs submitted by the city or county requesting the exemption.

Parking Measures. Subject to the provisions of Title 2, cities or counties may 
request an exemption from parking requirements. Metro may consider a city or 
county government request to allow areas designated as Zone A to be subject to 
Zone B requirements upon the city or county establishing that, for the area in 
question:

a.

b.

d.

There are-no existing plans to provide transit service with 20-minute or 
lower peak frequencies; and
There are no adjacent neighborhoods close enough to generate sufficient 
pedestrian activity; and
There are no significant pedestrian activity within the present business 
district; and
That it will be feasible for the excess parking to be converted to the 
development of housing, commerce or industry in the future.

The burden of proof for an adjustment shall increase based on the quality and 
timing of transit service. The existence of transit Service or plans for the 
provision of transit service near a 20-minute or lower peak frequency shall 
establish a higher burden to establish the need for the exemption.

Water Quality and Flood Management Areas. Cities and counties may request 
areas to be added or deleted from the Metro Water Quality and Flood 
Management Area based on a finding that the area identified on the map is not a 
Water Quality and Flood Management Area or a Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Conservation Area, as defined in this functional plan. Areas may also be deleted 
from the map if the city or county can prove that its deletion and the cumulative 
impact of all deletions in its jurisdiction will have minimal impact on the water 
quality of the stream and on flood effects. Findings shall be supported by 
evidence, including the results of field investigations.
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784

785

786 .

787

788

789

790

791

792

793

794

795

796

797

798

799

800

801

802

803

804

805

806

807

808

809

810 
811 
812

813

814

815

816

817

818 
819

4. Retail in Employment and Industrial Areas. Subject to the provisions of Title 4, 
cities and counties may request a change in the Employment and Industrial Areas 
Map. Metro may cpnsider a city or county request' to modify a mapped 
Employment and Industrial Area to exempt existing or locally designated retail 
centers, where they can dempnstrate that:

a. The map overlooked lands within a substantially developed existing retail 
center or a locally designated retail center.

5. Regional Accessibility. Cities or counties may request relief from the 
requirements of Title 6, Regional Accessibility, where they can show that a street 
system or connection is not feasible for reasons of topographic constraints or 
natural or built environment considerations.

C. In addition to the above demonstrations, any city or county determination not to 
incorporate functional plan policies into comprehensive plans shall be subject to the 
conflict resolution and mediation processes included within the RUGGO, Goal I, 
provisions prior to the final adoption of inconsistent policies or actions. Local actions 
inconsistent with ftinctional plan requirements are subject to appeal for violation of the 

functional plan.

Section 3. Any Comprehensive Plan Change must Comply

After the effective date of this ordinance, any amendment of a comprehensive plan or 
implementing ordinance shall be consistent with the functional plan requirements contained in 
Titles 1 through 8. Metro shall assist the local government in achieving compliance with all 
applicable functional plan requirements. Upon request, Metro will review proposed 
comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances for functional plan compliance prior to city or 

county adoption.

Section 4. Enforcement

City or county actions to amend a comprehensive plan or implementing ordinance in violation of 
this functional plan at any time after the effective date of this ordinance shall be subject to appeal 
or other legal action for violation of a regional functional plan requirement, including but not 
limited to reduction of regional transportation funding and funding priorities. Failure to amend 
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances as required by Section 1 shall be subject to 
any and all enforcement actions authorized by law. Prior to a final action to amend a 
comprehensive plan or implementing ordinance, a local determiriation that a functional plan 
should not or cannot be implemented shall be subject to the conflict resolution process provided 
for. in RUGGO, Goal I. Any city or county land use decision made more than 24 months after the 
effective date of this ordinance that is inconsistent with the requirements of this functional plan is 
subject to appeal for violation of this functional plan.
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821
822

823
824
825

826
827

828
829

830
831
832
833

Section 5. 

A.

Compliance Plan Assistance

Any local government may request of Metro a compliance plan which contains the 

following;

1. An analysis of the local government’s comprehensive plan and implementing 
ordinances, and what sections require change to comply with the performance 
standards.

2. Specific amendments that would bring the jurisdiction into compliance with the 
requirements of Sections 1 to 8, if necessary.

B. Jurisdictions must make the request within four months of the effective date of this 
ordinance. The request shall be signed by the highest elected official of the jurisdiction.

C. Metro shall deliver a compliance plan within four months of the request date. The 
compliance plan shall be a recommendation from the Executive Officer. The compliance 
plan shall be filed with the Metro Council two weeks before it is transmitted, for possible 

review and comment.
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834 Title 9. Performance Measures

835

836

837

838

Section 1. Intent

840

841

842

843

844

845

846

847

848

849

850

851

852

853

855

856

857

858

859

860

861

862

863-

864

865

In order to monitor progress in implementation of this functional plan, and in order to implement 
Objective 10 of RUGGO, Metro shall establish benchmarks related to the achievement and 

.expected outcome resulting from the implementation of this functional plan.

839 Section 2. Performance Measures Adoption

B.

Within three months of the adoption of this functional plan, the Metro Executive Officer 
shall submit to the Council the Executive Officer’s recommendations for performance 
measures. The performance measures will be used in evaluating the progress of the 
region in implementation of this functional plan and policy recommendations for 
corrective action should performance measures not be achieved. The Executive Officer 
shall use the best technology available to Metro, and shall, in addition, submit the current 
and recent historic levels for the proposed performance measures.

The Council, after receiving advice and comment from the Metropolitan Policy Advisory 
Committee, shall adopt a list of performance measures that will be used to monitor and 
evaluate this functional plan. The performance measures will be evaluated at least by 
regional level, by Growth Concept design types, by regional and town center market 
areas, and by jurisdiction. The performance measures shall include a biennial goal for the 
next six years, and shall be accompanied by policies for adjusting the regional plans 
based on actual performance.

854 C. The performance measures shall include, but shall not be limited to the following:

1. Amount of land converted from vacant to other uses, according to jurisdiction. 
Growth Concept design type, and zoning;

2. Number and types of housing constructed, their location, density, and costs, 
according to jurisdiction. Growth Concept design type, and zoning;

.3. The number of new jobs created in the region, according to jurisdiction. Growth 
Concept design type, and zoning;

4. The amount of development of both jobs and housing that occurred as 
redevelopment or infill, according to jurisdiction. Growth Concept-design type, 
and zoning;

5. The amount of land that is environmentally sensitive that is permanently 
protected, and the amount that is developed;
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866
867

6. Other measures that can be reliably measured and will measure progress in 
implementation in key areas.

868 D. Use of the performance measures

869
870
871
872
873
874

1. The performance measures will contain both the current level of achievement, and 
the proposed level necessary to implement this functional plan and achieve the 
Metro 2040 Growth Concept adopted in the Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives (RUGGO). The performance measures will be used to evaluate and 
adjust, as necessary, Metro's functional plans. Urban Growth Boundary, and other 
regional plans.

875 .
876
877

2. By March 1 of every other year beginning March 1, 1998, the Executive Officer 
shall report to the Council an assessment of the regional performance measures, 
and recommend corrective actions, as necessary, consistent with the Metro

878 • Council's policies.

879
880
881
882
883
884

3. The Council shall refer the recommendations to the Hearing Officer, who shall 
hold a hearing to review the data in the Executive Officer's report on the 
performance measures, and gather additional data froni any interested party. The 
Hearing officer shall review all of the information presented on the performance 
measures. The complete record of information, findings of fact, and a 
recommendation shall be forwarded to the Council by the Hearing Officer.

885
886

4. The Council shall hold a hearing on the record, adopt findings of fact, and take 
any necessary corrective action by September 1 of the year.
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887 Title 10. Definitions

888 Balanced cut and Fdl means no net increase in fill within the floodplain.

889 Designated Beneficial Water Uses means the same as the term as defined by the Oregon
890 Department of Water Resources, which is; an instream public use of water for the benefit of an
891 appropriator for a purpose consistent with the laws and the economic and general welfare of the
892 people of the state and includes, but is not limited to, domestic, fish life, industrial, irrigation,
893 mining, municipal, pollution abatement, power development, recreation, stockwater and wildlife
894 uses.

895 Development means any manmade change defined as buildings or other structures, mining,
896 dredging, paving, filling, or grading in amounts greater than ten (10) cubic yards on any lot or
897 excavation. In addition, any other activity that results in the removal of more than 10% of the
898 existing vegetated area on the lot is defined as development, for the purposes of Title 3.

899 Exceptions:

900

901

902

903

904

a.

b.

c.

Stream enhancement or restoration projects approved by local Jurisdictions. 
Agricultural activity.
Additions and alterations to existing structures and development that do npt 
encroach into the Water Quality and Flood Management Area more than the 
existing structure or development.

905 DHB means the diameter of a tree measured at breast height.

906 DLCD Goal 5 ESEE means a decision process local governments carry out under OAR 660-23-
907 040.

908 Expected Capacity means the amount of units that can be expected to be contained in an. area.

909 Goal 5 ESEE means a decision process local governments cairy out under.

910 Growth Concept Map means the conceptual map demonstrating the 2040 Growth Concept
911 design types attached in the Appendix as Exhibit 3.

912 Hazardous materials means materials described as hazardous by Oregon Department of
913 Environmental Quality.

914 Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area means the area defined on the Metro Water
915 Quality and Flood Management Area Map to be completed and attached hereto. These include
916 all Water Quality and Flood Management Areas that require regulation in order to protect fish
917 and wildlife habitat. This area has been mapped to generally include the area 200 feet from top
918 of bank of streams in undeveloped areas with less than 25% slope, and 100 feet from edge of
919 mapped wetland on undeveloped land.
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920

921

922

923

924

925

927

928

929

930

931

932

933

934

'935

936

937

938

939

940

941

942

943

944

945

946

947

948

949

950

951

952

Floodplain means land subject to periodic flooding, including the 100-year floodplain as 
mapped by FEMA Flood Insurance Studies or other substantial evidence of actual flood events.

Functions and Values of Stream Corridors means stream corridors have the following 
functions and values: water quality retention and enhancement, flood attenuation, fish and 
wildlife habitat, recreation, erosion control, education, aesthetic, open space and wildlife
corridor.

926 Local Trip means a trip I'A miles or less in length.

Metro means the regional government of the metropolitan area, the elected Metro Council as the 

policy setting body of the government.

Metro Boundary means the Jurisdictional boundary of Metro, the elected regional government 
of the metropolitan area.

Metro Urban Growth Boundary means the urban growth boundary as adopted and amended by 

the Metro Council, consistent with state law.

Net Acre means an area measuring 43.560 square feet which excludes;

(1) any developed road rights-of-way through or on the edge of the land; and

(2) environmentally constrained areas, including any open water areas, floodplains, 
natural resource areas protected under statewide planning Goal 5 in the 
comprehensive plans of cities and counties in the region, slopes in excess of 25 
percent and wetlands requiring a Federal fill and removal permit under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act. These excluded areas do not include lands for which 
the local zoning code provides a density bonus or other mechanism which allows 
the transfer of the allowable density or use to another area or to development 
elsewhere on the same site; and

(3) all publicly-owned land designated for park and open spaces uses.

Net Developed Acre consists of 43,560 square feet of land, after excluding present and future 

rights-of-way, school lands and other public uses.

Permitted Capacity means the highest amount of units that are permitted be contained in an 
area as calculated from zoning and other local Jurisdiction regulations.

Perennial Streams means all primary and secondary perennial water ways as mapped by the 

U.S. Geological Survey.

Performance Measure means a measurement derived from technical analysis aimed at 
determining whether a planning policy is achieving the expected outcome or intent associated 

with the policy.
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953 Persons Per Acre means

954 Practicable means available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost,
955 existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purpose.

956 Riparian area means the water influenced area adjacent to a river, lake or stream consisting of
957 the area of transition from an hydric ecosystem to a terrestrial ecosystem where the presence of
958 water directly influences the soil-vegetation complex and the soil-vegetation complex directly
959 influences the water body. It can be identified primarily by a combination of geomorphologic
960 and-ecologic characteristics.

961 Target capacities means the capacities in Table 1 required to be demonstrated by cities and
962 counties for compliance with Title 1, Section 2.

963 Target densities means the average combined household and employment densities established
964 for each design type in the RUGGO 2040 Growth Concept.

965 Top of Bank means the same as “bankfull stage” defined in OAR 141-85-10(2).

966 Vacant Land: Land identified in the Metro or local government inventory as undeveloped land.

967 Water Quality and Flood Management Area means an area defined on the Metro Water
968 Quality and Flood Management Area Map, to be attached hereto. These are areas that require
969 regulation in order to mitigate flood hazards and to preserve and enhance water quality. This
970 area has been mapped to generally include the following: stream or river channels, known and
971 mapped wetlands, areas with floodprone soils adjacent to the stream, floodplains, and sensitive
972 water areas. The sensitive areas are generally defined as 50 feet from top of bank of streams for
973 areas of less than 25% slope, and 200 feet from top of bank on either side of the stream for areas
974 greater than 25% slope, and 50 feet from the edge of a mapped wetland.

Page 32—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Metro Council/Growth Management Comminee—August 23. 19%



975

976
977
978
979

Table 1 - Target Capacity for Housing and Employment Units - Year 1994 to 2017

City or County
Dwelling Unit

Capacity1
Job

Capacity Mixed Use Areas

Household Job
Increase

Beaverton 15,021 25,122 9,019 19,084

Cornelius 1,019 2,812 48 335

Durham 262 498 0 0

Fairview 2,921 5,689 635 2,745

Forest Grove 2,873 5,488 67 628

Gladstone 600 1,530 20 140

Gresham 16,817 23,753 3,146 9,695

Happy Valley 2,030 1,767 52 245

Hillsboro 14,812 58,247 9,758 20,338

Johnson City 168 180 0 0

King City 182 241 55 184

Lake Oswego 3,353 8,179 446 ■ 3,022

Maywood Park 27 5 0 0

Milwaukie 3,514 7,478 2,571 6,444

Oregon City 6,157 8,185 341 2,341

Portland 70,704 158,503 26,960 100,087

River Grove (15) 41 0 0

Sherwood 5,010 8,156 1,108 3,585

Tigard 6,073 14,901 981 8,026

Troutdale 3,789 5,570 107 267

Tualatin 3,635 9,794 1,248 2,069

West Linn 2,577 2,114 0 594

Wilsonville 4,425 15,030 743 4,952

Wood Village 423 736 68 211

Clackamas County* 19,530 42,685 1,661 13,886

Multnomah County 3,089 2,381 0 0

Washington County^ 54,999 52,578 13,273 25.450 •

243,993 461,633

Based on Housing Needs Analysis. Applies to existing city limits as ol June, 1996. Annexations to cities would include assuming responsibility 
2for livable share previously accommodated in unincorporated county.

Target densities for mixed use area are; Central City - 250 persons per acre; regional centers - 60 ppa; town centers 40 ppa.; station communiUes - 45 
2ppa.; main streets 39 ppa.

Standards apply to the urban unincorporated portion ol the county only. At the request of cities. Metro may also supply targets for planning 
areas for cities in addition to the existing boundary targets cited above.
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Regional Parking Ratios
{parking ratios are based on spaces per 1,000 sq ft of gross leasable area unless

otherwise stated)
Land Use Minimum Parking

Requirements 
(See) Central City 

Transportation 
Management Plan 

for downtown 
Portland stds)

Maximum
Permitted 
Parking - 
Zone A:

Maximum Permitted
Parking Ratios - Zone B:

Requirements may 
Not Exceed

Transit and 
Pedestrian 
Accessible 

Areas'

Rest of Region

General Office (includes Office Park, 
“Flex-Space", Government Office & 
misc. Services) (rsO

2.7 3.4 4.1

Light Industrial
Industrial Park
Manufacturing (gsO

1.6 None None

Warehouse (gross square feet; parking 
ratios apply to warehouses 150,000 gsf 
or greater)

0.3 0.4 0.5

Schools; College/
University & High School 
(soaces/# of students and stafO

0.2 0.3 . 0.3 .

Tennis Racquetball Court. 1.0 1.3 1.5
Sports Club/Recreation
Facilities

4.3 5.4 6.5

Retail/Commercial, including shopping 
centers

4.1 5.1 6.2

Bank with Drive-In 4.3 5.4 6.5
Movie Theater 
(spaces/number of scats)

0.3 0.4 0.5

Fast Food with Drive Thm 9.9 12.4 14.9
Other Restaurants 15.3 19.1 23
Place of Worship 
(spaces/seats)

0.5 0.6 0.8

Medical/Dental Clinic 3.9 4.9 5.9
Residential Uses
Hotcl/Motel 1 none none
Single Family Detached 1 none none
Residential unit, less than 500 square 
feet per unit, one bedroom

1 , none none

Multi-family, townhouse, one bedroom 1.25 none none
Multi-family, townhouse, two bedroom 1.5 none none
Multi-family, townhouse, three
bedroom

1.75 none none

980 1 Ratios for uses not included in this table would be determined by local governments. In the event that a local government proposes a different
981 measure, for example, spaces per seating area for a restaurant instead of gross leasable area. Metro may grant approval upon a demonstration
982 by the local government that the parking space requirement is substantially similar to the regional standard.
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Parking Maximums
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URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
McLain Amendment No. 2

(Title 1, Requirements for Housing and Employment Accommodation, 
and Title 8, Compliance Procedures)

In the August 23, 1996, draft of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, Titles 1 and 8 
and portions of Title 10 are amended as follows:

“REGIONAL FUNCTIONAL PLAN REQUIREMENTS

TITLE 1: REQUIREMENTS FOR HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT
ACCOMMODATION

Section 1. Intent

State law and Metro code require that the Metro urban growth boundary (UGB) have sufficient 
capacity to accommodate the expected growth for 20 years. It is Metro policy to minimize the 
amount of urban growth boundary expansion required for the expected population and 
employment growth by the year 2017 consistent with all Statewide Goals. To acoompliGh-further 
that policy, it is beneficial and desirable for Metro to require actions intended to increase the 
capacity of land avoilable-for development of land within the UGB. Increasing the capacity of 
land within the UGB will includes moroasing-in-requiring changes, for appropriate locations in 
both the rate of development permitted per acre ('density) and the rate at which housing and 
employment are actually built within the UGB. Development consistent with the design types of 
the Metro 2040 Growth Concept will focus these efforts. As a matter of regional policy. Beach 
city and county must contribute its fair share to increasing the development capacity of land 
within the UGB.

Metro will work with local jurisdictions to develop a set of region-wide community development
code provisions, standards and other regulations which local jurisdictions may adopt that will
help implement the 2040 Growth Concept and this Functional Plan. Included in this project will
be a review of development standards in support of smaller lots and more flexible use of land.
strategies to encourage land assembly, more flexible zoning and improvements in the pre
application process to ensure timely and thorough review and to provide for early involvement 
bv the public to address neighborhood concerns and assure community acceptance of these
changes.

Section ^2. Methods to Increase Expected Capacity Required for All Local Governments

All cities and counties within Metro are required to include within their comprehensive plans and 
implementing ordinances the following provisions:
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A. All zones allowing residential use shall include a minimum density standard that requires 
which provides that no land use deciaiondevelonment application, including a partition or 
subdivision, may be approved unless the proposed action-development will provide that 
no less than-result in the building of 80 percent or more of the maximmn number of 
dwelling units per net acre permitted for development are approved for developmentby 
the zoning designation for the site. No comprehensive plan provision, implementing 
ordinance or local process Tsuch as site or design review") may be applied and-er no 
condition of approval may limit devolopment-be imposed that would have the effect of 
reducing the density to less than 80 percent of the maximum permitted density. For high 
density zones with maximum permitted-zoned density higher than 37 dwelling imits per 
net acre, the minimum residential density may be 30 dwelling imits per net acre if that 
density is consistent with the target-densities listed in subsSection S3.A., below.

GB. Cities and counties shall not prohibit partitioning or subdividing inside the Metro urban
growth boundary where existing lot sizes are two or more times that of the minimum lot
size in the development code.

Section 3. Design Type Density Requirement

BA. For the area of each 2040 Growth Concept design type, local comprehensive plans and 
implementing ordinances shall permit, at least, the following target-densities for housing 
and employment:

B.

Central City - 250 persons per acre 
Regional Centers - 60 persons per acre 
Station Communities - 45 persons per acre 
Town Centers - 40 persons per acre 
Main Streets - 39 persons per acre 
Corridor - 25 persons per acre 
Employment Areas - 20 persons per acre

■ Industrial Areas - 9 employees per acre 
Inner Neighborhoods - 14 persons per acre 
Outer Neighborhoods -13 persons per acre 
Employment-Areas—11 persons-per-aore

_The boundaries of the area for each 2040 Growth Concept design type, including 
Industrial and Employment Areas, shall be determined by the city or county consistent 
with the general locations shown on the 2040 Growth Concept Map. For any area 
designated as a neighborhood area, the plans and implementing ordinances shall not 
permit-allow a target density equal to or greater than the target density for any non
neighborhood design type.

Cities-ond-oounties-shall-not-prohibit-partitioning-or-subdividinginside-the-Metro-UFbim
growth boundory-where-existing lot sizes are two or more times-that-ofthe minimum-lot
size-in-the developmontcode.-
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Section 4. Requirement to Increase Capacity If Recent Development At Low Density

BA. Review-All cities and counties shall ^determine whether actual built densities during
1990-1995 were less than 80 percent of permitted maximum zoned densities. The 1990- 
1995 actual built densities within its jurisdiction shall be compared with pemiitted zoned 
densities for housing units and employment during that period. This comparison shall be 
conducted using the following methods:

1. Residential and employment developments to be analyzed shall be those which 
were permitted by a land use action and constructed during the period from 1990 
to, 1995, and residential density shall be measured in households per net 
developed acre.1

2. Employment performance shall be measured by comparing the actual jurisdiction
wide increase during the years 1990-1995 with the jurisdiction-wide increase 
listed in Table 1. This shall include only those developments that received 
approval under the implementing ordinances during this period.

B. 4:------ If the cnpacity GalGulationG-rcfloct tliat. during-comnarison of actual built densities
to maximum zoned densities for the period 1990-1995r indicates that actual built densities 
were less than 80 percent of permitted-maximum zoned densities, the jurisdiction city or 
county shall also demonstrate that it has considered and adopted at least two of the 
following methods to increase capacity:

a.
b.

c.
d.
e.

&-

Financial incentives for higher density housing;
Provisions permitting additional density beyond that generally allowed in 
the zoning district in exchange for amenities and features provided by the 
developer;
Removal or easing of approval standards or procedures;
Redevelopment and infill strategies;
Authorization of housing types not previously allowed by the plan or 
regulations; and
Adoption of an average-residential-denoity-standardr

Section -4 5. Rcvicw-of Pcrmitted-Determine-ation of Calculated Expected Capacity of 
Housing Units and Employment

The purpose of this review-section is to have require each city and county within the Metro 
region to determine the housing and employment capacity of its existing comprehensive plans 
and implementing 'ordinanceSi to-accommodate-housing -and omploymont ond-to determine the 
expected calculated canacitv for housing and employment bv the method in this section, and
increase calculated capacity, if necessary, to achieve the functional plan capacities in
Table 1 .whether-amendments-to-ex^sting-Dlans-are-meeessary-to-oomply-with Seotion-2-of-this
Title. Each city and county within the Metro region is hereby required to complete the following 
steps:

See definitions.
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A. Roviow tho pormittod capacity-of-4tg■ current-comprehenGivo plan, and-calculato the 
oxpootod capacity of houGing units—and omploymcnt by-thc year-2017 from—the 
pt^Determine the expected calculated capacity of housing units and employment by the
year 2017 from the-plan. using the zoned capacity^ of its current comprehensive plan and
implementing ordinances.

1. Cities and counties shall use Metro estimates of vacant land, and land likely to 
redevelop, unless the local government has data that it believes is more accurate. 
In this case, the local government may provide Metro the following:

a. The source of the data;
b. The reasons that the locally developed data is a more accurate estimate 

than the Metro estimate of vacant and redevelopable land;
c. The database from which the above were derived;
d. The database of committed development lands.

Cities and counties may use their data, subject to acceptance by the Metro Council 
or its designee, after Metro-stoff the Executive Officer determines that the city or 
county data is-mav be more accurate than the Metro data. The Executive Officer 
shall notify the Metro Council of each instance in which the data submitted by a 
city or county is determined by Metro-staff the Executive Officer to be less 
accurate than Metro data.

2. In estimating—expected—determining the calculated capacity of existing 
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances, local-governments cities and 
counties shall not estimate ekneoted use a calculated capacity for households of at 
more than 80 percent of maximum pormitted-zoned residential density, unless:

a. Actual experience in the jurisdiction since 1990 has shown that 
development has occurred at density greater than 80 percent of permitted 
zoned residential density; or

b. Minimum density standards are adopted or proposed for adoption in the 
zoning code that require residential development at greater than 80 percent 
of maximum permitted zoned residential density.

3.

d.fr

Jurisdictions calculating capacity through the use of density bonus provisions may 
consider transfers, including off-site transfers, only upon demonstration that 
previous approvals of all density transfers within the past 5 years haye resulted in 
an average of at least 80 percent of maximum permitted zoned densities actually 
being built.

The capacity calculation shall used only those development types that are a 
permitted-use allowed in the development code. Any discretionary decision must

2 See Title 10, Definitions, “nermitted-zoned capacity* and “expected calculated capacity.'
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not diminish the pemitted zoned density if it is to be counted as a part of 
expected capacity; and

______^-3-. Cities and counties, in coordination with special districts, shall demonstrate that
they have reviewed their public facility capacities and plans to assure that planned 
public facilities can be provided, to accommodate growth the calculated capacity 
within the plan period^rend

B. Calculate the increases in expected housing units and employment by the year 2017 from 
any proposed changes to the current comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances 
that must be adopted to comply with Section 32 of this Title and add the increases to the 
calculation of expected capacities.

C. Detemine the effect of each of the following on expected calculated capacities, and 
include the effect in the calculation of expected-anv resulting increase or decrease in 
calculated capacities:

1. Required dedications for public streets, consistent with the Regional Accessibility 
Title;

AD.

GE.

2. Off-street parking requirements, consistent with this functional plan;

3. Landscaping, setback, and maximum lot coverage requirements;

4. The effects of tree preservation ordinances, environmental protection ordinances, 
view preservation ordinances, solar access ordinances, or any other regulations 
that may have the effect of reducing the capacity of the land to develop at the 
pemiitted-zoned density;

5. The effects of areas dedicated to bio-swales, stom water retention, open space 
■ dedications, and other requirements of local codes that may reduce the capacity of

the land to develop at the pemitted-zoned density.

If any of the expected calculated capacitvies estimates-doveloped-are detemined under 
Sootion-d-are to be less than any of the city!s or county!s-tar-get functional plan housing 
and employment capacities in Table 1, either jurisdiction-wide or in mixed-use areas, or 
both, then the city or county shall comply with the perfomance standards in Section 336 
of this .Title by amending its comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances to 
increase its expected-calculated capacitvies. as needed, to comply with the expected 
calculated capacities required oapaoities-in Table 1.

Exceptions to the Section 36.B requirement that target functional plan capacities be 
demonstrated cm may be requested according to Title 8 if a city or county determines 
that any expected calculated capacity requirement in Table 1 cannot be achieved after 
implementation of Section 2. A 3 and Section-3 4 policies to increase expected capacities.
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Section 2^6. Local Plan Accommodation of Expected Growth Capacity for Housing and 
Employment—^Performance Standard

All cities and counties within Metro shall demonstrate that:

BA. The provisionsmothods-ond plan required_monts sot forth-in Sections 23-through 6 of this
Title have hpen-adoptod or followed included in comprehensive plans and implementing 
ordinances: and that

AB. Ttim'r yZnning find other regulations Using the computation method in Section 5, 
including the minimum residential density provisions required in Section 2. calculated
capacities will achieve the functional plan capacities will permit-oHo^tho target 
capacitiesv for housing units and employment contained in Table 1 in the Appendix to 
this plan, including both jurisdiction-wide expected capacities.-as well-as- and capacities 
for mixed-use areas; and that

C. Effective measures have been taken to reasonably assure that the expected capacities will 
be built for housing units and employment; and that

D. Expected development has been permitted at locations and densities likely to be achieved 
during the 20-year planning period by the private market or assisted housing programs, 
once all new regulations are in effect.

Metro will work with local-jurisdictiono-to-dovelop-Q-sot of region-wide community-devclopment
code-proviGioiiGr-standords-ond Other regulations-which local-jurisdictions-may-adopt that-will
help-implement the-SOlO Growth Concept-ond this Functional Plonr Inoluded-ki tliis projectrSviH
be-aHreview-of-development standards-in-Gupport-of smaller lots and more-flexible use of-land;
strategies- to ■ encourage land-assembly—more-flexible-zoning and improvements-in tlic pre-
applioatien process-to ensure-timely-and-thorough-r-cvicw and-to provide for-eorly-involvement 
by-the-public-to-addrcGG neighborhood-conoems-ond assure- community-aeceptanoo of tliese
ohongesr

B:---- -Tleview-v.'hcther actual built-densities during 1990-1-995 were-less than 80 peroent-of
pcrmitted-donsities.-Tho 1990 1995-aetual-built-denGities-withirHts-jurisdietienGhall-be
oompored-with-permittcd densities-for-heusing-units-ond-empleyment-during that period?
This comparison shall be oonduoted-usiHg-the-following-methodsr

4-:------ Residential and-employment-developments to be-onalyzed-shall-be-those-which •
were-permittcd by a-land-use-action-and-conGtruotod during-the period from-1990
to-10957-ond residential-density shall-be-meosured in households per-net
develop ed-aer-e#- -

3r.-------Employment performance shall be measured-by-oomporing-the actual jurisdiotien-
widc inorcose during-the-years 1990-1-99-5-svith-the juriGdiction-wide4nerease

See definitions.
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listed-in-T-oblo 1. This shall-inolude only-thoGO developments-that-reoeive4
approvakindor the-implementing-erdinonoes-during this periodr

If the-average of-aotual built densities-for-4-990-1995-was-less-than 80 percent-ef 
pcrmitted-donsities,-cities and oounties-imist-address the-reosens for not aohioving higheF
densities in calculating their.expected-oapaeitiesT

Section 5;----- Rcquirement-tojncrcase-Expectcd Capacity

A:——If the expected capacity estimates-developcd under Soction-4 are leso-than the city's-or
county's-target housing ond-employment-capacities in-Table 1, either jurisdiction vvide-OF
in mixed use areas, -or-bothHhen- the-oity-or oounty-shall-comply-witli^cotion -2-of-tlus
Title-by-amcnding its-comprehensive-plans-and^mplementing-ordinances to increase-its
expected capacity to comply-with the required capacities in Table 1.-

B:------ A capaoity-caloulation—ineluding—amendments to increase capacity shall be-made
according-to the some methodology the ■jurisdiction-used-in Section 4. The jurisdiction
shall-demonstrate at least the-following-in-caloulating capacities-for—liousing-and
employment;

4-:-------The capaeit>r -calculation used-only -those development types -that-ore-a-pennitted
use in the development code.—Any-disoretionary-deoisioiHnust-not-diminish-the
permitted-density-ifit is to-be-counted-as-a part of expe'cted-capac-ityrond

Or.-------Expected-capacity-liaG-been-detemrined by accounting-for- all development-code
requirements-that-may have the offeot-of-roducing-capaoity,-inoluding-those-listed
in Section 4.C above;-and

^—Cities and counties,-4n-coQrdination-with special districts,-have-reviewed-their
publicTaeility-capacities ■and-pians-to-ossure-that planned-public facilities can-be

• provided,-to-accommodate-growth-within-the^lan periodnui^

4-.------If the capacity calculations-refleot that, during-the-poriod 1990-1995ractual-built
densities weredess -than-SOperoent-of-permitted-densitiesrth&jurisdietion shall
also-demonstrate-that-it-jias-considered-and- adopted-at least-two-of tire following
methods-to inorease-capaoityT

fc------ FinonoiaHneentives-forhigher-density-lrousing;
b:-------Provisions permitting-additional-density beyond-that-generally allowed-in

the zoning district in exchange-for-amenitios and-features-provided-by-the
developer;

e-.------Removal-or easing-of approval-standards or procedures;
d:------Redevelepment-and-infill-strategies;
e-.------Authorization-ofhousing-typeg-aet-previously-allowed-by-the^lon-or

regulationsfand
&.------ Adoption-eFun-overage-residential-density Gtondord.-
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G:----- Exceptions can be^oquoGted-QCGording-to Title-8-if a oity or county-determines-feat-eRy
expeoted-capaoity-requiroment-in Table 1 connot-be- aohieved-oftor implementation of
policies to inereaoe expocted-eapacitiesr^1

“TITLES: COMPLIANCE PROCEDURES

Section 1. Compliance Required

All cities and counties within the Metro boundary are hereby required to amend their 
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances to comply with the provisions of this 
functional plan within twenty-four months of the effective date of this ordinance. Metro 
recommends the adoption of the policies that affect land consumption as soon as possible.

Section 2. Compliance Procedures

A. On or before six months prior to the deadline established in Section 1, cities and counties 
shall transmit to Metro the following:

1. An evaluation of their local plans, including public facility capacities and the 
amendments necessary to comply with this functional plan;

2. Copies of all applicable comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances and 
public facility plans, as proposed to be amended;

3. Findings that explain how the amended local comprehensive plans will achieve 
the standards required in titles .1 through 6 of this functional plan.

In developing the evaluation, plan and ordinance amendments and findings, cities and 
counties shall address the Metro 2040 Growth Concept, and explain how the proposed 
ameiidments implement the Growth Concept.

B. Exempt!ons-frem Exceptions to any of the requirements in the above titles may be 
granted by the Metro Council, as provided for in the Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives, Section 5.3, after MPAC review.i-based-on Requests for an exception should 
include a city or county submittal as specified in this section. The Metro Council will 
make all final decisions as-to-tlie- existence - of-tlie-faetual-basis for the grant of any 
requested exceptionemptien.

1. Population and Employment Capacity. An exception to emptien-ftem the 
requirement contained in Table 1 of Title 1 that the target Functional Plan 
capacities shall be met or exceeded may be granted based on a submittal which 
includes, but is not limited to. the following:
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a.

b.

A demonstration of substantial evidence of the economic infeasibility to 
provide sanitary sewer; water, stormwater or transportation facilities to an 
area or areas; or
A demonstration that the city or county is unable to meet the target 
capacities listed in Table 1 because substantial areas have prior 
commitments to development at densities inconsistent with Metro target;
or

c. A demonstration that the households and employment capacities cannot be 
accommodated at densities or locations the market or assisted programs 
will likely build during the plaiming period.

As part of any request for exceptioncmption under this subsection, a city 
or county shall also submit an estimate of the amount of households or 
employment included in the capacity listed in Table 1 that cannot be 
accommodated; and a recommendation which identifies land that would 
provide for the unaccommodated capacity located outside the urban 
growth boundary and near or adjacent to the city or county.

In reviewing any request for exceptionemption based on the financial feasibility 
of providing public services, Metro, along with, local governments, shall estimate 
the cost of providing necessary public services and compare those with the 
estimated costs submitted by the city or county requesting the exemption.

Parking Measures, 
request an

Subject to the provisions of Title 2, cities or counties may
Metro may consider a

city or county government request to allow areas designated as Zone A to be 
subject to Zone B requirements upon the city or county establishing that, for the 
area in question:

a. There are no existing plans to provide transit service with 20-minute or 
lower peak frequencies; and

b. There are no adjacent neighborhoods close enough to generate sufficient 
pedestrian activity; and

c. There are no significant pedestrian activity within the present business 
district; and

d. That it will be feasible for the excess parking to be converted to the 
development of housing, commerce or industry in the future.

The burden of proof for an adjustment shall increase based on the quality and 
timing of transit service. The existence of transit service or plans for the 
provision of transit service near a 20-minute or lower peak frequency shall 
establish a higher burden to establish the need for the exemption.

Water Quality and Flood Management Areas. Cities and counties may request 
areas to be added or deleted firom the Metro Water Quality and Flood 
Management Area based on a finding that the area identified on the map is not a
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Water Quality and Flood Management Area or a Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Conservation Area, as defined in this functional plan. Areas may also be deleted 
from the map if the city or coxmty can prove that its deletion and the cumulative 
impact of all deletions in its jmisdiction will have minimal impact on the water 
quality of the stream and on flood effects.' Findings shall be supported by 
evidence, including the results of field investigations.

4. Retail in Employment and Industrial Areas. Subject to the provisions .of Title 4, 
cities and counties may request a change in the Employment and Industrial Areas 
Map. Metro may consider a city or county request to modify a mapped 
Employment and Industrial Area to exempt existing or locally designated retail 
centers, where they can demonstrate thafr

etz-------Tthe map overlooked lands within a substantially developed existing retail
center or a locally designated retail center.

5. Regional Accessibility. Cities or counties may request relief from an exception to 
the requirements of Title 6, Regional Accessibility, where they can show that a 
street system or connection is not feasible for reasons of topographic constraints 
or natural or built environment considerations.

In addition to the above demonstrations, any city or county request or determination th^ 
not to incorporate functional plan policies should not or cannot be incorporated into 
comprehensive plans shall be subject to the conflict resolution and mediation processes 
included within the RUGGO, Goal I, provisions prior to the final adoption of inconsistent 
policies or actions. Local Final land use eetiens decisions of cities and counties 
inconsistent with functional plan requirements are subject to immediate appeal for 
violation of the functional plan.

D. Compliance with requirements of this plan shall not require cities or counties to violate
federal or state law, including statewide land use goals. Conflicting interpretations of
legal requirements mav be the subject of conflict resolution under RUGGO Objective 5.3.

Section 3. Any Comprehensive Plan Change must Comply

After the effective date of this ordinance, any amendment of a comprehensive plan or 
implementing ordinance shall be consistent with the functional—plan requirements of this 
functional plan.containcd in Titles 1 tlirough-Sr Metro shall assist the local government in 
achieving compliance with all applicable functional plan requirements. Upon request, Metro will 
review proposed comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances for functional plan 
compliance prior to city or county adoption.

Section 4. Enforcement

A. ' Prior to a final action decision to amend a comprehensive plan or implementing 
ordinance, a local determination that a requirement of this fimctional plan should not or cannot
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be implemented sfeaU maybe subject to the conflict resolution process provided for in RUGGO, 
Goal I at the request of the city or county.

B. City or county actions to amend a comprehensive plan or implementing ordinance in 
violation of this functional plan at any time after the effective date of this ordinance shall be 
subject to appeal or other legal action for violation of a regional functional plan requirement, 
including but not limited to reduction of regional transportation funding and funding priorities.

C____^Failure to amend comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances as required by
Section 1 of this Title shall be subject to any and all enforcement actions authorized by law.

Prior to a final action-to-omend ■ a-comprehenswo plan or-implementing ordinance, a-locol
determination that-a functional plan should not or-connot-bojmplomonted shall be-subjeot-to-the
conflict reoolution process provided for in-RUGGQ, Goal I. Any city or county lond-uso decision
made more than 2^-months after-the effective date-of-this ordinance that io inconoiatont with-the
requirements of this functional plan is.subject to-appeal-for violation of this funotional-plaur

Section 5 

A.

Compliance Plan Assistance

B.

Any local government may request of Metro a compliance plan which contains the 
following:

1.

2.

An analysis of the local government’s comprehensive plan and implementing 
ordinances, and what sections require change to comply with the performance 
standards.

Specific amendments that would bring the jurisdiction into compliance with the 
requirements of Sections 1 to 8, if necessary.

Jurisdictions must make the request within four months of the effective date of this 
ordinance. The request shall be signed by the highest elected official of the jurisdiction.

Metro shall deliver a compliance plan within four months of the request date. The 
compliance plan shall be a recommendation from the Executive Officer. The compliance 
plan shall be filed with the Metro Council two weeks before it is transmitted, for possible 
review and comment.”

The definitions in Title 10 are amended as follows:

At Line 908, “Expected Capacity” is changed to “Calculated Capacity,” which is inserted at Line 
889 as follows:

“Calculated Capacity means the number of households and employees that can be contained in 
an area based oh the calculation required by this functional plan.”
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At Line 946, ‘Termitted Capacity” is changed to “Zoned Capacity,” which is inserted at Line 975 
as follows:

“Zoned Capacity means the highest number of households or employees that are allowed to be 
contained in an area by zoning and other local jurisdiction regulations.”

At Line 975, Table 1 is amended as follows:

Table 1 - Target Capacity for Housing and Employment Units - Year 1994 to 2017

City or County
Dwelling Unit 

Capacity1
Job

Capacity
f

Mixed Use Areas 2

IlouaeholdDwelling 
Unit Caoacitv

Job
Increase

Beaverton 15,021 25,122 9,019 19,084
Cornelius 1,019 2,812 48 335
Durham 262 498 0 0

Fairview 2,921 5,689 635 2,745
Forest Grove 2,873 5,488 67 628
Gladstone 600 1,530 20 140
Gresham 16,817 23,753 3,146 9,695
Happy Valley 2,030 1,767 52 245
Hillsboro 14,812 58,247 9,758 20,338
Johnson City 168 180 0 0
King City 182 241 55 184
Lake Oswego 3,353 8,179 446 3,022
Maywood Park 27 5 0 0
Milwaukie 3,514 7,478 2,571 6,444
Oregon City 6,157 8,185 341 2,341
Portland 70,704 .158,503 26,960 100,087
River Grove (15) 41 0 0
Sherwood 5,010 8,156 1,108 3,585
Tigard 6,073 14,901 981 8,026
Troutdale 3,789 5,570 107 267
Tualatin . 3,635 9,794 1,248 2,069
West Linn 2,577 2,114 0 594
Wilsonville 4,425 15,030 743 4,952
Wood Village 423 736 68 211
Clackamas County3 19,530 42,685 1,661 13,886
Multnomah County3 3,089 2,381 0 0
Washington County 54,999 52,578 13,273 25,450

•243,993 461,633

Based on Housing Needs Analysis. Applies to existing city limits as of June, 1996. Annexations to cities would include the city assuming responsibility for livable 
- sbefe- Target Capacity previously accommodated in unincorporated county.

Target denpitiea for mMixed use areas are: Central City - about 250 persons per acre; regional centers - about 60 ppa; town centers 40 ppa,; station communiries - 
j about 45 ppa.; main streets about 39 ppa.

Standards apply to the urban unincorporated portioii of the county only. At the request of ciu’es. Metro may also supply target] Functional Plan capacities for planning 
areas for cities in addition to the existing boundary targets cited above.

UGM Functional Plan - McLain Amendment No. 2 Page 12


