
A G N

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE 
TEL 503 797 1538

PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736 
FAX 503 797 1793

M ETRO

Revised Agenda

MEETING:
DATE:
DAY:
TIME:
PLACE:

Approx.
Time*

2:00 PM

(5 min.)

(5 min.)

(5 min.)

(5 min)

2:20 PM 
(5 min)

2:25 PM 
(90 min)

3:55 PM 
(5 min)

4:00 PM 
(5 min)

METRO COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING 
October 24 
Thursday 
2:00 PM
Council Chamber

Presenter

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

1. INTRODUCTIONS

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS

3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

4. AUDITOR REPORT

5. CONSENT AGENDA

5.1 Consideration of Minutes for the October 17, 1996
Metro Council Regular Meeting.

6. ORDINANCES - SECOND READING

6.1 Ordinance No. 96-647B, For the Purpose of Adopting 
a Functional Plan for Early Implementation of the 2040 
Growth Concept.

PUBLIC HEARING

7. RESOLUTIONS

7.1 Resolution No. 96-2404, For the Purpose of Encouraging 
the Columbia County Board of Commissioners to Approve 
Extending Lone Star North-West’s Aggregate Operation.

7.2 Resolution No. 96-2405, For the Purpose of Opposing 
Ballot Measure 46.

Dow

McLain

Monroe

Monroe



4:05 PM 
(5 min)

7.3 Resolution No. 96-2406, For the Purpose of Opposing 
Ballot Measure 47.

Monroe

4:10 PM 
(5 min)

7.4 Resolution No. 96-2410, For the Purpose of Supporting 
Ballot Measure 32.

Monroe

4:15 PM 
(10 min)

8. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION

ADJOURN

CABLE VIEWERS: This meeting is shown on Channel 30 the first Sunday after the meeting at 8:30 pm. The entire 
meeting is also shown again on the second Monday after the meeting at 2:00 pm on Channel 30.

All times listed on the agenda are approximate; items may not be considered in the exact order.
For questions about the agenda, call Clerk of the Council, Chris Billington, 797-1542.
For assistance per the American with Disabilities Act (ADA), dial TDD 797-1804 or 797-1540 (Council Office)
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Minutes for the October 17, 1996 Metro Council Meeting 
were unavailable

Metro Council Meeting 
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2:00 PM - Council Chamber



Agenda Item Number 6.1

Ordinance No. 96-647A, For the Purpose of Adopting a Functional 
Plan for Early Implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, Ottober 24, 1996 
2:00 PM - Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

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

Ordinance No. 96-647B 

Introduced by
Executive Officer Mike Burton

WHEREAS, the Metro Council adopted regional goals and objectives entitled "Regional 
Urban Growth Goals and Objectives" by Ordinance No. 95-625A in December 1995; and

WHEREAS, the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO) contain 
integrated goals and objectives describing a desired urban form entitled the "2040 Growth 
Concept"; and

WHEREAS, RUGGOs are the regional policy basis for regional implementation 
measures to be adopted in a regional framework plan by December 1997; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council initiated a new functional plan for early implementation 
of the 2040 Growth Concept prior to adoption of any regional framework plan component in 
Resolution No. 96-2288 consistent with RUGGO Objectives; and

WHEREAS, a recommendation from the Metro Policy Advisory Committee for an early 
implementation functional plan entitled "Urban Growth Management Functional Plan" has been 
received by the Metro Council consistent with RUGGO Objectives; now, therefore.

THE METRO COUNCIL HEREBY ORDAINS:

1. The text, tables and maps included in Exhibit "A" attached and incorporated 
herein entitled the "Urban Growth Management Functional Plan" is hereby adopted as a 
functional plan pursuant to ORS 268.390.

2. The Urban Growth Management Functional Plan complies with the Regional 
Urban Growth Goals and Objectives and applicable statewide land use planning pals, rules and 
statutes based on the record of this legislation before this Council as summarized in Exhibit- B .

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this • day of.
1996.



ATTEST:

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

, Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

I:\DOCS#07.P&D\04-2040I.MPL\03UGMFNC.PLN\20400RD.DFT



M M N U M

Metro

Date: October 18,1996

To: Metro Council

From: Larry Shaw, Office of General Counsel

Subject: Hearing Draft of Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

This Metro Council draft is dated October 24, 1996, the date of the scheduled hearing. The draft 
includes amendments to the Growth Management Committee draft adopted in work sessions on 
October 3, 10 and 17:

Kvistad #2, 3 
McCaig #1, 2, 3 
McFarland #2
McLain #2,2A, 3,4, 6, 7, 8A, 9, 10 
Monroe #1,2 .
Morissette #3 
Washington #1,2

Consistency changes include:
• "local governments" to "cities and counties;" and
• "expected capacity" to "calculated capacity;" and
• "employment" to "jobs" in Title 1 (consistent with Table 1); and
• "housing unit," "households" to "dwelling units" in Title 1 (consistent with Table 1).

Maps for "Employment and Industrial Areas" (as amended) and "Open Spaces" are being 
prepared.

jep
I:\DOCS#07.P&D\04.2040I.MPL\03UGMFNC.PLN\COUNC1L1.018



This is a working draft to be reviewed by 
MTAC & TPAC, MPAC and JPACT, the 
Metro Growth Management Committee 
and the full Metro Council

Urban Growth 

Management
Functional Plan

H Metro Staff Draft completed 2/14

B MTAC/TPAC Draft completed 

4/19/96
Hi MPAC Working Draft 

Completed 7/11/96
ill Metro Growth Management 

Draft completed 8/23/96
\/ Metro Council Draft 

10/24/96

□ Adopted

Metro
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URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
A functional plan for early implementation of the Metro 2040 Gro^vth 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

Page Vi—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan October 24, 1W6



38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

. 47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60 
61 
62

63

64

65

66

67

68 
69

date of this ordinance.

Any City or coUn;y <•—

r^s^rrrPr of this
functional plan, is subject to appeal for violation of the functional plan.

Pppinnal Policy Basis

The regional policies adopted in
with, the RUGGOs, including the Metro 2040 Growth Concept, i ihe
Greenspaces Master Plan are al-iricorpoja^d as the priraary
updated Regional Transportation Plan (R ) . Concept. However, early
transportation policy implementation o f-.n-fionoi Dian are integrated with early 
implementation land use PoU“^ “ d‘ JiveJ^ from. p^aration of the 1996 Regional

■^fnirtiire of Requirements
The Urban Growth Management Functional Plan is a r^uio^al “s

“requirements” that are bmdl"S ^ ^-^hall” or other directive words are used with 
recommendations that are^ not bi g. used wUh recommendations. In general, the
requirements. The words should or y choose either performance standard
Plan is structured so that local Jur"hSe ™JntC^f°“: 'faiLents is to 

requirements or prescriptive requiremen s. f,PY;ujijtv as i0 now they meet requirements, 
cities and counties have a significant om^n 0 , ca| mrisl)ictions demonstrate to
Performance, standards are included in « « cs. If of lhe tule.
Metro that they meet the performance standar , y establish one very specific
Standa-rd methods of compiian. - melds J. L the

compliance. In'addition, certain mandator, requirements 

thafappf, to all cities and counties are established by this functional plan.

> Metro has an adopted Regional Transportation Plan. However 
and federal requirements, the RTP is scheduled tt. bemg amended 199c

. because of changing local and regional conditions, as well as state

Page 23—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
October 24. 199fi
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TITLE 1:
REQUIREMENTS FOR HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT 

accommodation

Section 1. Intent

State law and Metro e£ode require that «he Meoo urban gro^ ’".“tMerpoUr.o 
sufficient capacity to accommodate the expected 8™"* f« “ ‘ ^ lalion
minimize the amount of urban 8™** bnf "dari'.“P“ Slide GoaU To 
and empioyment growth by the year 20 7 cons ent w.mall " to
further that policy, it is beneftc.al and desirable UGB. mcreasinJThe
increase the capacity^f land a"QilnW- •nP.n|1„..~irTPf1nirinP changes .appropriate
capacity of land within the UGB — froned density) and the rate at

development capacity of land within the UGB.

Metro will wnrk with local jurisdictions jurisdictionTl^
development code provisions, standards an— ----? pnn,.t;rmai Plan. Included inU,n, help implement 'i->~ ^0^'’ <^owm .o^and tins Ft.nm^

gf fn-r^: r: '-IVS1^
*rgL:i,E
eommunitv acceptance, of these chan^es^
Section 32. Methods to Increase Calculated Ca^Expeeted^npaeity Required for 

XW rifjpg and CountiesLocal Govcrnmonfs

.All cities and counties within Metro are required to include within their comprehensive plans 

and implementing ordinances the following provisions.
II • „ rAcidPntial use shall include a minimum density standard that 

A. All zones allowing . . Hpvpinpment application, including a
requires which provides that ”° I'rnf-- Mnpmen, will
partition or subdivision,^maybe^^p^p^ huildina oL80 nerf.ent or more of the maximum
provide that no Icoo tnan '^. 3 fnr dcvclopmnni 'ain nnnmvod fornumber of dwelling units per net acre permttmd pla„ provl^

■tryjiirjgg:
Page 32—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
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For high density zones with maximum normitted zoned density higher than 37 dwelling
units per net acre, the minimum residential density may be 30 dwelling uni^ per net

& > a a •• ^ ^ ^ aa aa* a M U ___^ I t ?______acre.-if that density is consistent with the target densities listed in subsection B. below
rnwth boundarnmside the urbanstandard does not aThis minimum densit

ace on thp attached Open Spaces Mainsidft areas designated as open
The maximuminside areas designated as unbuildable on the attached Open Space Ma

zoned density does not include the density bonus for zones that allow them.

inside the Metro urbanartitioninp or subdividinrohibitCities and counties shall not
where existing lot sizes are two or more times that of the minimumrowth bounda

lot size in the development code.

Sertinn .1. Oesign Tvne Rmindarics ReouircmeiU

For each of the following 2040 Growth Concent design tvpes. city and county comprehensive
nlans shall be amended to include the boundaries of each area, determined by the city or county
consistent with the general locations shown on the 2040 Growth Concept Map:

Central Citv-Howntown Portland is the Central City which serves as the major regional cenlcL 
^^^^^i^^^f^gnf^ondjMiitnralj^eiUer for the metropolitan area.

Regional Centers-Nine regional centers will become the focus of compact developmcpL 
redevelopment and high-Qualitv transit service and multimodal street networks,

■■Station Communities—Nodes of development centered approximately one-half mile around^ 
light rail or high capacity transit station that feature a high-quality pedestrian environment

Town Centers--! ncal retail and services will be provided in town centers with comp^

Main Streets-Neighborhoods will be served bv main streets with retail and service developmenls
served bv transit.

Corridors—Along good Quality transit lines, corridors feature a hiah-quality pedestrian
environment, convenient access to transit, and somewhat higher than current densiU^

F.mnlovment Area.s-Various types of employment and some residential development ar^
encouraged in employment areas with limited commercial uses.

Industrial Areas-lndustrial area are set aside primarily for industrial activities with limited

Inner Neighhorhoods-Residential areas accessible to jobs and neighborhood businesses unth 

cm^llptJlni^giTc^rc inner neighborhoods.

Page 45—Urban Growth Managemem Functional Plan
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39 r>iitpr Neighborhonds—Residential neighborhoQfis farther away from large employment centers
40 with larger Int sizes and lower densities are outer neighborhoods.
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B.

Review All rities and cnnnties shall determine_whether actual built densities for hoysing- 
during 1990-1995 were less than 80 percent of pormittod maximum zoned densities. 
The 1990-1995 actual built densities within its jurisdiction shall be compared with 
permitted zoned densities for housing units and cmployment-during that period. This 

comparison-shall be conducted using the following methodsr

-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

employment porformnnee shall be-mcaGured by ■comparing the

4r-

jl. ■■ GniuiUTUicm—pCTTVJ w- -------- - ..... • 1
jurisdiction wide increase during the years 1990 1995-with the juriGdiction-^^Hd^ 
increase listed in TnMn 1 ■Thif' inf?ludo onlv^ those developments, that 
received-approval under the implementing ordinances during this period:

4____ If the cnpirir nlnil">;-- rnT'nr't comparison of actual budj
~Hp.n<;ities to maximum zoned densities for the period 1990-1995r indicates thai actual 
built densities were less than 80 percent of permitted maximum zoned densities, the 
jnr;nHir44An ritv or county shall also demonstrate that it has considered and adopted at 
least two of the following methods to increase capacity:

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 standardr

a.
b.

c.
d.

(t-

Section 45. n nnrm.ttp4 npfermination of Calculated Capacity of Housing Units
~ and JobsEmployment

The purpose of this reviow section is to reouire each ciiv and county within the Metro region .tp 
determine the hon.inP and~^lovment_capacity of i|i=exisling comprehensive Plans and 
implementing ordinances.-m^^^^houcing and emploi^ment-om^ determine

1 See definitions.

Page 52—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
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1.

capacity _fnr_^'elling units and jobs bv the_method in this section, and increase calculatM
r^an caPac't'es *n 1 .whether amendments

to existing plans -ore necesGar)1 to-comply with Section 2 of this Title? Each city and county 
within the Metro region is hereby required to complete the following steps:

A. Review the peiTnitted capacity-of its cuircnt comprehensivo plan, and calculate the 
expeotod capacity of housing units■ end omplo)TOcnt by the-year 2017 from the plawr 
Determine the calculated capacity of dwelling units and jobs bv the year 2017 using the
7oncd capacitv^^vrits current comprehensive plan andjninlementinu ordinances.

Cities and counties shall use Metro estimates of vacant land, and land likely to 
redevelop, unless they have local government has data that theyU believes is more 
accurate. In this case, the lnr.n1 fTnvcmmentcitv or county 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 Mnrfo the Executive Officer determines that the 
city or county data is may 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 If, estimating—nvneeted determining the calculated capacity of ^existing 
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances, local governments cities and 
counties shall not expected use a calculated capacity for dwelling units of
at more than 80 percent of maximum nnrmiund 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 nermitted zoned residential density.

3. ■liiri';dir,tifmf.Cities and counties 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

2 See Title 10. Definitions. densitvefrptmty' and 'tf»i>«te<i caktilaicd_capaeity.

Page 63—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan October 24. I'/Xi
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B.

years have resulted in an average of at least 80 percent of maximum permitted 

zoned densities actually being built.

44, The capacity calculation shall used only those development types that are a 
normitfpd n«ie allowed in the development code. Any discretionary decision 
must not diminish the aermkted zoned density if it is to be counted as a part of 

nvnpctedcalculated capacity; and

^5 Cities and counties, in coordination with special districts, shall demonstrate tliaj 
” they have reviewed their public facility capacities and plans to assure that planned 

p^lic facilities can be provided, to accommodate growth the calculated capacity 

within the plan periodirand

Calculate the increases in ovpor.tGd housiftgdwellinR units and employment^ cfacitlg; 
by the year 2017 from any proposed changes to the current comprehensive plans an 
implementing ordinances that must be adopted to comply with Section 2^ of this Title 

and add the increases to the calculation of expected capacities.

Determine the effect of each of the following on expected calculated capacities, and 
include ilic rffrrt in Th" anv resulting increase or decreasejn
calculated capacities:

Required dedications for public streets, consistent with the Regional Accessibility 

Title;
1.

2.

3.

4.

AD.

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

Landscaping, setback, and maximum lot coverage requirements;

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
nnimitted zoned density;

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 o 
the land to develop at the ncmiitted zoned density.

If anv of the G^meeted calculated capaciti^ estimates developed under Section^ are 
de^Hjo_b^less than anv_oLthe city-s or county^s target heusmgdwellim> umt and 
iobcmploimern capacities in Table 1, either jurisdiction-wide or in mixed-use area^ o 
feth, then the city or county shall comply with the performance standardsm. Section of
this Title by amending its comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances to ,nci’e^
:tr. ovn.r4^ calculated eanacitiesv. as needed, to comply with the calcidaicd

Table 1.

5.

Page 73—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
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GE. F.Yrpntinns fn the Section 6.B reouirement that target capacities be demonstr==
_ ^ 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. 3 and 4 policies to increase expected capacities.

If the QverQgo of actual built-densities-for 1090 1995 was Icoo than-80 percent of
permitted densities, cities and counties must nddreso-the reasons for not ochicving
higher densities in calculating their expected capacitiesr

Section 26. Local Plan Accommodation of Expected Growth Capacity for Housing and 
Employment—Performance Standard

All cities and counties within Metro shall demonstrate that;

BA The provisions methods and plan requiredments net-forth in Sections through 6 of 
this Title have been nr4nr>nr! nr included in comprehensive plans and
implementing ordinances; and that

AB. Thnir inning nnfi Other regulations Using the computation method in Section^ 
including the minimum residential density provisions required in Section 2, .tq^
calculated capacities will achieve the target capacities will permit the tar-get capaorty for
heusmedwelline units and full-time and part-time iobs_cmployment contained in Table 1 
in the Appendix to this plan, including bothjurisdiction-wide expected capacitiesr-as 
well-(HS and capacities for mixed-use areas; and that

C. Effective measures have been taken to reasonably assure that the cxpectedcalculated 
capacities will be built for heusfflgdwelling units and cmployment^gM; 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.

Section 7. Design Type Density Recommendations

BA. For the area of each of the 2040 Growth Concept design types, the following aver^
are recommended to cities and counties.

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

Page 83—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan October 24. 1996



280

281

282

283

284

285

286

287

288

289

290

291

292

293

294

295

296

297

298
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308

309

310

311

312

313

314

315

Industrial Areas - 9 employees per acre
Inner Neighborhoods -14 persons per acre 
Outer Neighborhoods -13 persons per acre 
Employment Afeas—H-persons- per acre

^^■■■^The-boundaries of-the-area-for-each design type.-including-Industriol-Areas j -shnll-be
determined-by the city-or-county-consistent-with the-general-locations shown-on-the 
2040-Growth-Goneept Map. For any area designated as a neighborhood area, the plans
and implementing-ordinances-shall not-permit a -targct density- equal to or greater-than 
the-target-dcnsity for-any-non-neighborhood design-typer

Q-.----- Cities and counties-shall-not-prohibit-parfitioning or subdividing-insido the Metro-urban
growth-bound ary svhere existing lot sizes are two or more-times that of the minimum 
lot size in-the development-^-oder

C. Cities and counties shall not prohibit the construction of at least one accessory unit
within any detached single family dwelling that is permitted to be built in any zone
inside the urban growth boundary. Reasonable regulations of accessory units may
include, but are not limited to. size, lighting, entrances and owner occupancy of the
primary unit, but shall not prohibit rental occupancy, separate access, and full kitchens
in the accessory units.

Metro—will work- with-local jurisdictions—to develop a set-of-region-wide-commumty 
development code provisions, standards and- other-regulations-which-local jurisdictions-may 
odopt-that^vill help-implement the 2040 Growth Concept-and this Functional-Plan. Included-in 
this project will-be g-review of development-standards-in support of-smaller-lot5-&nd more 
flexible-use of land-, strategies- to encourage land-assembly.—more flexible zoning-end 
improvements-in-the pre application-process to cnsure-timely and-thorough-rcviesv and-to 
provide-for early-involvement-by the-public to address neighborhood-concerns and-ossure 
community acceptance of these changeth-

Review whether gctunl-built densities-during 1990 1095 wcre-lcss than 80 perccnt-of 
permitted densities. The-1-990 1995 aotiial built densities within its jurisdiction-shalR;>e
compared with pennittod densities for-housing units-and employinent-dunng-that period:
This comparison shall be conduc-ted using the following methods-

4-:------ Residential and employment-developments to-be analyzed shall be-thosc whtc-h
were pennitted-by a land-use action-end consti-uctod during-the-peried from 1990
to 1995, and residential density shall be measured-in households-per-rret
do veloped-aerer:^ -

&r-

Employmcnt perronnunce-shall-be-mcusurcd by com|uiring the uctiml jiirisdicUotr-
Kvide iiKH-euse diirin»-tho years-lWO 1(J05 with the-jurisdiction wide increLH.e

Set definitions.
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345

346

347

348

349

350

351

352

listed in . Table-}-—This shall-Include only those dcvclopmcnto-that-receiH^d 
approval under the-implonicnting ordinances during this penodr

If the-overage of actual-built densities for 1900 1995-vvao less-thun 80-percent^ of
permitted densities, cities and counties must address the reasons-for not achieving-ltigIteF 
densities in calculating their-expeoted capacitiesr

321 Soctiori-S;------Roquiroment to-Iner-easo Expected Cnpacity

At If the-expocted-capgcity estimates developed under Section 4 are-less than the citys oi 
county's target honsing and employment capacities in Table 1, cither-jwisdiction wide-<^
in mixed use areas, or both, then the city or county^hall comply with Section 2 of tlus 
Title by amending its comprehensive plans and implemcnting-ordmances-to mcrcase-rts 
expected capacity to comply with the required capacities in Table 1.

____ A cupucity calculation including ■amendments to increase cupucity shaf^-be made
according to tbe some methodology the jurisdiction used in -Seclion T The jurisdiehw 
shall demonstrate at-least the following in calculating capacities for housing ami
employment^

4_____ The cupucity calculation used only-those development types-that are a permitted
use in the development code:—Any discrelionaty decision must not dimmish the 
permitted density if it is to he counted as u part of expected capacityHmd

g.____ Expected-capacity-has been-determined-by accounting for ■all development ^code
requirements thnt-may have the cfroct of reducing capacity, including-those listed 

in SectioivTC above;-and

g.____ Cities and counties, in coordination vi'ith special districts, have re^'icwed then-
public-facility capacities-and plans to assure that-planned public facihticr, cun be 
provided,-to eccommodute-growth within the plan pcriod;-attd

4-____ If the capacity calculatioits rellcct that.-during the period 10fX) 1995, actual built
densities v.-cro less than 80 percent of permitted densities, the jurisdiction shah 
olso demonstrate that-it hns-considcred and adopted-at least tsvo of the followtng 
methods to increase cnpocityr

rinancinl incentives for higher density housingsOt-

br-

er-
dr-
Ot-

Provisions pennitting odditionnl -deiwity beyond-that generally allov.;ed-w 
the goning district in exchange for amenities qndTeutures provided by the 
developer-j

-Removal or easing of approval standards or procedurefi- 
-Rcdevclopmcnt'-und infill strategie-s;

■■Authorization of-housing types not previously iillowed by the plan or
regulations; and 

■ Adoption of an average residential density stundardr
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353
354 
355'

-Exceptions cnn be-requested according-to Title 8 if a couniy determine: ilun nny
cxpcctod cppaoity-regnife^nent in Tnble 1-cnnnot be Qohieved after implomontution-of.
policies-to increase expected capacitiefh11
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356 TITLE 2:' REGIONAL PARKING POLICY

357

358

359

360

361

362
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366
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374

375

376

377

378

379

380

381

382

383

384

385

386

387

388

389

390

391

392

393

394

Section 1. Intent

The State’s Transportation Planning fRule calls for per capUa reductions m=ef vehicle miles 
T.V.1PH n^r caoita and restrictions on cnnstniction of new_parking_sE^ as a means of 
responding to trS^ortation and land use impacts of growtlTThe Metro 2040 Growdi Conc^t 
caUs 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 
adnnted bvPthe staS_relies on the 2040 Growth Concept fully achieving its transportation
object!ves.V Notably.^rt the air quality nlaa relies upon re^.ucmS .vehicle f ^
related parking spaces through minimum and maximum parking ratios. This ti le
addTessL these stale and federal requirements and preserve! the quality of life of the

region.
A comoact urban form requires that each use of land is carefully considered and that more 
efficiem forms are favored over less efficient ones. Parking, especially that Prov‘ded in 
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 an 
mobility 'for all Ldes. including autos. Reductions in auto trips when substituted by non-auto 

modes can reduce congestion and increase air quality.

Section 2. Performance Standard

A . nnni ------- -- rities and counties, are hereby required to edopt amendmcnto.-rf
-. ,1LLLi,5ary. to incuro that their comprehensive plans and implementing regulationsijX 

necessary, to meet or exceed the following minimum standards.

1 Pities and counties shall Rrequire ne more parking than the minimum as shown 
on Regional Parking Standards Table, attached hereto; and

Pities and counties shall Eestablish parking maximums at ratios no greater than 
s=========^=f^^ rr-*_t. 1 I in PnrVinp Maximum Mflpthose listed in .he Paiemg fable.and as illusha^d |n -he Mapthose iisieo in me riUMiig ------------- „
for Zone A. The designation of thS=A and« aones on the Parkmg Maximum Map
lui ° . ---- r ____r.i-- Troncnnrfatmn Plan and
tor/.one A. me uesiKntuiuu ---------- . _ w .. __j
should be reviewed after the completion of the Regional Transportation Plan .aji^

n. 1C nr\ nool/ hrMir transit RCrVlCC n3S
Should be revieweu auci —---- —;---- -
every five three thereafler. If zn-minute peak hour Iransil servme ,has 

^ ____ ry~ii 1A \u!)Urinu Histance for busZeZT:v,mfx0 an wilhin a one-ouader mile waUting mslan^S 

iranrii nr one-half mile walkinv distance for livhl rad transit, that area
eak hour transit service is no longer available toIf 20-minuteadded to Zone A. distance for bus transit or one-half milean area within a one-ouarter mile walkin^--------- -------- —-A

.....11.:.'^. vU.f.nr-^ fnr light rail transit, that area shall be removed from Zone^ tmd
. 11 ^ . 1_______ !_______ ui:^ --------------------»tn nfifinrinrifl

Qisiance lui ntim lau --------------------- |
if nccGSGary. revised to rcfiect changco in-public transpoilutiuii and in

•”--'---j- for all urban areas outside Zone A, citiesupport from adjacent ncighborhoediiLvi^Muuwiuuiau. i. V. -------------------- --- ^ ^

,hall GGlQblioh parking opacc mQKimumG no greater-than Ihosoand counties fjnmi t-^muuon jvm.Ln.fc —....... ^ , . ____
in Zone D in the Parldng Table-nnd qd illuDtratcd m-thc Parking Mu;cimunvHWfr
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96
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99 
00 
iOl
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3.

T nnni rrnvpmmpnl^. Cities and counties should designate Zone A parking i°s^ m 
areas with good pedestrian access to commercial or crnploiiTOem areas (witmn i j 
mile walk) from adjacent residential areas.

Cities and nnnnties shall finswe establish-thet an administrative or public heanng 
process for considering ratios for individual or Joint developments.^ allow^j 
variance adiuctment for parking g Hp.velonment application is received
which may r^gnU in approval of construction of parking spaces eitherT-

frr- -in excess of the maximum parking ratios; oLend 
-less than the minimum parking ratios.

. n rini P.ifif.s and couiilies may grant an ndjuatnWBt vanance from an^
maximum parking ratios oi minimum porliing rntwt through an odjustment-or vanance 

process.

B Free surface parking spaces shall be subject to the regional parking maximums.providg 
for Zone A. Parking spaces in parking structures, fleet parking, parking for vehicles 
that are for sale, lease, or rent, employee car pool parking spaces, dedicated va ^ 
parking spaces, spaces that are user paid, market rate parking or other high-efficiency 
parking management alternatives may be exempted from maximum parking standards 
hy ritipc and counties. Sites that are proposed for redevelopment may be allowed 
phase in reductions'^s a local option. Where mixed land uses ye proposed, ^ 
governments cities and counties shall provide for blended parking rates. It is
recommended that local governments cities and countj^ C0Unt/djaCen7n:Srtlfr;eneot 
parking spaces, nearby public parking and shared parking toward required parking
minimum standards.

c . n.ni rnunrnmf^ Cities and counties may use categories or meyurementstandards 
other than those in the Parking Table, but must provide findings thatthe °f th" 
local regulations will be substantially the same as the application of the Regional
Parking Ratios.

D. ■ ...1 ritic. uud counlics shcll mouitor and provide the following data to
Metro on an annual basis:

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 yariance^local adjustments to t e 
regional standards in this Title. Coordination with Metro collection of other 

building data should be encouraged.

1.

2
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429

430

431
432
433

TITLE 3:
WATER QUALITY AND FLOOD MANAGEMENT CONSERVATION

435
436
437

Section 1. Intent
To orotect the beneficial uses and functional values of resources within the Water Quality 
Flood Management Areas by limiting or mitigating the impact on these areas from developmen
activities.

434 Section 2. Requirement

439

440

441

442

443

444

445

446

447

448

449

450

451

452

453

454

455

456

457

458

459

460

Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plans ^d implementmyegulatmns 
Smect Water Quality and Flood Management Areas pursuant to Section 4. Exceptions to this 

requirement will be considered under the provisions of Section 7.

438 Section 3. Implementation Process for ritie. and CountiesLocal Govornmente

2“ ,=s
Conservation Area Map; or

B Demonstrate that the plans and implementing ordinances substantially c°IJiply

compliance for those jurisdictions who choose to develop, the,t own map of water qua y 

and flood management areas ; or
C. Any combination of A and B above that substantially complies with all perfoimance 

standards in Section 4.

Section 4. 

A.

Performance Standards

conveyance of stream flows through these natural systems.

The plans and implementing ordinances of cities and counties shall be in substantial compliance 

with the following performance standards:

1. Prohibit development within the water quality and flood management area; or

2 Limit development in a manner that requires balanced cut and fill; unless ^ 
p^ct is deLnstrated, by an engineering study, that there is no rise in flood 

elevation or that it will have a net beneficial effect on flood mitigation.
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3. Require minimum finished floor elevations at least one foot above the design 
flood height or other applicable flood hazard standard for new habitable 
structures in the Water Quality and Flood Management Area.

4. . Require that temporary fills permitted during construction shall be removed.

B. Water Quality. The purpose of these standards is to protect and allow for enhancement 
of water quality associated with beneficial uses as defined by the Oregon Water 
Resources Department and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality.

The plans and implementing ordinances of cities and counties shall be in substantial 
compliance with the following performance standards:

1. Require erosion and sediment control for all new development within the Metro 
boundary as contained in the Metro Water Quality and Flood Management model 
ordinance.

2. Require to the maximum extent practicable that native vegetation cover is 
maintained or re-established during development, and that trees and shrubs in the 
Water Quality and Flood Management Area are maintained. The vegetative cover 
required pursuant to these provisions shall not allow the use of “Prohibited Plants 
for Stream Corridors and Wetlands” contained in the Water Quality and Flood 
Management Model Code adopted by the Metro Council.

3. Prohibit new uses of uncontained areas of hazardous materials as defined by DEQ 
in the Water Quality and Flood Management Areas; and

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
ownership to mitigate the. effects of development in Water Quality and ^Flood 
Management Areas, or through Transferable Development Rights (TDRs), which have 
substantially equivalent effect as the Metro Water Quality and Flood Management Model 
Ordinance.

Metro encourages local government to require that approvals of applications for 
partitions, subdivisions and design review actions must be conditioned with protecting 
Water Quality and Flood Management Areas with a conservation easement, platted as a 
common open space, or through purchase or donation of fee simple ownership to public 
agencies or private non-profits for preservation where feasible. Metro and cities .and 
countieslocal governments shall recognize that applications involving pre-existing 
development within the Water Quality and Flood Management Areas shall be exempted 
from the provisions concerning conservation easements and purchase or donation of fee 
simple ownership to public agencies or private non-profits for preservation.
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497 Section 5. Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area

498

499
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530

531
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534

A. The purpose of these standards is to conserve, protect, and enhance fish and wildlife 
habitat within the fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas identified on the water 
quality and flood management area map by establishing performance standards and 
promoting coordination by Metro of regional urban water sheds.

B. Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area Recommendations

These areas shall be shown on the Water Quality and Flood Management Area Map. 
Fishand Wildlife Habitat Conservation Habitat Areas generally include and/or go beyond 
the Water Quality, and Flood Management Areas. These areas shown on the map are 
Metro’s initial inventory of significant fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas. Metro 
hereby recommends that local jurisdictions adopt the following temporary standards:

1. Prohibit development in the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Areas that adversely 

impacts fish and wildlife habitat.

Exceptions: It is recognized that urban development will, at times, necessitate 
development activities within or adjacent to Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Conservation Areas. The following Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation 
Mitigation Policy, except for emergency situations, applies to all the following 

exceptions:

A project alternatives analysis, where public need for the project has been 
established, will be required for any of the exceptions listed below. The 
alternatives analysis must seek to avoid adverse environmental impacts by 
demonstrating there are no practicable, less environmentally damaging 
alternatives available. In those cases where there are no practicable, less 
environmentally damaging alternatives, the project proponent will/ seek 
alternatives which reduce or minimize adverse environmental impacts. Where 
impacts are unavoidable, compensation, by complete replacement of the impacted 
site's ecological attributes or, where appropriate, substitute resources of equal or 
greater value will be provided in accordance with the Metro Water Quality and 

Flood Management model ordinance.

Utility construction within a maximum construction zone width 
established by cities and countieslocal aovemmems.
Overhead or underground electric power, telecommunications and cable 
television lines within a sewer or stormwater right-of-way or within a 
maximum construction zone width established by cities and couniiestol 

governments.
Trails, boardwalks and viewing areas construction.
Transportation crossings and widenings. Transportation crossings and 
widenings shall be designed to minimize disturbance, allow for fish and

a.

b.

c.
d.
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wildlife passage and crossings should be preferably at right angles to the 

stream channel.

2. 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.

3. 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.

4. 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.”

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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5.
Metro shall establish performance standards for protection ^
significant fish and wildlife habitat which must be met by the plans imp g
ordinances of cities and counties.

Section 6. Metro Model Ordinance Required

Metro shall adopt a Water Quality and Flood Manageru'nl Model Mnane^^^^^^

•his tM'sha,l be imp"by

adoption of new functional plan provisions.

579 Section 7. Variances
City and county comprehensive plans and 'mplementmgjegulajmns^jtrc^he 

streamecom^do^prot«honSforanyapropert^dern^°trated to he converted to an unbuiidah.e lot by

application of Stream corridor protections.
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584 TITLE 4: RETAIL IN EMPLOYMENT AND INDUSTRIAL AREAS
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B.

Section 1. Intent

It is the intent of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept that Employment and Industrial Areas contain 
vf»p,»4ittle supportive retail development. Employment and Industrial areas would be expected to 
include some limited retail commercial uses primarily to serve the needs of people working or 
living in the immediate omnlosinetit-oreas; Employment or Industrial Areas; not larger market 
areas outside the p.mnlnvment-pr-ea Employment or Industrial Areas. Exceptions to this general 
policy for-Emplo)TOent and Industrial Area&-can bo mode for certain'areas os identified on-the
Emplo^Tnent and-Industrial-Aroas Map.-

Section 2. Comprehensive Plan and Implementing Ordinance Changes Required

_Cities and counties are hereby required to amend their comprehensive plans and 
=implementing rp.onlafinns. if necessary, to prohibit retail uses larger than SQ.OOQ 60.000 
square feet of gross leasable area per building or business in the Employmenl-tmd 
Industrial Areas spocificQlly designated on the 2049—Growth—Concent attached 
Employment and Industrial Areas Map.

This subsection applies to city and county comprehensive plan designations and zoning
Q^|^aQrp^^p^nnwlpHgpH_h^jhe^^ct[ve_date_oftlTis_Function|l^lgn;jyhich.3llow
uses lareer than 60.000 souare feet of gross leasable area per building _or business in
Employment Areas designated on the attached Employment and Industrial Areas Map.
These cities and counties are hereby required to amend their comprehensive plans and
implementing regulations, if necessary, to require a process resultine in a land use
decision for anv retail uses larger than 60.000 square feet of gross leasable area per
building or business on those lands where such uses are currently allowed by any process.
The standards for the land use decision to allow anv such retail uses shall require (Da
demonstration in the record that adequate transportation facilities will be in place at the
timp^thpj|Ptail^iKpjTftpinsj>peration: and (2’) a demonstration that adequate transportation
facilities for the other planned uses in the Employment Areas are included in the
o^^u^okio^^rt^^rphpncivpjlan-jTrnvisinnS—^fjhe^itv and countv Comprehensive plan

square feet
^ gross leasable area per building or business in Employment Areas have not been
acknowledged hv the effective date of this Functional Plan, subsection 2.C. of this Title
shall apply.

^^i|Y^£^2^nl^:££^2^====l===El=====ii^==========^=^==^=====::======^®====^
the effective date of this Functional Plan which do not allow retail uses larger than 60.000
square feet of gross leasable area ner building or business in Employment Areas
designated on the attached Employment and Industrial Areas Map shall continue to
prohibit them unless an exception is established under Section 3 of this Title pursuant to
thej^nmjTh^ce procedures of Title 8.
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Section 3. Exceptions

Exceptions to this standard for Employment Areas_may be included in local compliance plans 

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 Emplojancnt and Industrial Mcao MnpT-sSpecific Employment w
developed as ret.l

which have been locally dcsi^atod as retail centefs are proposed to he or have been 
but not sr.knowledeed bv the_effrrtive date, of this Functional Plan. js 

allow new or redeveloped re.aU use. w|,fr. .ransP?r,a..1m
ffloilities capar.itv is demonstrated in local compliance Dlans__asj3rpyi---------
i^rolplQls^Sd rcfineincnts to the mapped arcarmay be considered in local complianre-pens 

os provided in Title-Sr

Rpfflil that npn1arilv draw busir^^.^ 3 markel area not more Ihan 2 5 miles from 
.......... .ransoortatinn f.rimie. capacilv IS demonSiraied_mJa£^

rompliance plans as provided in Title 8,
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638 TITLE 5: NEIGHBOR CITIES AND RURAL RESERVES

639 Section 1. Intent

640 The intent of this title is to clearly define Metro policy with regard to areas outside the Metro
641 urban growth boundary. NO PORTION OF THIS TITLE CAN REQUIRE ANY ACTIONS
642 BY NEIGHBORING CITIES. Metro, if neighboring cities jointly agree, will adopt or sign
643 rural reserve agreements for those areas designated rural reserve in the Metro 2040 Growth
644 Concept with Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington County, and Neighbor City Agreements
645 with Sandy, Canby, and North Plains. Metro would welcome discussion about agreements with
646 other cities if they request such agreements.

647 In addition, counties and cities within the Metro boundary are hereby required to amend their
648 comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances within twenty-four months to reflect the rural
649 reserves and green corridors policies described in the Metro 2040 Growth Concept.

650 Section 2. Rural Reserves and Green Corridors

651 Metro shall attempt to designate and protect common rural reserves between Metro’s urban
652 growth boundary and designated urban reserve areas and each neighbor city’s urban growth
653 boundary and designated urban reserves, and designate and protect common locations for green
654 corridors along transportation corridors connecting the Metro region and each neighboring city.
655 For areas within the Metro boundary, counties are hereby required to amend their comprehensive
656 plans and implementing ordinances to identify and protect the rural reserves and green corridors
657 ; described in the adopted 2040 Growth Concept and shown on the adopted 2040 Growth Concept
658 Map. These rural lands shall maintain the rural character of the landscape and our agricultural
659 economy. New rural commercial or industrial development shall be restricted, to the extent
660 ■ allowed bv law. Zoning shall be for resource protection on farm and forestry land, and very low-
661 density residential (no greater average density than one unit for five acres) for exception land.

662 For areas outside the Metro boundary, Metro shall encourage intergovernmental agreements with
663 the cities of Sandy, Canby and North Plains.

664 Section 3. Invitations for Intergovernmental Agreements

665 Metro shall invite the dries and countieslocal governments outside the Metro boundary and
666 named in Section 1 of this title to sign an Intergovernmental Agreement, similar to the draft
667 agreements attached hereto.

668 Section 4. Metro Intent with Regard to Green Corridors

669 Metro shall attempt to negotiate a Green Corridor Intergovernmental Agreement with Oregon
670 Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the three counties (Clackamas, Multnomah and
671 Washington) to designate and protect areas along transportation corridors connecting Metro and
672 neighboring cities.
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673 TITLE 6: REGIONAL ACCESSIBILITY
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Section 1. 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 o 
these measures will require additional analysis. Focusing development in the concentrated 
activity centers, including the central city, regional centers, and station communities, requires the 
use of alternative modes of transportation in order to avoid unacceptable levels of congestion. 
ond to inGurc that acoesoibility b>‘-altcmQtive-modcs is attractiver The continued economic 
vitality of industrial areas and intermodal facilities is largely dependent on presen/ing or 
improving access to these areas and maintaining reasonable levels of freight mobility 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 Concent design typesland use components.

These regional standards will be linked to a series of regional street design concepts that fdly 
integrate transportation and land use needs for each of the 2040 land use components. The 
designs generally form a continuum; a network of throughways (freeway and highway designs) 
will emphasize auto and freight mobility and connect major activity centers. Slower-speed 
boulevard designs within concentrated activity centers will balance the multi-modal trave 
HpmanHf; fnr each mode of transportation within-ef these areas. Street and road designs will 
complete the continuum, with multi-modal designs that reflect the land uses they serve, but also 
serving as moderate-speed vehicle connections between activity centers that complement the 
throughway system. While these designs are under development, • it is important that 
improvements in the most concentrated activity centers are designed to lessen the negative 
effects of motor vehicle traffic on other modes of travel. Therefore, the need-te-implementatj^ 
of amenity oriented boulevard treatment that better serves pedestrian, bicycle and transit travel in 
the central city, regional centers, main streets, town centers, and station communities is a key 
step in the overall implementation of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept.

It is intended that the entirety of these Title 6 standards will be supplemented by the Re»ion^
Transportation Plan (RTF'! when the RTF is approved and adopted by the Metro Council.

Section 2. Boulevard Design

Fer-fRegional routes in the central city, regional centers, station communities, main streets and 
townlenters are designated on the Boulevard Design Map In general, pedestrian and traij^ 
oriented design P.1ftment.s are the priority in the central city and regional centers, station
rommiinities. main streets and town centers.^^11 cities and counties within the Metro region
firp hn.rn.hv roQuired-te shall implement or allow othersjo be-implemented boulevard dwign 
elements as improvements are made to these facilities including those facilities built by ODOT 
or Tri-Met. Each jurisdiction shall adept-amendmentG, if-ncccGoapy, to ensuro -that their 
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances, if necessary, to require consideration or 
installation of the following boulevard design elements when proceeding with right-of-way 
improvements on regional routes designated on the boulevard design map::—In =cncroh
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713 pedestrien-ond tranoit-oricntcd design-elements-ore the-priority in the central eity and regional
714 ccnter&rstation cornmuniticis, moin streets-end-town oentersr

715 A. Wide sidewalks with pedestrian-amenities such as benches, awnings and special lighting;

716 B, Landscape strips, street trees and other design features that create a pedestrian buffer
717 between curb and sidewalk;

718 c. Pedestrian, crossings at all intersections, and mid-block crossings where intersection
719 spacing is excessive;

720 D. The use of medians and curb extensions to enhance pedestrian crossings where wide
721 streets make crossing difficult;

722 E. Accommodation of bicycle travelBikeways;

723 F. On-street parking;

724 G. Motor vehicle lane widths that consider the above improvements;

725 H. Use of landscaped medians where appropriate to enhance the visual quality of the
726 streetscape.

. •
727 Section 3. Design Standards for Street Connectivity

728

729

730

731

732

733

734

735

736

737

738

739

740

74!

742

743

The design of local street systems, including “local” and “collector” functional classifications, is 
generally beyond the scope of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). However, the aggregate 
effect of local street design impacts the effectiveness of the regional system when local travel is 
restricted by a lack of connecting routes, and local trips are forced onto the regional network. 
Therefore, the followingRTP v.'lll include de.«;ign and performance options are intended Jo 
Gtandards-for connectivity aimed-at improvemg local circulation in a manner that protects the 
integrity of the regional system.

Local jurisdictions within the Metro region are hereby required to amend their comprehensive 
plans and implementing ordinances, if necessary, to comply with or exceed one of the following 
options in the development review process:

A. Design Option. Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plans, 
implementing ordinances and administrative codes require demonstration of compliance 
with the following:

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

a. encourage pedestrian and bicycle travel by providing short, direct public 
right-of-way routes to connect residential uses with nearby existing and
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/

2.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f. 
g-

B.

planned commercial services, schools, parks and other neighborhood 

[ndlid^n^wl-de-sac streets longer than 200

dwelling units on a closed-end street system, except where t P P ^ 
han-iffrQ^iir,h as railro^H. nr freeways, or environmental constraints suchas
major streams and rivers, prevent street extension; an r;0v.t nf-
provide bike and pedestrian connections on public easements or S ‘ ^ 
way when full street connections are not possible, with spacing 
coLctions of no more than 330 feet, evrept where topography b.^ 
cnrh aR railroads or freewavs. or environmental constraints such as mai_
Streams and rivers, prevent street extension; arid cfrpets in
consider opportunities to incrementally extend and connect local streets in
primarily developed areas; and
serve a mix of land uses on contiguous local streets; and

no more than 46 feet, including pavement widths 0fn0 ™ore 
curb-face to curb-face, sidewalk widths of at least 5 feel and landscaped 

nedestrian buffer strips that include street trees; and 
h Hmit the use of cul-de-sac designs and closed street systems to

where topography. nre-exisling_developmenl pattetns-or environmental 
constraints prevent hill street extensions.

For new residential and mixed-use development, all 
and primarily undeveloped land of five acres or more shall be identified by
and counties and the following will be prepared.

A map that identifies possible local street connections to adjacent devdcping 
The map shall include street connections at intervals of no more than 660 

feet, with more frequent connections in areas planned for mtxed use or den

development.
Performance Option. For residential and mixed use areas, cities and counties shall 
fn:4c thill amend their comprehensive plans, implementmg Of<iin|lnc“

jLnec^saaUa shTd' vTop l^al
nerformance —tbp. following manner. Cities and counties shall develop loc
street design meps-or-standards in tevt or mans orboth_with street ml^ection spacing
trnr inte^X^no less ti^.n doht Street intersedions__per mile.H^Ihe number of
street inl------ - ^-.....ta t,> urentest in the hiahest density 2040 Gro«m Concept design
tvnes Lonncction: cofji'rlinr'nrTnnrl Pnn.ni.ntcnt with iriGrcaocd density aiiJ mined lnnf1
L^l<strecVdcsigns for new developments shall satisfy ho««flhc following additional

criteria;
1 Performance Criterion; minimize local traffic on the regional motor vch|C'= 
' ■ system, by demonstrating that local vehicle trips on a given regional facility do
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not exceed the 1995 arithmetic median of regional trips for facilities of the same 
motor vehicle system classification by more than 25 percent.

2 Performance Criterion; everyday local travel needs are served by direct, 
connected local street systems where; (1) the shortest motor vehicle tnp 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 tnp on public nght- 
of-way is no more than one and one-half the straight-line distance.

Section 4. Transportation Performance Standards

A. Aiternative Mode Analysis

1 Mode split will be used as the key regional measure for transportation 
effectiveness in the Central City, Regional Centers and Station Communities. 
Each jurisdiction shall establish an altemativ_e mode split target (defined as

Vehicle person-trios as a percentage of all person-trips for all
==^ - - ' ■ -----c: 1- irnViinlo.modes

B.

Sintjle uccunancv vcmcic I------ -—----
tvaH^q nf transnortationlthc pGrccntBgc of all non Single Ocoupont Vehicle-
of trQnDportatioi^=for ;ach of the central city, regional centers ami station 
communities within its boundaries. The altemative_mode split toget 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).

9 Cities and count!esLocal 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.

Motor Vehicle Congestion Analysis

T o\fAi-/>OF-c^ervir.e rT.OSl is a measurement of the use of a transportation facility 
.c a chare nfriesigned capacity. The following table using Level Of Service may 
be incorporated into local comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances to 
replace current methods of determining motor vehid^congestion on regiona 
facilities if a city or countv determines that this change is needed to penni 
Title 1 TabirrSpSes Metfe-5040 Growth Concept implcmcntatieft-m the 
Central City, Regional Centers, Town Centers, Main Streets and Station
Communities;

General Performance Standards (using LOS*)

1.

Preferred Acceptable Exceeds
Mid-Day one-hour C or better D E or worse
Peak two-hour E/E or better F/E F/F or worse
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818

819

820 
821 
822

823

824

825

826

827

828

2.

* Level-0f-Service is determined by using either the latest edition of the Highway 
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, cities and_ 
countieslocal -cos'emmenls 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.

829 C. Congestion Management

830

831

832

833

834

835

836

837

838

839

840

841

For a city or countv to amend their comprehensive plan to addPrior to-rccommendmg a 
significant capacity expansion to a regional facility,.or including such-on cxpanoion in u 
city or-county comprchcnGivc plan—the following actions shall be applied, unless 
^^gcU^_g^g^nii2njl-in£lMd£4odequQtcly oddrcGsed in the Regional Transportation Plan.

1. To address Level of Service:

a.
b.
c.

d.

Transportation system management techniques
Corridor or site-level transportation demand management techniques
Additional roadsvoy^glgi_ygbi^£ 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 streetmotor vehicle function:

842

843

844

845

846

847

848

a. Traffic calming
b. StfeetMotor vehicle function classification 

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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849

850
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865
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868

869

870

871

872
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876

877

878

879

880 
881

882

883

TITLE 7: AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Section 1. Intent

RUGGO Objective 17 requires Metro to uso a “fair sharo^-strotegy to moot-housing needsrwhieh 
inoludoo-liouoing densities supportivo of “development of-tho regional ■transportation oyotem-ond

onr,fr‘*-1' r*r*A ” iiVa.Titio.i—nhnvifx—that^Mfttrn^aHnpt^^fair share strategy for
mAPtino^hpjTnnginpjiffpHgj^ffhejirtTanjTn^ in cities and counties based on a subregional
analysis. A "fair share" strategy will include (11 a diverse range of housing types available

'ow an(^ moderate rate housing
*s ava*^a^^c to Households ofall income levels

that live or have a member working in each jurisdiction: (31 housing densities and costs
transportation system

2^^^^^ocjftn^tgH^£Antprc^qnHjwriHnrQ^jmfW4VajTa1at^^ »obs and housing within the region and
subregions.

Title 1 of this functional nlan requires cities and counties to change their zoning to accommodate
development at higher densities in locations supportive of the transportation system. 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.

867 Section 2. Recommendations to Improve Availability of Affordable Housing

According to HUD standards, housing is affordable if the resident is paving no more than one-
third of their income for housing- Data from the federally required County Consolidated Plans
clearly demonstrate that there exists a shortage of housing affordable to low and moderate

M£!l2_E^^rnme^(^s cities and counties
ncrease their efforts to provide for the housing needs of households of all income levels that live
o£^|vg_5^g^^^^oi^i]igjD_g|£h:i^nMi^i£E=n4ih|Ohi^:££D|M£Li^Eli^£nMi2D=££i2ffip^
ill ofTthe following tools and approaches to facilitate the development of affordable housing:
oro recommended to begin to moot the-nced for-Guffioient and affordable housing.

A. Donate buildable tax-foreclosed properties to nonprofit organizations for 
development as mixed market affordable housing.

B. Develop permitting process incentives for housing being developed to serve 
people at or below 80% of area median income.

C. Provide fee waivers and property tax exemptions for projects developed by 
nonprofit organizations serving people at or below 60% of area median income.

D. Create a land banking program to enhance the availability of appropriate sites for 
permanently affordable housing.
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899
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904

905

906

E.

F.

G.

H.

Consider replacement ordinances that would require developers of high-income 
housing, commercial, industrial, recreational or government projects to replace 
any affordable housing destroyed by these projects.

Consider linkage programs that require developers of job-producing development, 
particularly that which receives tax incentives, to contribute to an affordable 
housing fund.

Commit locally controlled funds, such as Comniunity Development Block Grants, 
Stralegic.Inve|tg|^P^ggm tax abatement funds or general fund dollars, to the 
development of permanently affordable housing for people at or below 60% of 
area median income.

Consider inclusionary zoning requirements, particularly in tax incentive 
programs, for new development in transit zones and other areas where public 
investment has contributed to the value and developability of land.

Section 3. Recommendations to Encourage Manufactured Housing

State housing policy requires the provision of manufactured housing inside all Urban Growth 
Boundaries as part of the housing mix with appropriate placement standards. The following are 
recommended to reduce regulatory barriers to appropriately placed manufactured housing;

A. Requirements for a minimum of five acres to develop a manufactured housing 
park should be reviewed to consider a lesser requirement, or elimination of a 
minimum parcel and/or lot size entirely.

B. Manufactured homes configured as duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, etc. should be 
encouraged outside manufactured dwelling parks where zoning densities are 
consistent with single story development.
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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 ot 
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 

A.

Compliance Procedures

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 rvp.mptinns fromExceptions to any of the requirements in the above tides may be granted 
by the Metro Council, as provided for in the Regional Urban Growth Goals arid 
Objectives, Section 5.3, after MPAC revicw-rbased-en Requests for an exception shoul^ 
include a city or county submittal as specified in this section. The Metro Counci wi 
make all final decisions os to the exiotcnco of the factual ba£HS for the grant of any 

requested exception exemption.

1 Population and Employment Capacity. An exemption-frem except!oi^ 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, but is not
limited to. the following:

A demonstration of substantial evidence of the econornic 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 I because substantial areas have prior 
commitments to development at densities inconsistent with Metro target,
or

a.
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c. A demonstration that the houGeholdsdwelling unit and entplovTOcntiob 
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 exemptioncg^ggg|ign under this subsection, a 
city or county shall also submit an estimate of the amount of 
houseltokfadwelling units or employmentiobs 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_j^£ggtign based on the financial 
feasibility of providing public services, Metro, along with cities and countiesleeal 
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_g^£gglign-j£ 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. 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-adiustment variance 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 exceptionexemption.

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
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C.

D.

quality of the stream and on flood effects. Findings shall be supported by 
evidence, including the results of field investigations.

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 ronsidef a city’or county request to modify d mapped 
Employment -and Industrial • ArGQa^n-^SEl=i^=S==^= cxemP^ existing or 
locally designated retail- eentefs areas, unacknowledged bv the date of this 
Functional Plan, where they can demonstrate that

fir The Employment and Industrial Areas Mmap overlooked included lands 
within substantially developed existing retail
center area or a locally designated retail ccnter.-_ area—pursuant to a

of this Functional Plan
which allowed retail uses lareer than 60.000 square feet of gross leasable
area per buildine or business; or

h The. reoue<;ted retail area in an Employment Area has been fouild tO.k
appropriate for an exception based upon current or projected needs within
the jurisdiction and the city or county can demonstrate that adequate
transportation facilities capacity exists for that retail area,

5. Regional Accessibility. Cities or counties may request mlief-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 countv request or determination 
thatnot 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 pctiens Final land use decisions of cities and 
counties inconsistent with functional plan requirements are subject to imrnediate_appeal 
for violation of the functional plan.

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 a compliance interpretation and conflict
resolution under RUGGO Obiective 5.3.

1014 Section 3. Any Comprehensive Plan Change must Comply

1015 After the effective date of this ordinance, any amendment of a comprehensive plan or
1016 implementing ordinance shall be consistent with the functional plan requirements_^f this
1017 ^gglignajjgl^- contained in Titles 1 through-8. Metro shall assist cities and countiesthc local
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govemment-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. s

Section 4 

A.

Compliance Plan Assistance

Any city or countvlocal sovcmment may request of Metro a compliance plan which 
contains the following:

1. An analysis of the ci|;^_oL=ggum^local govcmrnent^; comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances, and what sections require change to comply with the 
performance standards.

Specific amendments that would bring the city or countviunGdiction 
compliance with the requirements of Sections 1 to 8, if necessary.

into

B. Jurir.dictionsCities and counties 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.

Section 5. Compliance Interpretation Process

a process for cities and counties
rpi2iiirpHj2vjhkJnnriirmaljT^^ their plans to seek interpretations of the requirements
of this functional plan. Application for a compliance interpretation shall be made in writing to

recornmendation. The compliance
{^ec*s*on fiase(^ on ^he case record...An

anneal to the Metro Council shall be available to parties in the case and by vote of the Metro
Council. The Metro Council mav initiate a compliance interpretation on its own motion with or
without an application.

1045 Section 6. Citizen Review Process

^^^p|i^ypn^^hn_hagjg^gffntRH_written_or^raHestinTonv^nhe_jQg|lj[eye]_on_theJnterpretation issu_e
mav petition the Metro Council for a compliance interpretation. After hearing the citizen
|TPtifinn^2^Tp^^^niinnil mav initiate a compliance interpretation.
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^pptinn 7. Enforcement

A Prior to a final fletlon 'decision to amend a comprehensive plan or implementing 
ordinance, a W^Ocitv or county determination that a requirement of this functional plan should 
not or cannot be implemented shaHmy be subject to a compliance intemretation.and the conflict 
resolution process provided for in RUGGO, Goal T at the request of the city or county.

R Citv or county actions to amend a comprehensive plan or implementing ordinmce m 
of this functional plan at any time after the effective date of th,s 

subject to appeal or other legal action for violation of a regional functional Plan 
including but not limited to reduction of regional transportation funding and funding pnonties.

___ Failure to amend comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances as rgqmredby
1 of this Tjlle_shall be subject to any and all enforcement actions authorized by la 

rifv nr county land use decision made more than 24 months after the cfreL-tivc date 
ordinance that^is inconoiGtcnt with the requiromonto of this fiinotionnl plan ib.Duhjcct in nppf-nMof 
violation of this-functional plarh
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Section 1. Intent

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.

Section 2. Performance Measures Adoption

A. Within three months of the adoption of this functional plan, the Metro Executive Officer 
shall submit to the Council the Executive Officer’s recommendations forr-pcrfonnonee 

mcaGuresr

_____ 1 ■ The-pPerformance measures wiUlg be used in evaluating the process of the
region in implementation of this functional plan; and

2 -nniipyt rppnmmnnriQtioi'vsPolicies for corrective action should the_performance
measures nnt hr nnhinvodrindicate that the eoals contained in the functional plan are not

In developing these nerformance measures and policies, t—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.

B. The Council, after receiving advice and comment from the Metropolitan Policy Advisory 
Committee, shall adopt a list of performance measures that v/ill 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 pal for the 
next six years, and shall be accompanied by policies for adjusting the regional plans 
based on actual performance.

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;
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097
098
099

100 
101

102
103

1104
1105

1106

1107

1108
1109
1110 
nil 
1112
1113

1114
1115
1116
1117

1118
1119
1120 
1121 
1122
1123

1124
1125

4.

5.

6.

The amount of development of both jobs and housing that occurIe^ “ 
redevelopment or infill, according to jurisdiction, Growth Concept design yp ,
and zoning;
The amount of land that is environmentally sensitive that is pemtanently 

protected, and the amount that is developed,

Other measures that can be reliably measured and will measure progress m 

implementation in key areas.
7 roV »rianH h«ed on lot prices nrcnrfiinn to iiirisdiclion. Growth Concept design 

-------- 2------ !,:. .pn rnninp: and -p reHftvelooed and vacant classtncanofe

______ ^ Th<* avprape var.ancv ral^ for all residcnlinl UHltSa

D. Use ofthe performance measures

1 The performance measures will contain both the current level “f ““eve"’env'^^
the proposed level necessary to implement this functioiial Pla" and
Metro 2040 Growth Concept adopted in the Regional Urban 
^^htetives (ftUGGO) The performance measures will be used to evaluate and 
Sut as nS Metro's Lctional plans. Urban Growth Boundary, and other

regional plans.

1 Bv March 1 of every other year beginning March 1, the
Officer shall report to the Council an assessment of the regional Perfor^a" 
m" 1 —end cotrective actions, as necessary, conststent wtth the

Metro Council's policies.
o The Council shall refer the recommendations to the Hearing Officer, who shall 

LidThearinrto review, the data in the Executive Officer's report on the 

performance measures, and gather additional data from fo^ance
Hearing officer shall review all ofthe mfomation presented on the a
measures The complete record of infonnation, findings .
recommendation shall be forwarded to the Council by the Heanng Officer.

4 The Council shall hold a hearing on the record, adopt findings of fact, and take 

any necessary corrective action by September 1 ofthe year.
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26

.27

28

129

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

137

1138

1139

1140

1141

1142

1143

1144

1145

1146

1147

1148

1149

1150

1151

1152

1153

1154

1155

1156

1157

TITLE 10: DEFINITIONS

Arrpggihilitv me^n. the amount of time required to reach a given InraTinn or service by any

mode of travel.

Ifprnafive Modes !ll..rna.iv<! nf T.vd to ther,:~r„:zr, k„. n,Hpr fnnnS C hicvderan,.^
Balanced cut and fill means no net increase in fill within the floodplain.

Ritfpivav mpan. aenara-pH hiVe paths. hik. lanes, nr wirtp omside lanes thaj

accommodate HifiYSles and motor_vehicles.

RP.MPPPPH npdpn mppn. a dp..ipn coappn. .hat pmnhasfees ppdp.trian travel, hicyclinp andjhe
----------------------- I__________ *___ A tfotrolIKP of nublic transnortation. and accommodates motor vehicle trave.,

ralpnlafPrt Capapify means Ihe pamhp.r of dwellinp .mit. and jobs that ran ha contained in.an 

area based OP the calculation required bv this functional plaiL

p-ppppRy Rvnan.ian n.Paa. mna.rucled ar ppPrarianal improvampm. to tha repional motor 

vehicle system that increase the capacity of the system^

rpmnrphpnaive plan mp.ana the aP inp.I.iaivp. eeneraliaPfl, coordinated land ase map and pojay 

Statement of cities and counties defined in ORS 197.01 S(5k

r^nnpptlvuv means t^e decree to which th^ meal and recional street systems in a piven.a^

are interconnected.

Desienated BeneHcial Water Uses means the same as the term as defined hy the Oregon 
Dcnartment of Water Resources, which is: an instream public use of water for the benefit of a 

p ' » fnr a niimose consistent with the laws and the economic and general welfare of the
:PeXf L s ta.ePa^^^ «>. fish life "Z5'™'-
mtog, munWpal. roHuUon aba\ement. power development, recreation, stoekwater and w.ldhfe

uses.
npcion Tvnp means the coneen.ini nreap demrihed in the Metro ?04Q Growth C°neep. texl^

■„ __ fartaic and ohiectives. including central citv. regional centers, to J1
map m Metros regional g inner and outer nejphborhoods. industnal
centers, station communities, corridors, mam sireeis, nmci f-.
|£ga|ian4:ijSEl2^Si==i====

Development means any manmade change defined “ ”r

existing vegetated area on the lot is defined as development, for the purposes of Title 3.
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158 Exceptions:

.159 

.160 

.161 . 

.162
1163
1164

1165

1166
1167

1168

1169
1170
1171
1172
1173
1174

1175
1176

1177
1178
1179
1180

1181

1182
1183

^ 1184
1185

1186
1187
1188

1189
1190

a. Stream enhancement or restoration projects approved by cities and countiesieeet 

jurisdictioits.
^ RSi“..mMtaC3itions.-»i alterations .rrrssorv L.s« fo_ne existing 

structures an'ddevelopment that do not encroach into the Water Quality and Flood 

Management Area more than the existing structure or development.

DBH means the diameter of a tree measured at breast height.

m .rn Hnal 5 rsF.F. means a dedsion process local governments carry out under OAR 660-2^ 

040.
expected Cnpnrity --nnr th. .n.mint of unite thnl tan be cxpoctprl Lu Ll uontninf'd in nn-ftrn^

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area means the area definedontheMetro^ 
Quality and Flood Management Area Map to be completed and a«^hed^e^e‘0e t^hprolect 
all Water Quality and Flood Management Areas that require regulation in order t0 P ^ 
and w d ife habitat. This area has been mapped to generally include the ^ea 200 
of bank of streams in undeveloped areas with less than 25% slope, and 100 feet from edge
mapped wetland on undeveloped land.

Floodplain means land subject to periodic including the
mapped by FEM A Flood Insurance Studies or other substantial evidence of actual flood

Functions and Values of Stream Corridors means stream corridors have the 
functions and values; water quality retention and enhancement, flood attenuation fish and 

wildlife habitat, recreation, erosion control, education, aesthetic, open space an wi

comdor.
Coal 5 ESFF m"ni’f n dnnirinTi prnrens loccl covenunents caiT/ out unJci 0.‘J. 660 23 O'lO-

Growth Concept Map means the conceptual map^demonstrating the 2040 Growth Concept 
design types attached to this planjn the Appendix az Exhibits.

Hazardous materials means materials described as hazardous by Oregon Department of 

Environmental Quality.

Regulations means any city or county land use re.f.u'a.ion as defip^
d.v.s.on or oi?=5i5i5^

standards for imnlementinv a comprehensive plan

I .nderane Strin means the itortion of niihlic rizhl-crf-wav lotated belwren the sidewalkjmd
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191 • Level-of-Service fLQS) means thft ratio of the volume of motor vehicle demand to the capacity
192 ^the mntnr vshiclp system during a specific increment of time.

193 Local Trip means a trip I'A miles or less in length.

194 Median means the center portion of public righttofrwav. located between opposing directions
195 of motor vehicle travel lanes. A median is usually raised and may be landscaped, and usually
196 incorporates left turn lanes for motor vehicles at intersections and major access points.

197 Metro means the regional government of the metropolitan area, the elected Metro Council as the
198 policy setting body of the government.

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

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

203 Mixed Use means comprehensive plan or implementing regulations that permit a mixture of
204 commercial and residential development.

205 Mobility means the speed at which a given mode of travel operates in a specific location.

206 Mode-Sblit Target means the individual percentage of public transportation, pedestrian.
207 bicycle and shared-ride trips expressed as a share of total person-trips.

208 public and Private buses, trucks and semi-trucks.
209 motorcycles and mopeds.

210 Multi-Modal means transportation facilities or programs designed to serve many or all
211 mpthnH^_nf_trave1_!_Jncliidin£_all_forms_of_nTOtor_yehiclgLe^ublic_trgnsBprtation, bicycles_an4

1212 walking.

1213 • Narrow Street Design means streets with less than 46 feet of total right-of-way and no more
1214 than 28 feet of pavement width between curbs.

1215 Net Acre means an area measuring 43.560 square feet which excludes:

1216 (1) any developed road rights-of-way through or on the edge of the land; and

1217 (2) environmentally constrained areas, including any open water areas, floodplains,
1218 natural resource areas protected under statewide planning Goal 5 in the
1219 comprehensive plans of cities and counties in the region, slopes in excess of 25
1220 percent and wetlands requiring a Federal fill and removal permit under Section
1221 404 of the Clean Water Act. These excluded areas do not include lands for which
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122

123

124

225

226

227

228

229

230

231 
.232

1233

1234

1235

1236

1237

1238

1239

1240

1241

1242

1243

1244

1245

1246

1247 '

1248

1249

1250

1251

1252

1253

the local zoning code provides a density bonus or other ■"“hanism
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 Aere consists of 43,560 square feet of land, after excluding present and future 

rights-of-way, school lands and other public uses.
Perennial Streams means all primary and secondary perennial water ways as mapped by the 

U.S. Geological Survey.

rsr-r.'-us: yscsytis —
with the policy.
rmnittcd Capncitj mrans the highe-1 umuuiU rf unit- lhul|U.t_i;_tmtilird be^-onlainod in-m 

orcQ go calculated from aoning and other local juriGdiction regulations-

Persons Per Acre , - ■- -------o.. -rK.UMin, develonment bv romhininv residents perja
ar.re and emnlovees per net acre,
-------- ,.eans .u. .0.^1 number of dis--»'- 'Hns by individuals usinv any mode of IrayeL

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

D.tm,ri.v neveloo-t areas whe-- 'ess .Han 10% of oarrHs are either vacant^
underdeveloped.

will he rnnverted tn more intensive nSes during the planning peno^

o.„t„„., and nnic..ives are the land use pnals and objectives that Metro is requireljo

adopt under ORS 268.380(1).

Petall means activities which ^

space are not considered retail uses.
Riparian area means the water influenced area adjacent to a river, 'f-”,-7hcCO,;2rc8e

rteTdiX“^^^^ direC,,y
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254

255

256

257

258

259

260

261 
262 ‘

263

.264

.265

1266

1267

1268

1269

1270

1271

1272

1273

1274

1275

1276

1277

1278

1279

1280 
1281

influences the water body. It can be identified primarily by a combination of geomorphologic 

and ecologic characteristics.

Single Occunancv Vehicle (SOV) means private passenger vehicles rarrvinp one occupanL

Shared-Ride means private passenger vehicles carrying more than one occupanL

Straight-I.ine Distance means the shortest distance measured between two points.

Target capacities means the capacities in Table 1 required to be demonstrated by cities and 

counties for compliance with Title 1, Section 2.

Target densities means the average combined household and employment densities established
for each design type in the RUGGO 2040 Growth Concept.

Top of Bank means the same as “bankfull stage” defined in OAR 141-85-010(2).

Traffic Calming means street design or operational features intended to maintain a given 

motor vehicle travel speed.

TJnderdevplnned Parcels means those parcels of land with less than 10% of the net acreage
Hpvpln^pH^wjfhj^.irnanent structures.

Vacant Land: Land identified in the Metro or local government inventory as undeveloped land.

Variance means a discretionary decision to permit modification of the terms of an implementing
ordinance based on a demonstration of unusual hardship or exceptional circumstance unique.to_a
snecific pronerty.

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 chaimels, known and 
mapped wetlands, areas with floodprone soils adjacent to the stream, floodplains, ^d sensitive 
■water areas. The sensitive areas are generally defined as 50 feet from top of bank of strums 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 ofa mapped wetland. .

7.nnp.ri Canacitv means the highest number of dwelling units or jobs that are allowed to be
contained in an area bv zoning and other city or county lurisdiction regulations.
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282

1283

1284

1285

1286

Table 1 - Target Capacity for Housing and Employment Units - Year 1994 to 2017

City or County

Beaverton

iFairview
I Forest Grove
I Gladstone
r^esham
I Happy Valley
1 Hillsboro
1 Johnson City
King City

I Lake Oswego
I Maywood Park
I Milwaukie
I Oregon City
I Portland
t River Grove
I Sherwood
I Tigard
1 Troutdale
Tualatin

I West Linn
1 Wilsonville
1 Wood Village

Dwelling Unit
Capacity1

Clackamas Count^
I Multnomah County

15,021

1,019

262

2,921

2,873

600

16,817

2,030

14,812

168

182

3,353

27

3,514

6,157

70,704

(15)

5,010

6,073

3,789

3,635

2,577

4,425

423

19,530

3,089

Washington Count^ 54,999

243,993

Job

Capacity

25,122

Mixed Use Areas

Umir.nholdDweHinq
Unit Capacity

9,019

2,812

498

5,689

5,488

1,530

23,753

48

0

635

67

20_ _

3,146

1,767 52

58,247 9,758

180

241

8,179

7,478

8,185

158,503

41

8,156

14,901

5,570

9,794

2,114

15,030

736

42,685

2,381

52,578

461,633

55

446

2,571

341

26.960

1,108

981

107

1,248

0

743

68

1,661

0

13,273

Job

Increase

19,084

335

0

2.745

9,695

184

3.022

6.444

2.341

3.585

8,026

267

2,069

594

4,952

211

111
0

25,450

1 Based on Housing Needs Analysis. Applies to existing city limits as o. June. 1996. Annexations to cities would include jn^^assuming 
jfesponsibilitv for Targe. Capacj^t previously accommodated in un.n=orpora«d county

Torgoldoncitiocto^ixed use areas are: Central City • £bouL250 persons per acre; reg.onal centers - sbout.60 ppa. town centers 40 ppa..

....... - - « -........ . •*
areas (or cities in addition to the existing boundary targets cited above.

Page 412—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan
October 24. 1990



Regional Parking Ratios
(parking ratios are based on spaces per 1,000 sq ft of gross leasable area unless

otherwise stated) . _ ------1
Land Use Minimum Parking

Requirements 
(Sec) Central City 

Transportation 
Management Plan 

for downtown 
Portland stds)

Maximum
Permitted 
Parking - 
Zone A:

Maximum Permitted
Parking Ratios - Zone B: 

(Recommended)

Requirements may 
Not Exceed

Transit and
Pedestrian
Accessible

Areas'

Rest of Region

General Office (includes Office Park,
“Flex-Space”, Government Office & 
misc. Services) (esf)

2.7 3.4 4.1

Light Industrial
Industrial Park
Manufacturing (gsf)

1.6 None None 1

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

0.3 0.4 0.5

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

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 seats)

0.3 0.4 0.5

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/Dental Clinic 3.9 4.9 5.9
Residential Uses____________________ 1
Hotel/Motel 1 none none 1
Single Family Detached 1 none none I
Residential unit, less than 500 square 
feet per unit, one bedroom

1 none none I

Multi-familv. townhouse, one bedroom 1.25 none none I
Multi-familv. townhouse. two bedroom 1.5 none none 1
Multi-family, townhouse, three
bedroom

1.75 none none I

1287 1 Ratios for uses not included in this table would be determined by cities and countiestocal tjoyerwmenia. In the event that a local governme
1288 proposes a different measure, for example, spaces per seating area for a resuurant instead of gross leasable area. Metro may grant approv
1289 upon a demonstration by the local government that the parking space requirement is substantially similar to the regional standard.

Page ^3—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan October 24. 1990



Agenda Item Number 7.1

Resolution No. 96-2404, For the Purpose of Encouraging the Columbia 
County Board of Commissioners to Approve Extending Lone Star 
North - West’s Aggregate Operation

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, October 24, 1996 
2:00 PM - Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING THE ) 
.COLUMBIA COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS) 
TO APPPROVE EXTENDING LONE STAR NORTH-) 
WEST'S AGGREGATE OPERATION )

RESOLUTION NO. 96-2404 
Introduced by Councilor 
Rod Monroe

WHEREAS, Metro is responsible for managing population growth 

in the urban areas of Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties; 

and

WHEREAS, the population in the metro region will increase by 

an estimated 450,000 to 500,000 by the year 2015; and

WHEREAS, aggregate will be needed for all residential, and 

public/private commercial and infrastructure construction to 

support this growth; and

WHEREAS, construction affordability will depend on aggregate 

being available in or in close proximity to the region; and

WHEREAS, aggregate availability is dwindling due to the 

closure of 20 aggregate operations in the region during the past 15 

years; and

WHEREAS, Lone Star Northwest, Inc is the leading supplier of 

aggregate in the region, providing 15 percent of the total used, 

mostly from its aggregate operation in Columbia County; and

WHEREAS, Lone Star's Columbia County aggregate reserves are 

nearly depleted; and

WHEREAS, extending the life of Lone Star's existing operation 

will enable the company to use its current processing facility and 

barge distribution system; and



WHEREAS, Lone Star provides significant economic support to 

Columbia County through local employment, equipment and supply 

purchases, and payment of taxes; now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED:

That the Metro Council encourages the Columbia County 

Board of Commissioners to extend Lone Star Northwest's existing 

aggregate operation for the- future benefit of the county and the 

entire Metro region.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this _ _ _ _ _ _ day of - - - - -  1996

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer



Agenda Item Number 7.2

Resolution No. 96-2405, For the Purpose of Opposing Ballot Measure 46

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, Oaober 24,1996 
2:00 PM - Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF OPPOSING 
BALLOT MEASURE 46

) RESOLUTION NO 96-2405 
)
) Introduced by Council 
) Finance Committee
)

WHEREAS, Ballot Measure 46 has been placed on the November 1996 Ballot pursuant 

to an initiative petition; and

WHEREAS, Ballot Measure 46, if approved, will amend the Oregon Constitution to 

require all revenue measures that are subject to voter approval to be approved by a majonty of 

registered voters; and
WTIEREAS. Ballot Measure 46 may be construed to apply retroactively to all general

obligation bond measures approved by the voters since November 1990; and

WHEREAS, such a retroactive application will have serious detrimental financial impacts

on Metro and local governments inside the Metro boundary; and

WHEREAS. Ballot Measure 46. if approved, will have the effect of counting as no \otes 

on any revenue measures all those electors who do not vote at an election including those who 

may have died but have not yet been removed from the list of registered voters; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council finds that approval of Ballot Measure 46 will make 

implementation of the Region 2040 Growth Concept extremely difficult and will therefore 

adversely affect the quality of life in this region; now, therefore.



BE IT RESOLVED:

That the Metro Council goes on recrecord as being in favor of the adoption of Ballot Measure 32.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this-------day of_ 1996.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

I:'R-0\I293.D0C



Agenda Item Number 7.3

Resolution No. 96-2406, For the Purpose of Opposing Ballot Measure 47

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, October 24,1996 
2:00 PM - Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF OPPOSING ■ ) RESOLUTION NO 96-2406
BALLOT MEASURE 47 )

) Introduced by Council 
) Finance Committee 
)

WHEREAS, Ballot Measure 47 has been placed on the November 1996 Ballot pursuant 

to an initiative petition; and

WHEREAS, Ballot Measure 47, if approved, will amend the Oregon Constitution to cut 

real property taxes within the Metro region back to 90% of tax receipts during the 1995/96 fiscal 

year and thereafter generally limit property tax increases to 3% each year; and

WTIEREAS, Ballot Measure 47 will have a severe financial impact on the Metro 

Washington Park Zoo; and

WHEREAS, adoption of Ballot Measure 47 will lead to costly litigation and uncertainty 

regarding increasing the Zoo admission fees and concession charges; and

WHEREAS, Ballot Measure 47. if approved, will transfer authority over matters of 

metropolitan and local concern to the state legislature; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council finds that approval of Ballot Measure 47 will make 

implementation of the Region 2040 Growth Concept extremely difficult and will therefore 

adversely affect the quality of life in this region; now, therefore.



BE IT RESOLVED:

That the Metro Council goes on record as being opposed to the adoption of Ballot 

Measure 46.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this____ day of---------------  1996.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

I:\R-OM291.DOC



Agenda Item Number 7.4

Resolution No. 96-2410, For the Purpose of Supporting Ballot Measure 32

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, October 24, 1996 
2:00 PM - Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUPPORTING ) RESOLUTION NO 96-2410
BALLOT MEASURE 32 )

) Introduced by Council 
) Finance Committee

WHEREAS, Ballot Measure 32 has been placed on the November 1996 Ballot pursuant to a 

referendum petition; and

WHEREAS, Ballot Measure 32 refers to the voters a bill adopted by a special session of the 

Oregon Legislature that provides the state share for funding for a South-North light rail line in the Metro 

region and that also provides funding for transportation projects in the area of Oregon outside of the 

Metro region; and

WHEREAS, the electors of the Metro region have already overwhelmingly voted in 1994 by a 

wide margin in all three counties to approve a 375 million dollar bond measure to provide the local share 

of funds for the South-North Project; and

WHEREAS, approval of Ballot Measure 32 will allow Metro and TriMet to move forward on the 

South-North Light Rail project together with other regional partners; and

WHEREAS, adoption of Ballot Measure 32 will provide economic development opportunities 

throughout the state of Oregon by improving transportation state-wide; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council finds that approval of Ballot Measure 32 will make successful 

implementation of the Region 2040 Growth Concept more likely and will therefore positively affect the

quality of life in this region; now, therefore,

\\\\

\\\\

\\\\

\\\\

\\\\



BE IT RESOLVED:

That the Metro Council goes on record as being opposed to the adoption of Ballot

Measure 47.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this____ day of______ ^----- 1996.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Daniel B. Cooper. General Counsel

1:'R-0M292.D0C



Measure 32 Should 

Be Called the Great 

Train Robbery!
Measure 32 would steal from lottery funds 
that could be used for our kid’s schools to 
build the most expensive and the most use
less public works project in Oregon history. 
The light-rail line measure 32 would build will;

Increase congestion: Light rail doesn’t re
duce congestion—it increases it! Why? Because 
it carries so few people, but it steals money that 
should be used for road maintenance, improved 
bus service, and other things that can really re
duce congestion all over the Portland area.

Reduce transit service: Paying the high 
costs of light rail steals from funds Tri-Met 
would use to make more significant and worth
while improvements to Portland’s bus system.

Reduce livability: Light rail is a part of a 
plan to increase Portland-area population den
sities to be greater than those of the New York 
urban area—leading to a quadrupling in con
gestion plus more pollution and crime.

Waste your taxes: Measure 32 not only in
creases congestion, it will increase your taxes. 
Your taxes will have to make up the difference 
for the lottery funds that could have gone to 
schools.

It’s your money. Do you want it wasted on 
a light-rail boondoggle that hardly anyone will 
ride? Or do you want to spend it on buses, 
bikeways, and other things that will reduce con
gestion—fl/jd save money besides?

If you worry about congestion, transit, 
Portland’s livability, and your tax bill, then.

Vote No on Measure 32

Help Save 

Portland from 

Gridlock!
n

Light rail means congestion and gridlock. We
want better transit and less congestion—that’s 
why we oppose measure 32. A “NO” vote wili 
make money available for major improvements 
in bus service to all parts of the Portland area.

Your Oak Grove 

Neighbors Ask You to 

Vote No! on Measure 32
Paid for by Oak Grove Neighbors for Better Transit, 
Post Office Box 68974, Oak Grove, Oregon 97268, 
Randal O’Toole, Treasurer. For more information, see 
our website at http://www.teleport.com/~rot/og/ 
neighbors.html or call 503-652-7049.

Light Rail:

The Wrong 

Choice for 

Portland
Measure 32 is:
/ Bad for congestion 

/ Bad for transit 

/ Bad for livability 

/ Bad for your taxes

http://www.teleport.com/~rot/og/


Four Reasons to Vote No! on Measure 32
1. Light Rail Increases Congestion

Metro says that, if we build more light-rail lines, 
Portland-area congestion will quadruple in the 
next 45 years. This is because the south-north light 
rail will carry only 1 percent of Portland-area traf
fic, yet it will consume three-fourths of available 
transportation funds. Spending billions on light 
rail to reduce congestion is like spending all your 
grocery money on whiskey to stay healthy.

plan to redevelop Portland to a higher average 
population density than the New York urban area. 
This will greatly increase congestion, pollution, 
crime, and housing costs. If we wanted to live In 
New York-like densities, we wouldn’t be here!

4. Light Rail Wastes Your Money

2. Light Rail Reduces Transit Service
The cost of light rail is 
so great, says Metro, 
that it “limits future 
bus expansion." With
out the south-north line,
Tri-Met can expand bus 
service by nearly 4 per
cent per year. With it,
Metro says bus service 
can expand by barely I 
percent per year—less 
than the rate of popula
tion growth.

At a far lower cost,
buses can carry more --------------------------------
people and relieve more congestion than light rail. 
For less than 3 percent of the cost of the south- 
north line, which will serve only a few people, Tri- 
Met says it can put a dozen bus routes on faster, 
more frequent “light-rail schedules,” serving people 
and reducing congestion all over the city.

3. Light Rail Reduces Livability
Light rail “is not worth the cost if you’re just look
ing at transit” admits Metro planner John 
Fregonese. “It’s a way to develop your community 
to higher densities.” Light rail is part of Metro’s

The whole south-north line will cost nearly $ 1,000 
per Oregon resident—more than ten times as 
much as the MAX light rail and nearly three times 
as much as Oregon school districts pay teachers

each year, is this how 
! dillillll ^ J y°u want to throw

away your $ 1,000?
The south-north 

project is so wasteful 
that even light-rail 
advocates oppose it! 
The Association of Or
egon Rail and Transit 
Advocates supports 
rail transit but opposes 
measure 32 “because 
its costs and negative 
impacts clearly ex
ceed its benefits.”

So who supports 
measure 32? Its biggest contrlbuters are the elec
tric companies that will sell electricity to run light 
rail, the construction firms and streetcar makers 
that will build it, and the banks that will finance 
it. The/will profit at your expense.

And you aren’t done paying yet. The south- 
north line is supposed to go to Vancouver, but mea
sure 32 only funds the part from downtown Port
land to Clackamas. They will need more of your 
money for the other half!

References to Metro are from Metro’s Regional Transpor
tation Plan and technical appendices to the 2040 plan. 
Fregonese quote Is from Wisconsin Stole loiirnal of 7-23-95.

r9m
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The laugh will be on the taxpayer if special interest campaign 
contributions deceive Oregonians into voting for measure 32.

The Truth About 

Light Rail
Measure 32’s supporters aren’t telling the truth
about light rail. Here is what they say compared
with the truth:
They say: “Light rail eases traffic congestion.”
The truth: Metro says the south-north line will carry 

under 1 percent of traffic yet will deny funds to 
a long list of bus, bikeway, and road improve
ments that could greatly reduce congestion.

They say: “South/North light rail will attract 17,000 
new riders out of their cars each weekday.”

The truth: So what? That’s less than 0.25 percent 
of the Portland-area auto trips that Metro says 
people will take each weekday. For that we’re 
supposed to spend more than $1.4 billion?

They say: A “highway to carry the same number of 
commuters as South/North light rail would cost 
$3.2 billion—twice as much as the light rail.”

The truth: Metro says adding two lanes (one each 
way) to the highways paralleled by the light- 
rail route would cost just $121 million—less 
than a tenth of the cost of the light rail. Those 
lanes would carry far more than 17,000 cars 
per day—at faster speeds than light rail, too.

They say: Light rail “provides fast, reliable transit 
service at a moderate cost.”

The truth: Light rail is s / o iv: MAX averages just 
19 mph. “Moderate cost”? The proposed line 
from Milwaukie to Clackamas will cost $455 
million and carry only 600 people per day. 
That’s a subsidy of hundreds of dollars per ride!

They say: “Light rail works in Portland.”
The truth: The MAX line cost 55 percent more 

than first projected and ridership is less than 
half of the original predictions.

They say: Measure 32 will “repair Oregon’s bad 
roads.”

The truth: Measure 32 will fund only 2 percent of 
unfunded state and local road needs—not much 
help. But we can spend those funds on roads 
without building a pork-barrel light-rail line. 
All quotes taken from “lust Do Something about Traf

fic” brochure published by Oregonians for Roads and Rail.



City of Gresham

'0/

Mayor Gussie McRobert
1333 N.W. Eastman Parkway 
Gresham, Oregon 97030-3813 
(503) 618-2306 
Fax (503) 665-7692

Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad 
METRO Council 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97232

October 24, 1996

Dear Offic^ Kn

An information gap has developed for local governments since MPAC’s review of the draft Functional 
Plan. I am requesting that the City of Gresham be immediately provided a copy of any staff report or some 
other statement of fact, which indicates the factual and policy basis for the provisions in the Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan, tentatively scheduled for adoption on November 7th. I am also requesting 
that local jurisdictions, including Gresham, be given the opportunity to provide written and oral comments 
on any staff report or other factual or policy basis for the Functional Plan prior to adoption of the 
Functional Plan on November 7th. We have been promised this kind of information for some time but 
have not yet received it. As you can Imagine, it is impossible to comment on the reasoning behind a 
provision or amendment of the Functional Plan, when no staff report or other information is available 
which states the reason.

As the November 7th final action date on the Functional Plan approaches we have not yet been given an 
adequate opportunity to review the factual basis for the provisions or amendments of the Functional Plan 
and prepare detailed and informed comments. We believe that RUGGO, Goal 1, Objective 5 requirements 
for local government involvement, combined with the requirement that the Functional Plan adopting 
ordinance contain findings of consistency with the RUGGOs, necessarily requires that local governments 
have an opportunity to comment on the stated factual and policy basis for all of the Functional Plan’s 
provisions, including recent amendments, before their final adoption.

As you know there have been amendments to the proposed Functional Plan since MPAC review , and the 
factual basis for these amendments has not been stated in any form that allows adequate review and 
comment by affected local jurisdictions. With only 14 days before your scheduled final action I am sure 
you can appreciate our desire to have adequate time to review the justification for all of the provisions of 
the Functional Plan. I believe compliance with this request is the only way that effective local government 
involvement in the process, after MPAC review and before Functional Plan adoption, can be provided.

Yours truly.

Gussie McRobert 
Mayor

cc; Mike Burton, Susan McLain
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October 23, 1996 

To; Metro Council 

From; Mayor Gussie McRobert 

RE; UGM Functional Plan

The following are Gresham’s concerns on the latest draft of the UGM Functional Plan.

The Process

The process by which.the council has arrived at this final public hearing on the region’s first land 
use plan has been highly unusual. In lieu of having facts, findings and conclusions, which are 
always part of the evaluation of any land use proposal, Gresham has devoted staff time to assess 
the plan which was approved by MPAC. However, we do not have the luxury of assigning staff 
to evaluate the many amendments before us today. The plan you have sent to public hearing 
today is not based on facts and findings. Therefore, our testimony cannot be based on anything 
factual. It is without precedent in the region or the state to bring findings to the elected body 
after a public hearing. This is a legal quagmire and must be changed before the process for the 
Regional Framework Plan begins. We also recommend that a provision be added to the Plan 
which would allow the language in the Plan not appealed to become effective.

Title 2: Regional Parking Policy

Restore Zone B parking measures for sound parking management. To maintain our region’s 
livability we need to take positive steps to hold the line or improve our air quality. Without Zone 
B parking standards Metro’s action may create an incentive for new development to build in 
areas where transit service is the worst in order to avoid parking space restrictions. The 
Transportation Rule requires a 10% per capita parking space reduction. Lets take a very small 
step in meeting this state mandate by restoring the Zone B parking measures.

Title 4. Retail in Employment and Industrial Areas

Line 595 includes an increase in the permitted retail floor area firom 50,000 to 60,000 square feet 
in the Industrial Areas designated on the Employment and Industrial Areas Map. Why the 
increase? Where are the findings to support the increase? Unless there is a good reason for the 
increase then I recommend the section be changed back to 50,000 square feet as the maximum.

Lines 635 - 637 would allow retail uses that have market areas up to 2.5 miles to be located in 
Employment Areas. The adopted RUGGO’s that provides that; “Employment areas would be 
expected to include some limited retail commercial uses primarily to serve the needs of people 
working or living the immediate employment areas, not larger market areas outside the 
employment area. ” The 2.5 mile proposal is a huge market area in an urban area. The City of 
Gresham is approximately 5 miles north to south and 5 miles east to west and contains over



77,000 people! The proposed market area provision is too large and unwarranted. A retail use 
located in an employment area could serve half of the city’s population, this is not “limited 
retail” as the RUGGO’s mandate. Also, this provision will make it more difficult for Town and 
Regional Centers to serve as the focus of retail trade if large scale retail is a development 
potential in Employment Areas. Section 3C (lines 635 - 637) should be deleted in order to meet 
the intent of the RUGGOs. .

Metro/Local Government Partnership

If the 2040 Plan is to succeed, every regional step we take must lead to a stronger Metro/local 
government partnership. If we are not moving toward a stronger partnership our region is in 
trouble. Therefore, I urge the Metro Council to reconsider the huge number of amendments that 
you have developed. MPAC presented the Council with a viable document which represents a 
clear vision for the region’s future. Locally, Gresham has already adopted new parking standards 
and the Gresham Council has voted to adopt new smaller lot development standards that meet the 
density objectives of the Inner Neighborhoods. Gresham’s work program to implement the 
Functional Plan is attached..

I would like each Council member as they review each proposed amendment to ask themselves a 
single question: will this change help to create a more compact urban environment and retain or 
enhance the regional quality of life? If the answer is no then vote no on the proposed amendment.



UGM FUNCTIONAL PLAN IMPIT.MFNTATTON PROGRAM

Function Plan Titles Local Implementation Activities Projected
Comnlefion

Title 1.
Accommodate Housing & * Small lot standards/plan map amendments fall 96
Employment Projections * Residential “infill” development standards winter 96/97

* Multi-family at commercial center standards winter 96/97
* Multi-family zoning along transportation corridors winter 96/97
* Increased M-F density along transportation corridors winter 96/97
* Rockwood Mixed Use plan winter 96/97
* Detached accessory dwelling standards winter 96/9
* Neighborhood commercial opportunities summer 97
* Transportation Corridor standards (mixed use nodes) fall 97

Title 2.
Parking Measures * Parking standard amendments summer 96

* Develop procedure for monitoring parking develop. fall 96

Title 3. -
Water Quality & * Analyze Metro’s forthcoming fVater Quality and
Flood Management Flood Management ordinance and map spring 97
Conservation * If needed, propose amendments to city’s water

quality and flood management regulations summer 97

Title 4.
Retail in Employment & * Amend Industrial district standards spring 97
Industrial Areas

Title 5.
Neighboring Cities &
Rural Areas

* no local action anticipated N/A

Title 6.
Regional Accessibility Gresham Transportation System Plan winter 97/98

Title 7.
Affordable Housing * Assess tools and incentives to support affordable

housing winter 96/97
* Develop affordable housing policy spring 97

Title 8.
• Implementation spring 98

Compliance * Prepare findings showing compliance with all spring 98
applicable titles of the UGM Functional Plan



TUALATIN VALLEY
Economic Development Corporation 
10200 SW Nimbus, Suite G-3 

. Tigard, Oregon 97223 
620-1142 (Ph.) * 624-0641 (Fax) ; . •

1996 Housing & Land Use Committee 

Doug I>raper, Chairman t
Genstar Land Company NW \ October 18, 1996

PamBaker ’
Dawson Creek Park/Forum Properties

Kevin Capuzzi ’ ' • . ’ . • - ,
Pacific Land Management ■

Chris Cocker ■ '
David Evans & Associates ■■ '

Ron Desrosiers ■ •
Tuality Comniurnty Hospital

' Greg Hathaway 
Davis Wright Tremaine

Cindy Hirst '' .
Main Resource Services ,

ArtLewis ■ .
Hitlier Associates

. Mike Lilly , ■
Attorney At Law -

Millie Little Denton
Fidelity National Title Company -

Dennis Lively ' -
Unified Sewerage Agency

. RobertMeyer
Robert E. Meyer Consultants , '

Tim Ramis ■ ■' ’ ' '
O 'DonnellRamis Crew Corrigan & Bachrach

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 Tualatin Valley Economic Development Corporation (TVEDC) represents 
131 businesses in the Metropolitan area. In addition, our membership includes 
governments and other public agencies whose representatives have been helpful 
in allowing us to achieve a better understanding of the many issues affecting the 
Functional Plan. We have appreciated this input, but our testimony is not 
intended to speak for the local jgovemment partners in TVEDC.

We have commented previously on the Functional Plan to both the Council and 
John Rosenbergsr the Growth Management Committee. We appreciate the opportunity to now
Washington County Land Use & Transportation provj^e additional comments In light of the several amendments which have been

proposed. . ' . ;■•Tim Schauermann 
Schauermann Insurance

Mike Schmid .
• W&H Pacific '

Bill Seal ' , ' .
Barbara Sue Seal Properties

Mark Turpel ■
Metro ' • • '

'TomVanThici •
TVTDie Casting & Manufacturing .

Mike Walker ' ' , .
Tualatin Valley Water District

’ Chris Watson ; ’
First American Title Insurance .

Bob Yakas . ; ’
Otak, Incorporated ' ?

Janet Young 
City of Tualatin

The Honorable Wes Yuen 
Beaverton City Council ,

Mary Tobias, Ex Officio ■
TVEDC President ' ’

At the risk of repeating ourselves, we would preface our comments by urging 
you to incorporate more flexibility into the plan. The primary purpose of 
the Functional plan is to provide for the implementation of the regional 
policies expressed in the Metro 2040 Growth Concept. Although the goal of 
Metro 2040 is to reduce urban sprawl, it also emphasizes maintaining our quality 
of life and the livability of the Region. The Functional Plan seems to have lost 
sight of the latter concept and focuses almost exclusively on higher density 

: development. As higher density in existing neighborhoods and livability may 
be somewhat divergent objectives, it is imperative that the Functional Plait 
have the flexibility to meet these objectives. By emphasizing the importance of 
flexibility to meet changing socio-economic priorities, Metro will have served 
official notice that the Functional Plan is a dynamic planning document which can 
adjust to changing circumstances in the Region.

We have the following specific comments relative to the various Titles within 
the Functional Plan.



TITLE 1 - REQUIREMENTS FOR HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT ACCOMMODATION

1. It is completely inconsistent to have as much as a possible 50,000 household units difference 
between the Functional Plan capacities in Table 1 and the UGB capacity as determined by Metro, and^ since 
amended by the Growth Management Committee. If nothing else, we recommend that Table 1 and Title 1 
refer to the 243,000 dwelling units as a target and the distribution of these units as a target and the 
distribution of these units to the various jurisdictions as a Recommended Distribution Allocation (RDA). 
The Functional Plan could then encourage the cities and counties to meet these, objectives while providing
greater flexibility in dealing with the shortfalls that will result.

A much more realistic approach, however, would be to establish allocations in Table 1 consistent with 
what Council believes the actual capacity inside the existing UGB to be. This would be a much more 
manageable and achievable objective for every jurisdiction. It would also be consistent with the 2040 
Growth Concept and clearly would result in higher density development. Those cities and counties which 
choose to be more aggressive in accommodating growth at even higher densities would still be 
free to do so. ' '

Furthermore, the Functional Plan could even encourage this approach by incorporating greater flexibility. 
For example' if a jurisdiction is able to achieve its RDA it could permit much higher density in certain areas 
with no minimum density requirement. - This would allow the opportunity for higher density development, 
if acceptable to the marketplace without necessarily imposing an unrealistically high minimum density:

2. Section 3B (Section 3 A as per McLain Amendment No. 2)

The introduction of persons per acre as a measurement of density would seem unnecessary, particularly for 
residential development. It is more difficult to measure and could be confusing while not providing any 
significant advantage over the household units per acre measurement unit used elsewhere in the Plan.

TITLE 2 - REGIONAL PARKING POLICY

The McLain Amendment No. 4 is an example of how flexibility would be removed from the Functional , 
Plan. Why not give the local governments the opportunity to assess the impact of revised bus service in 
their specific situations rather than introduce this arbitraty measure? Among other issues, for example, the 

: local government, in consultation with Tri-Met, should be better suited to make a determination as to the
continued existence of transit service before requiring a site to develop to Zone A standards.

TITLE 3 - WATER QUALITY AND FLOOD MANAGEMENT CONVERSATION

We have seen no amendment dealing with this Title, so we wish to summarize briefly our previous 
comments. ,■ 1

1. the goals of this Title are being met other ways, primarily through protectors in local plans which
implement Goal 5; We strongly suggest that you wait until the model ordinance is created along with the 
critical fish and wildlife habitat maps.



2’ . The 200’ distance from the top of the bank of eveiy stream as a definition offish and wildlife ; 
habitat conservation area is too arbitraiy.' There are many places within an urban area where development
could occur closer to a stream without harming the resource.

3‘ There are two jproblems with the alternatives analysis added as Section S.B.a:

; • It is unnecessaiy'since other regulations (wetlands, floodplains, local Goal 5 ordinances)
; ^ ; cover such development already. This adds a layer of corifiision.;

• The construction of section:5.B;l is confusing. Ttems listed as 5.b.l.a.-d. seemto be items •
, which can be conkructed within the conservation area, but they need an appropriate heading

or another location in the section.

TITLE 4 - RETAIL IN EMPLOYMENT AND INDUSTRIAL AREAS

In keeping with our theme of even ^eater flexibility, we urge you to allow restricted retail uses in any 
Employment or Industrial Area as long as: a) adequate transportation facilities capacity is demonstrated in 
local compliance plans and b) employment capacities can be met in the jurisdiction. This would allow the 
jurisdiction more flexibility while still ensuring the preservation of valuable industrial areas. At the least, 
there should be the same ability to use an exceptions process to allow retail (Section 2B), if changing . ’

: circumstances make it an socio-economic advantage to the region.

TITLE 5 - NEIGHBOR CITIES AND RURAL RESERVES

A definition of rural reserves would be useful. In addition, some limited discussion of urban reserves, 
including definitions and general intent, would be useful here. With so much discussion in the region of
urban reserves, this plan is strangely silent about them. ;

TITLE 6 - REGIONAL ACCESSIBILITY

While Sections 1 and 2 give pyerall intent and guidance which is appropriate for this document. Section 3 
on Design Standards is too simplistic to apply to an overall region. Notwithstanding the two options for 
local governments, the Section is a one size fits all approach to street designs.

So much of the available land in the Metro area is not in greenfield condition, but is a type of infill. It is 
not reasonable to require variances eveiy time it is not possible to meet a flatland grid system type 
development. ' - ..

The proscriptive nature ofthis section is not necessaiy to achieve the goals of the section. Cities and
counties should .be allowed to implement the overall goals in the ways which work best for their 
circumstances. ■ . ,

Section 4 memorializes traffic jams during rush hours in the Metro area. We believe the general public will 
be increasingly unhappy with this situation. We suggest Title 9 include performance measures for roadway 
functioning in the Metro area, including congestion management methods attempted by local governments.



TITLE 7 - AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The Washington Amendment No. 1 provides greater clarification to the intent of this Title and the meaning 
of affordable housing. We support the amendment in that regard. We are, however, still concerned with 
some of the recommended tools and approaches and would comment as follows:

1. The recommendation in Section 2E could discourage redevelopment depending on how high- 
income and affordable housing were to be defined.

2. Any linkage program such as that suggested in Section 2F should have an identifiable cause and 
effect relationship. Job creation does not make housing less affordable; in fact, depending on the wage 
scale involved, may make housing more affordable to those fortunate enough to be hired. It would
be economically counter productive for the Region to penalize a company for creating more jobs. Taken 
to the extreme the thinking which led to Section 2F would suggest that an employer who cuts back on staff 
should receive a payment of some kind.

TITLE 9 - PERFORMANCE MEASURES

We support the additional performance measures as per the Morissette Amendment. However, we 
recommend that an additional performance measure be considered that at least attempts to gauge the 
reaction of the public to the dramatic changes which will be occurring around them. Much of the 
discussion to date has focused on the technical aspects of how to achieve a more compact urban form. If 
this past Tuesday’s meeting regarding the Southwest Community Plan for Portland is any indication, then 
citizens will be concerned as to how higher density will affect the livability of their neighborhoods.

In summary, our organization is supportive of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept. We believe Metro’s role 
and the purpose of the Functional Plan is to provide the framework to guide Cities and Counties in 
achieving this objective. However, setting arbitrary target capacities that simply allocate 100% of 
the projected growth for the next 20 years results in unrealistic objectives far in excess of the goals of 
2040. Furthermore, Metro must balance the need to have sufficient regulatory control to direct Cities and 
Counties in their implementation of 2040 without stifling the creativity and flexibility of how this might be 
accomplished.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide fiirther input on this critical document.

Sincerely,

Fred Holz
Westlake Consultants
TVEDC Housing & Land Use Committee Member



CITY OF HILLSBORO

October 24, 1996 Hand Delivered Letter

Honorable Jon Kvistad, Chairman, 
and Members of the Metro Council 

600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

RE: Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (October 24, 1996 Draft),

Dear Chairman Kvistad and Metro Councilors:

The proposed Metro Functional Plan has undergone several iterations over the last few weeks. 
These comments address provisions in the October 24th Plan draft that are significant to 
Hillsboro. We want to thank you for considering these comments.

As we said before, we support the 2040 Growth Concepts and have been aggressive in Hillsboro 
in implementing them. We also have consistently asked that detailed, prescriptive Functional 
Plan provisions be eliminated to give us sufficient planning and regulatory flexibility to 
implement the Plan in ways that are also acceptable to our community. The October 24th draft 
contains some adjustments that do just that. We thank the Council for them. However, other 
Plan provisions still concern us.

Our comments have a common theme: Simply stated, the Functional Plan should tell us what to 
do; but not how to do it. It should identify the housing and employment targets and capacities 
and the regional planning and regulatory objectives Hillsboro is expected to achieve. The 
performance of our plans and ordinances should be regularly monitored to assure their 
achievement. We should be held accountable if we fail to substantially achieve them. If this 
approach is followed, detailed and prescriptive Functional Plan provisions are unnecessary. I 
believe that most local jurisdictions in the Region share this view.

I will summarize our major comments relative to Titles 1, 2, 4, 6 and 8. We have attached 
detailed language suggestions that specifically address these Titles and also Titles 3 and 9.

123 West Main Street, Hillsboro, Oregon 97123-3999 • 503/681-6100 • FAX 503/681-6245
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



Hon. Jon Kvistad & Metro Councilors |
October 24,1996
Page 2.

Title 1, Housing & Employment Accommodation

• The minimum density requirements in Title 1, Section 2.A. should be changed to require, 
instead, that the average density of defined residential neighborhoods or communities 
must achieve at least 80% of the maximum density allowed by their zoning.

• We support Title 1, Section 7.A. We want to thank you for redefining 2040 target 
densities as both “average densities” and “recommendations” rather than requirements to 
local governments. This will give us plaiming flexibility.

• We do not support new Title 1, Section 7.C. relating to accessory imits in single family 
zones. It should be deleted from Title 1. Local governments should be able to apply this 
planning tool selectively and where appropriate; such as in station areas, mixed use areas, 
town and regional centers.

Title 2: Regional Parking Policy.

• We support the new Title 2, Section 2 which sets a 20-minute peak hour transit service 
threshold for including areas in Zone A of the Parking Maximum Map. We ask that 
Section 2 expressly state that the Map serve an “illustrative”, rather than “regulatory” role 
in identifying areas where maximum parking ratios apply.

Title 4: Retail in Employment & Industrial Areas.

• Metro Staff adjustments are being proposed to the Employment and Industrial Areas 
Map that will accommodate retail uses on sites within Hillsboro that we have already 
identified for the Council. We support those adjustments and ask you to approve them.

Title 6: Regional Accessibility.

Because our recently adopted Transportation Planning Rule ordinances will also achieve 
the street and pedestrian connectivity objectives of Title 6, we ask that Title 6, Section 
3.A., “Design Option”, and Title 6, Sec. 3.B., “Performance Option”, be optional 
rather than mandatory requirements. We support new language in Title 6, Section 3.A.I. 
that exempts application of street design and coimectivity standards where certain 
physical and topographical limitations prevent their reasonable attainment.



Hon. Jon Kvistad & Metro Councilors 
October 24, 1996 
Page 3.

Title 8: Compliance Procedures.

• We support new language being proposed by the Metro Staff that allows extension of the 
2-year Plan compliance period for jurisdictions that have legitimate reasons, such as work 
on an approved Periodic Review Work Program.

Again, thank you for considering our comments. We appreciate the many opportunities we’ve 
had to comment on both the Functional Plan and Urban Reserves. Please consider these 
comments as a part of our continuing effort to be a partner in the Region 2040 process.

Sincerely,

CITY OF HILLSBORO

Gordon Faber 
Mayor

attach:



Title 1: Housing & Employment Accommodation.

We request the following changes to Metro Council's October 18th draft of Title I of the 
Functional Plan:

Title 1, Sec. 1, Intent.

1. Delete all changes recommended by Metro General Counsel for the first 
paragraph of Sec. I.

2. Modify the first sentence in the second paragraph of Sec. 1 as follows:

“Metro will work with local jurisdictions- that request such assistance from 
Metro \o develop a set of region wide community development code 
provisions, standards and other regulations that will implement the 2040 
Growth Concept and this Functional Plan which the local jurisdiction may 
adopt and apply within its Jurisdiction, that will implement the-2040 Growth 
Concept-and-this-F-unetiengl-Plae..........

Title 1, Sec. 2.A. Methods to Increase City and Counfy Development Capacities.

All cities and counties within Metro are required to include within their 
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances the following 
provisions;

A. The average tot size of all existing and new developments in areas

residential use shall include result in an average a minimum density 
throughout such areas standard—which—provides—that—ne 
development application.-including a-partition or-subdivision.-may
be approved-unless-the-development-will-result in the building of
at least 80 percent or more of the maximum number of dwelling 
units per net acre permitted by the //je/r zoning designations for 
the—site. No comprehensive plan pravision, implementing 
ordinance or local process (such as site or design review) may be 
applied and no condition of approval may be imposed that 
would have the effect or reducing the average density of the 
surrounding area to less than 80 percent of the maximum 
permitted density.

Title 1, Section 7.B.: Accessory Uses.

Cities and counties-shall-not-prohibiMhe-construction of at least one
accessory unit within—any—detached single family dwelling that is
permitteeMo be built-in-any-zone-inside-the-urban-grewth boundary.
Reasonable regulations-of-accessofy-units may include, but are not limited
to;-size,-lighting, entrances-and-owner-occupandy-of the primary unit,-but
shall-not-prohibit-rental-OGCupandyr-separate access, and-full-kitchens-in
the accessory-URitS7



We respectfully ask the Metro Councilors to delete this provision from the Functional Plan. 
Assuming that many single family lot owners in Hillsboro decide to "retrofit" with an 
accessory unit in response to this provision, the impacts on such public services and 
facilities could be very serious. The designed capacities of existing public facilities and 
services that serve our existing single family areas did not anticipate supporting the 
development of extensive accessory uses throughout these areas.

Title 2: Regional Parking Policy:

Title 2, Section 2.A.: Performance Standard.

This provision does not assure that Zone A areas in the initial Parking Maximum Map will 
have existing, available and adequate transit/bus services. Accordingly, we request the 
following modification to Title 2, Sec. 2.A.2.:

A. Cities and counties are hereby required to amend their comprehensive 
plans and implementing ordinances, if necessary, to meet or exceed the 
following minimum standards:

1. Cities and counties shall require more parking than the minimum 
as shown on Regional Parking Standards Table, attached hereto; 
and

2. Cities and counties shall establish parking maximums at ratios no 
greater than those listed in the Parking Table and as illustrated in 
the Parking Maximum Map for Zone A. Only areas within one- 
quarter mile walking distance from existing bus/transit service and 
currently served by 20-minute bus transit service throughout the 
day, or areas within one-haif mile distance from tight rati transit 
service, shall be designated as Zone A areas in the initial Parking 
Maximum Map and any amended Parking Maximum Map. The 
designation of the A Zone on the Parking Maximum Map should be 
reviewed after the completion of the Regional Transportation Plan 
and every three years thereafter, in establishing Zone A areas, the 
only function of theParking Maximum Map shall be to illustrate 
areas that have 20-minute bus transit service and meet the criteria 
for Zone A areas set forth in this subsection.

Title 3: Water Quality & Flood Management Conservation

Title 3, Section 3: Implementation Process for Cities and Counties.

Hillsboro has always maintained that Title 3 should avoid duplicating State Goal 5 Natural 
Resources Protection processes for local jurisdictions. Therefore, we request the following 
modification to Title 3, Section 3.A-C:

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



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

B. Demonstrate that the plans and implementing ordinances 
substantially comply with the performance standards, including 
the map, contained in Section 4. In this case, 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. Demonstrate that the local government's State Goa! 5 Natural 
Resources Management and Protection program substantially 
addresses Section 4 objectives relating to flood mitigation, water 
quality, regional continuity and integrity of Water Quality and 
Flood Management areas, and fish and wildlife conservation areas 
and habitats protection. Any such Goal 5 program which is 
adopted by the local government and acknowledged by the 
State LCDC within two years after the effective date of this 
Functional Plan shall be deemed to be in full compliance with this 
Title: or

G D. Any combination of A end B, and C above thaf substantially 
complies with all performance standards in Section 4.

Title 4: Retail in Employment & Industrial Areas.

Title 4, Section 3: Exceptions to Restriction of Retail Outlets in Employment Areas.

We recommend that Title 4 exception provisions have greater "up front" certainty 
regarding whether a larger retail outlet would be permitted on a site in an Employment 
Area served by adequate transportation facilities. Such certainty would be provided if 
Sec. 3.C. of Title 4 expressly declares an outright permitted exception to the retail use 
restrictions in Title 4 as follows:

miles-from-the uses larger than 60,000sq. ft. in size on appropriate site5 designated 
by local comprehensive plans for such retail uses within two years from the 
effective date of the Functionat Plan, that are supported by where adequate 
transportation 
Titled

Title 6: Regional Accessibility.

As we did in our September 12th testimony to the Council, we again ask that the 
detailed standards relating to local street design and connectivity be identified as 
"recommendations” rather than mandatory requirements. The following language 
modification would achieve this.:



Title 6, Section 3. Design Standards for Street Connectivity.

The design of local street systems, including "local" and "collector" 
functional classifications, is generally beyond the scope of the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP). However, the aggregate effect of local street 
design impacts the effectiveness of the regional system when local travel 
is restricted by a lack of connecting routes, and local trips are forced onto 
the regional network. Therefore, the following design and performance 
options are recommended for adoption within iocai comprehensive pians 
and impiementing ordinances and are intended to improve local 
circulation in a manner that protects the integrity of the regional system.

Local jurisdictions within the Metro regional are hereby required 
encouraged to amend their comprehensive plans and implementing 
ordinances, if necessary, to comply with or exceed one of the following 
options in the development review process;

Title 8: Compliance Procedures.

As we did on September 12th, we again ask that the 2-year Functional Plan compliance 
period be changed to at least a 3-year period for jurisdictions undergoing mandatory 
State Periodic Review of their plans and ordinances.

Title 9: Functional Plan Performance Measures.

We support Title 9 provided that it also expressly allows independent reports from any 
local government to the Metro Council on the Functional Plan performance within its 
jurisdiction.



CITY of BEAVERTON
4755 S.W. Griffith Drive, P.O. Box 4755, Beaverton, OR 97076 TEL: (503) 526-2481 V/TDD FAX: (503) 526-2571

ROB DRAKE 
MAYOR

October 24, 1996

Mr. Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 
Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Dear Jon:

This letter is in support of Metro’s efforts to finalize the Urban Growth Management Functional 
Plan and produce a document which will serve as a blue print to properly manage and balance 
growth in the Portland region in the next 20 years. I applaud your efforts to continue to respond to 
citizen input and make changes which reflect the many views of our diverse commumty.

The City Council and 1 are in support of the Functional Plan. We have recommended changes to 
you, many of which you have considered and included in the revised documents. We understand 
that you are attempting to balance competing interests and also keep the region livable, vital and 
our economy sound for the next generations. We also support your efforts to keep a tight urban 
form and preserve valuable forest and farm lands. The City believes that the final Functional Plan 
document should contain general guidelines, whieh allows local jurisdictions to retain its 
govemanee autonomy and the ability to maintain its local identity.

In recent revisions of the recommended Functional Plan, provisions for a hearings officer has been 
added to the document. I think the addition of a hearings officer is ill advised. We, as elected 
officials, are selected to make direct decisions on policy issues. Deferring decisions through the 
step of adding a hearings officer removes citizens from the officials they elect to govern. I 
recommend that Metro delete provisions for a hearings officer and perform the decision making 
functions you’re elected to do. Citizens will have more confidence in a government they can 
interact with and impact through direct dialogue.

Lastly, thank you for the opportunity to influence the Metro Council and be part of a process 
which will have such a major impact on future generations.



CITY OF TIGARD

October 23, 1996

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

Metro Council Members:

On behalf of the Tigard City Council, I am forwarding the following additional comments and 
concerns regarding the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.

Regarding accessory units as described in Section 7(C), lines 292 - 297, it is difficult to 
understand the inclusion of this important local issue at this late date with little input from local 
jurisdictions and no opportunity for discussion with our citizens. Our current standards only allow 
accessory units for relatives and would not allow rental units as required by the proposed new 
regulations. This is an issue of critical concern to our citizens and we have no wish to impose this 
new standard on our community. We strongly recommend that lines 292 - 297 be deleted from 
this document.

We continue to object to the standards proposed in Title 4, Retail in Employment and Industrial 
Areas. It is not acceptable to have the location and size of commercial uses dictated to a 
jurisdiction from a regional agency. We understand our market and the needs of our citizens at 
the local level. The provisions and restrictions proposed in Title 4 are arbitrary and would be 
extremely difficult to implement. A 60,000 sq.ft, limitation would prevent a full service super 
market from locating in areas like the Tigard Triangle. The requirement for demonstration of 
“adequate transportation facilities” is very subjective and open to interpretation. The difficulties 
with this Title, as evidenced by the many iterations that have been considered and proposed, lead 
us to believe that the Title should be deleted from the Functional Plan. This is clearly an issue 
best left to local processes and decision makers.

We have expressed our concern with other issues in the proposed Functional Plan in the past, 
both in writing and by testimony before the Council. It is our hope that you will consider those 
concerns during your deliberations on these very important regional issues.

Sincwely,

m Nicoli 
Mayor

13125 SW Hall Blvd„ Tigard, OR 97223 (503) 639-4171 TDD (503) 684-2772



Neighborhoods Protective . Association 
P.O.Box 19224,Portland, Oregon 97219

/ OJ

Regarding: METRO ITEM 96-647 B.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding officer 
METRO Commissioners ■

METRO

600 N.E. Grand Ave,
Portland, Oregon 97232

October 24, 1996

Meeting planned on ballot 
measures..Multnomah- 
Neighborhood center on 
Capitol Highv/ay, Sat., 
Nov. 4, 1996 
Time: 10.00-11530 A.M.

Dear Honorable Jon Kvistad, and Councilors Patricia"Me Caig, Ed.
Washington, Don Morissette, Susan Me '01ain, Rod Monroe, 
and Ruth Me Flarane,,^! '' . .

METRO is holding its final hearfag today,' after getting approval from 
the Portland City Council yesterday, and the Multnomah. County Commission 
this morning, I understand. This;.particularly relates to the 10 year 
tax exemption for row housing and multiple-uni-tidMiousing along the light 
rail lines,’and maybe density issues as well.

Implement action of the 2040 growth concept should not be allov/edlll 
It "is being put in without the full knowledge of the people who v;ill 
have to live within the urban growth boundary.

The Oregonian reportted that 22 people testified on the Thursday hearing. 
(Sept 5thand reported in the-paper Sept. 6, 1996) Headlines stade that •, 
T,Host favor higher dassity at hearing on METRO plan”. How many people 
can leave their jobs to attend-etiheffls, hearings? Not manyll In sharp con

trast...on October 17th Oregonian'the headline reads: ’^SV/ Neighborhood 
residents furious over' zoning plan.” A copy of the article is attached. 
"An estimated-400 to 500 persons jammed the Wilson High School cafeteria 
this week and proved-bthat zoning- issues are not too dryy...” V/hen asked 
how many supported -tihe plan... two people raised their hands! I Many 
spoke, using the microphone and v/ere angry at the increased density, as 
proposed

Not many knew about the 10 year tax-exemption for'rovf houses and other 
multi-family 'units. near the'light rail...in the futvire as proposed, nor 
was ballot measure 32, mentioned. The entire concept of planning is being 
reversed... with Meibro and government' THE BOSS!! Private property takes 
a back seat,, removing private property rights with one fell swoop! 1

Ballot Measure 32, regarding light-rail expansion is attached. It calls 
light rail:"Measure 32.should be called the Great Train Robberyn. It 
also says "Light PfuLE The wrong choice for'Portland. Pleasure 32 is: 
bad ;f or. congestion, bad for transit, bad for livability, and bad for
y'OCT' taxes." It gives four reasons to vote No! 1. "Light Rail Reduces 
Transit Service. 2^ Light Rail increases conjestion, 3) Light Rail 
reduces livability>•-This is not v/orth the cost, and will make Portland 
redeveloped "to ahigher anerage density the the New York urban area.
3) Light Rail wastes your money, and 4;Light Rail wastes your money."

Regional government, or. Metro',^ violates the basic cons-bitutional rights 
of our citizens , as provided "in o\ir Bill of Rights •' Higher taxes will 
violate Articles 4 and 5 "against unreasonable _^arc;h 
We oppose this concept. Earnestly, (Mrs#) L<^Sset‘WeIdlikh/<mre^or



IM
"THE GOD. WHO .GAVE. US DIFE,. GAVE US LIBERTY .AT -THE SAME.. TIME.*! Jefi^rson

OUR AMERICAN HERITAGE

I
As provfdtd in the FIRST TEN AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES

Effective December 15, 1791
The conventions of a number of the ^eSet having at Constitution

expressed a destre, tn order to prevent misconstruction or abuse of its powers, that further declarator. 
arU restricttye clauses .should be-added; And as extendingMe .ground of -publit "confidence in she . 
Government, will best insure the beneficient ends of its institution.

iSiglft

a

to Freedom of Religion, Speech, Press, Assembly, Petition.
.C??8.fe5J .shl!1 makCCQ0jiw)f«pecting aa^wabluhment of felig;on.\of prohibiting the free exercise 

thereof:, or abridging the freedom of spekh, or of the press; or the right of the |Seople 
to petition the Government for a redress of gnerances. . t j .

iHtiillt ,0 ^eeP an^ ^ear Arms.
I ■ , , A1we11 «S«|»«d Militia being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the people to 
keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed. o r t' «^

B on Quartering of Soldiers. '
J I No Soldier shall, in time of peace, be quartered In any house, without the consent of the Owner nor 

in time of war, but in a manner to be prescribed by law,

against Unreasonable Search and Seizure. ■ _^
., L "rhj ri8ht ih^f people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, againlt unreison- 

able searches and seiiures, shaU not be violated, and no Warrants shall issue, but upon probableCEliuse. supported 
by Oath or affirmation, and particularly desaibing the place to be searched, and the persom'or thi^g^o bc^zed.
iH tit lit t0 Protect‘on °f Persons and Property. K 1 ^ N

-> / No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous crime;^nless on a prese^^iit 
or indictment of * Grand Ju^ except tn cases arising in the land or naval forces, or in the Militia, when in aCtUal 
service in titne of War or public danger; nor shall any person be subject for the same offense to be twice put in 
jeopudy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled in any Criminal Case to be a witness against himself, nor be de-
whh^t0iust c'otlipermationPtOPen7, WI,h0Ut due pt0CeSS o{ ,aw; nor 5hlU Private Pf0P«r7 ^ taken fot^public use,) 

^tQU*s of Persons Accused of Crime.
•I • »n prpiecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial, by an im

partial jury of the State and district wherein the crime shall have been committed, which districts shall have been 
previovuly ascertained by law, and to be informed of the nature and cause of tne accusation; to be confronted 
with the witnesses against hirn; to have compulsory process for obtaining Witnesses in his favor, add to have the 
Assistance of Counsel for his defense. . v * uiC

of Trial by fury.
, . , „ ln su,t5 3t comrnon I;lw. wh«e the value in controversy shall exceed twenty dollars, the right of trial
by jury shall be preserved, and no fact tried by a jury shall be otherwise re-examined in any Court of the United 
states, than according to the rules of the common law.

^ ill lit /0 Pr°tect,nn Against Excessive Fines, Bail, Punishment. i
inflict^ Excessive bail shall not be required, nor excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishment

iEigljt

10

fa 12JLJ.nume.ot/td.retained\by the people.
u y • It' enumefiltioa in the Constitution of certain rights, shaU not be construed' to deny or disparage 

others retained by the people. ' 6

S i n Ii l a resert e<l la the s,iltel an<1 ,he^ powers not delegated to the United States by the Constinition, nor prohibited by it to the States
»re reserved .to the States resoectivelv. or to the people.

..V

/.> 
• t.

wy:;^Neiihborhoods int bhi or eioms comm!mo«ation coMMuref-i.t Oou, cs,.Vm„. P.HBox 19224-^
j^^Pr'6Te3tl;yg.--As.sJji. '-vGQD- -IS -LOVE-HATp ,(^R/\CT^fd^Prpffl pwri nro.rnxs
KEEP FREEDOM— VfE MUST STOP LAND USE PLANNING pnd URDAW.j -RENEWAL BONDINGll ‘

POR_TLAND*_S._C_QMPREHENSIVE PLAN will DESTROY OUR PRESENT PROPERTY RIGHTS t
Private property, .under our ConstltuUon. Is a God-glvon right, and not a 
firant of jjovernnient. It cannot be taken v/lthout... "due process of 
any law that violates our Constitution and Bill ol“ Riehts cannoh hp nhco
ed by city ordinance or our state legislature. ~ - - - - - - - - - •

NOWHERE In our Oret^on or United..States:Constitution or Bill ofiRlghts does
it saytl.SUBSIDIZE private business v/lth tax dollars, (which become.^ n T-l on
on ail other taxable property.) 2,. CONumN and UEoTROY .existing privately 
owned property (by the city of Portland;. .buy It..'.resell It. to another ll
DOWN-^ONINQ of some property, making it worth less, Is UNFAIR. THIS COULD 
MGQUHAGE"Ifl&QM.«.8lnoft It reverts to the "Josser us^'if destroyed by flrel
PRAY FOR...FREEDOM AND JUSTICE FOR ALL!

Director



1000
FRIENDS
OF OREGON

534 SW Third Avenue, Suite 300, Portland, Oregon 97204-2597, Phone: (503) 497-1000 • FAX: (503) 223-0073

Testimony of Keith Bartholomew 
on the proposed

Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 
October 24, 1996

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today on what is likely to be 
the most important piece of land use and growth management legislation to be adopted this 
decade, and perhaps for decades to come. Mary Kyle McCurdy, with whom I am 
testifying, will cover the majority of 1000 Friends’ comments on the Functional Plan, I 
will limit myself to one area--Title 2; Regional Parking Policy.

To begin with, you are to be congratulated on addressing this important issue. The 
size and design of the parking lots we build for commercial and institutional developments 
have come to define our metropolitan landscape. The amount of land that we dedicate to 
parking reviles just about every other land use category in our planning system. Moreover, 
the abundance of free parking, particularly in our suburban areas, is a major contributor to 
the near absolute automobile dependence we observe in our region.

This being said, we feel that it is crucial that you return to making the maximum 
parking ratios in Zone B mandatory, as was contained in the Functional Plan draft you 
received from MPAC. We take this position for two reasons:

First, by regulating the maximum amount of parking in Zone A but not in Zone B, 
you will be sending a clear signal to the market to shift more development towards Zone 
B. This would result in development shifting away from transit service, which is 
completely at odds with one of the primary objectives of the whole Region 2040 plaiming 
process.

Second, the standards in Zone B are so generous that they will not significantly 
cramp the market, even in places not well-served by transit As an example, I have 
attached the results of a parking study done by DEQ in the Kruse Way area. The study 
analyzed parking usage for three office buildings that were buUt, under market conditions, 
at 3,9, 3.5, and 3.4 parking spaces per 1000 sq. ft, respectively. The study shows that 
actual parking rates were much lower: 2.77, 2.45, and 2.95. The maximum standard for 
the same type of use in Zone B is 4.1, well above that which was built in the study area, 
and substantially higher than the amount of parking actually used. This data, combined 
with other similar studies, shows that parking is being substantially over-builL This over
building of parking is wasting land, decreasing overall density, and contributing to more 
water pollution through higher run-off rates.

For these reasons, we urge you to reinstate mandatory parking ratios for Zone B.



Kruse Woods Survey

Monte Haynes
Forum Properties
8705 SW Nimbus, Suite 230
Beaverton, OR 97005

October 18, 1994

Attachment 5-3

Uregon
DEPARTMENT OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

QUALITY

Re: Kruse Woods Parking Survey

Dear Monte:

Enclosed please find the Kruse Woods Office complex parking 
survey information from the consultant, JHK & n_
MacArthur & Associates, that you requested at the 10/6/94 Parking 
j^atio Technical Advisory Committee meeting.

Below I have summarized the information including the building 
occupancy during the time when the parking surveys were completed

on June 21, 1994.

Kruse Woods
1
(115,157 GLA*)

Kruse Woods
2
(124,435 GLA)

Kruse Woods 
4900-5000
Bldgs
(142,886 GLA)

Parking Built

per 1,000 GLA

3.9 3.5 3.4

Parking
Utilized 0 
per 1,000 GLA

2.77 2.45 2.95

Building 96% 100% 100%
Occupancy 
(As of June 1st)

------L—.-V table Area.

811 SW Sixth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204-1390 
(503) 229-5696 
TDD (503) 229-6993
DEQ-l



Tryon Resource Management Partnership 
6039 SW Knightsbridge Drive 

Portland, Oregon 97219

John KVistad, Presiding Officer 
and Metro Councilors 
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, Oregon 97232

September 24,1996 

Dear Metro Coimcilors,

ReRarding the Regional Functional Plan. Title 3:

The Tryon Resource Management Partnership is a voluntary citizens advisory 

convened to serve as the watershed council for the Tryon Creek basin. The purpose of the 

group is to create an interjurisdictional watershed management plan which encourages 

improvements of stream water quality, summer flows, and fish and wildlife habitat.
With respect to the most recently circulated Metro Regional Functional Plan, our 

watershed council offers the following observations for the Council Record:
Title 3, Section 5 B-Metro's "initial inventory of significant fish and wildlife 

conservation areas" is based on insufficient data. Most streams in the Metro region have not 
been properly surveyed yet, and Metro has no comprehensive plan to assure performance of 

the work(see ODFW letter attached).
We suggest the following text be added:

"Metro's initial inventory shall be enlarged in a timely manner as new surveys of fish and
wildlife populations and habitat areas become available. Metro shall encourage collection of
population surveys by accredited biologists where appropriate. Criteria for surveys will be
specified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the Oregon Department of Fish anrl
Wildlife."

Title 3 Section 5 B 1 a through d—The most recent revision of the language in this 

section has our qualified support. However, the current language implies that public 

utilities have a mandate to use stream corridors and wetlands for their infrastructure, and 

we do not agree with that assumption. The Utility Exceptions allowed in the 5 B 1 Section 

have performance standards which are far too vague. For example, Metro has not stated how 

public needs should be established; nor has Metro defined which cases would demonstrate, 
nor how they would demonstrate, when there are "no practicable, less environmentally 

damaging alternatives."



We recommend the imposition of clear and objective standards, and a public review 

process, for utilities' uses of wetlands, streams and other water bodies, in order to adequately 

provide for protection of fish and wildlife habitat and environmental values under Title 3.
We do not support the current implication in Title 3 that streams and wetlands may be 

used as open conveyances for stormwater. Direct stormwater runoff into our regional 
streams and wetlands has been highly destructive of water quality, and is most likely 

responsible for declines in health of our native fish and aquatic populations. In this respect, 
stream water temperature is a particular concern of ours, as are pollutants from street 
runoff. (Note: A few land-intensive and expensive "model wetlands" do not address the 

volume of problems already created by local jurisdictions' typical stormwater conveyancing, 
detention, and treatment, or lack of treatment.)

We recommend that the Section 5 B 1 section state:
"Any stream or waterway listed bv DEQ as "critical" (ref. DEQ 303 (d) listing), is subject to

special, more restrictive regulations on development, designed to benefit water quality and
fish habitat."

Section 5 B 1 a--lf Metro intends to apply rules fairly and consistently throughout the 

region, along entire lengths of inter)urisdictional streams or water bodies, this Section 

should estabhsh a clear and objective, maximum width for utility construction zones. We 

suggest a maximum 15-ft. disturbance width be allowed only after there has been a public
review, including establishment of public need for the proposed system or encroachment.
and an accepted mitigation plan.

If Metro permits certain destructive uses of resource areas, it should have some plan for 

how local jurisdictions' monitoring and enforcement of standards and conditions will occur.
Utility trenches of any width in streams and wetlands will result in some destruction of 

riparian values. The present Title 3 revision provides for no consistency in implementation 

of development standards along the linear distance of streams and other water bodies. The 

revision also does not provide for review or monitoring of cumulative impacts from utilities' 
exempted or permitted uses of streams, wetlands, and other water bodies; and we suggest that 
at reasonable periods, condition-assessments be included in any mitigation strategy.

For other Exceptions language, we refer to text submitted by Guy Orcutt, a Tryon 

Partnership member (attached).
Section 5 C—In this Section, Metro acknowledges it may have "inadequate or 

inconsistent data and protection in existing Goal 5 data, reports and regulations of fish and 

wildlife habitat." We suggest that Metro formulate a process for citizens or interest groups 

to initiate fish and wildlife population surveys and habitat inventories, beyond the one 

round of public hearings referenced in Section 5 C. There is nothing in the 5 C text which 

encourages later additions even in cases where data is insufficient or inconsistent. (See 

attached letter on ODFW Metro-regional, fish population surveys.)



We suggest Metro add language to Section 5 to allow for special habitat protections for 

streams and rivers which have populations of anadromous fish. Northwest salmon and 

steelhead have a life cycle which occurs partly in the ocean and partly in the inland rivers. 
Anadromous fish require cold, clean water for survival. The present Title 3 rules do not 
provide adequate protection for specific habitat needs of salmonids in the Metro region.

Section 7 Variances--This section should add a recommendation for access to the 

Variance process by citizens and public interest groups. We are interested in this Variance 

promoting landowners' rights to a reasonable process to "consider claims of map error and 

hardship variances to reduce or remove stream corridor protection for any property 

demonstrated to be converted to an unbuildable lot by application of stream corridor 

protection."
However, we suggest that to be fair—since publicly-owned fish and wildlife are a major 

reason for the habitat provisions of the Title 3 rules—Metro should adopt procedures to also 

consider where application of additional levels of protection, or additional mapping of
habitat areas, would be appropriate. Such a procedure should be accessible bv citizens and
public interest groups.

The Section 7 Variance should include requirements for public notification and review 

of applicable law, at the least. While we respect private landowners' rights over their own 

property, wildlife and fish do not belong to individual landowners. The public interest in 

these state-owned natural resources should be respected.
We also would like Metro to provide its definition for an "unbuUdable lot."

Note: Several months ago, the Tryon Partnership requested membership on Metro 

WRPAC, and I hope that Metro Council now will approve Tryon Partnership 

representation. 1 would Uke to see environmental interests properly balanced with other 

water user-interests, such as agricultural, industrial, and public and private utilities.
Also, there is no fisheries representative on WRPAC, though WRPAC agreed to put a 

fisheries interest representative on WRPAC six months ago. We suggest that the Title 3 

policy not be finalized until a fisheries representative and watershed council 
representatives have been admitted as voting members of the WRPAC committee.

A shortened version of the above text was submitted orally to Metro Council. This three-page 

written copy is for the Council Record.

(9/12/96 E. Callison, Submitted on behalf of the Tryon Resource Management 
Partnership, and as an individual.) 244-0641)



Qregor
OREGON

Wi
DEPARTMENT OF 

FISH AND

nSH RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT

29 July 1996

Chair Councilor Susan McLain td..2J WILDLIFE
Water Resources Policy Advisory Committee 
Metro Regional Government Office 
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232

Dear Councilor McLain:

Liz Callison contacted me concerning the availability of habitat and fish survey 
information in the Portland Metro Region. My inventory project has collected very 
little data in the metro region. Enclosed is a list of the streams that have fish 
distribution or physical habitat information. You may want to contact Don Bennett, 
district biologist in Clackamas, for additional survey information.

The stream survey crews with the Aquatic Inventories Project are not supported with 
Oregon Dept, of Fish and Wildlife funds. We conduct surveys with contract funds 
(e.g. private industry. Soil and Water Districts, OR Dept, of Forestry, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, U.S. Bureau of Land Management) and as a result of our funding 
base, have not conducted many surveys in the greater Portland area.

We are available to conduct stream surveys for public agencies. We coordinate the 
contractor’s needs with the district staff to ensure that the results will be useful to all 
interested parties. I can send a more detailed description of our protocol and an 
example of the results if needed. We are also able to provide the results in Arc Info 
coverages to allow integration with existing geographic information system layers.
Please call me at 541-737-7619 if I can provide any other information.

Sincerely,

Kim Jones
Aquatic Inventories Project Leader

enclosures .

c Maggie Skenarian 
Liz Callison 
Schmidt 
Bennett

28655 Hvs’v 34 
Cor\'allis/ OR 97333 
(541) 737-3241 & 737-443' 
FAX (541) 737-2456



Roderick Halg~Brown Habitat and Conservation Chapter
Association of Northwest Steeiheaders

GuyOrcutt - Chapter Communications Director 
4041 NE 22nd • Portland, 97212 • 280-0413

July 16,1996
To: WRPAC, Metro Council Members
Re. Fish and Wildife Habiatat Conservation Area “Exceptions”

At the June 27 meeting of the WRPAC Sub-Committee for Title 3 1 expressed some concern that 
proposed language regarding Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area Exceptions was not clear. 
Rosemary Furfey suggested that I do a rewrite. I faxed her proposed language on June 28, the day after the 
meeting. Unfortunately, she was unable to distribute copies of the proposed rewrite in advance of 
yesterday’s WRPAC meeting. I was able to present her with copies at the meeting. (1 have made minor 
changes in the language in yesterday’s copies.) She assured me that WRPAC would give the proposed 
language serious consideration, however I believe that most of those present yesterday were unaware of the 
exisance of some alternate proposed language. Xbis is unfortunate because the alternate language might have
solved some of the problems that surfaced during discussion yesterday.

Fisheries preservation and restoration is what interests me most as an advocate for wetlands and 
floodplains. Regulations which protect floodplains and water quality should be of great benefit to fisheries. 
My worst nightmare is that passage through the Metro urban area will become so perilous for our fish that 
currently viable Willamette System fish mns will be destroyed and the reestablishment of other runs which 
are at this time severely depressed but hold potential for restoration will become impossible. Indeed this is 
happening now. The Portland reach of the Willamette is a death trap for tens of thousands of immature 
salmon and steelhead as they make their way to the ocean. Fish managers and.pathologists feel that disease,’ 
always endemic to the system, has increased in virulence. Although the reasons for this are not absolutely 
established it is a near certainty that water quality and habitat loss are responsible.

Through careful preservation of waterways, wetlands and water sources, Metro has the means at its 
disposal to preserve the habitat and water quality Willamette System salmon and steelhead will need if the - 
runs are to continue into the future. For this reason, it is essential that the language established to protect 
these resources is clear and that the process is reasonably easy to apply. i -

The goals of my rewrite (printed on the other side of this letter) are:
1. Clarify the process Metro wants local government to follow relative to construction which must take 

place within Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas. It was apparent at the Thursday June 27
• sub-committee meeting and at yesterday’s WRPAC meeting that some confusion exists as to “needs” 
versus “alternatives” analysis and that the purpose and nature of the alternatives analysis is not clear.

2. Insure that planners understand that proof of need must form the foundation for other environmental 
analysis and mitigation. Without first determining need, additional efforts at conservation become all 
show and no substance. (For example, replanting a site which need never have been cleared.) Metro, 
as a growth manager has based its most important policies — the Urban Growth Boundary, control 
of population density, transportation planning — on need. This is the right way to begin urban 
planning and this is a course which must not be abandoned when we seek to protect fish and wildlife 
resources.

3. Demonstrate specifically what natural resources are at stake and how these resources may be
preserved while urban resources are developed. ■

4. Address the issue of cost and practicability of required analysis. •



Proposed replacement language to Title 3 Draft WRPAC Sub-Committee Recommendations 

To replace linesi 16-131 of Draft 7/3/96 ____________ written by Guy Orcutt 7/16/96

1. Prohibit development, except for specified “exceptions,” in Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Areas,

The goal of the “exceptions” policy is to preserve fish and wildlife resources while allowing 
development decisions to be made in a cost effective and timely manner, Metro recognizes that 
preparation of the required alternatives analysis may add to development costs, however the 
cost of analysis will be minimized if needless duplication of the work of research and analysis is 
avoided. For this reason Metro encourages local government to initiate the earliest possible 
coordination of project development with needs analysis, alternatives analysis, existing site and 
species related research, existing management plans, and Goal 5 Inventories,
Exceptions: Urban development will require certain types of construction within Fish and 
Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas, These types of construction are listed below (paragraphs a, 
- d,) as “exceptions”. The following three part policy applies to all of these exceptions,

1, Needs analysis is a standard part of project development. If a project is essential to 
. planned urban development this should be demonstrated in the needs analysis.

Essential projects qualify as “exceptions” to the rules protecting Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Conservation Areas,

2, An analysis of alternative ways of completing a project will be required for those 
projects which qualify as exceptions and must intrude into Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Conservation Areas,
This alternatives analysis will help to minimize the negative impacts of intrusion by 
identifying the least environmentally damaging project design and location possible 
within a Fish and Wildlife Conservation Area,
Furthermore, this analysis will aid in project planning by attempting to identify in 
advance impacts which will require mitigation,

3, Environmental impacts to a Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area resulting from 
construction within the area will be mitigated by in kind replacement of functional 
values. Functional values include but shall not be limited to water quality and quantity; 
spawning, breeding, nesting, rearing and resting habitat; fish and wil^Jife migration 
corridors, and significant plant communities.

Current draft language - lines 116 - 131

1. Prohibit development In the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Areas that adversely impacts 
. fish and wildlife habitat.

Exceptions: It is recognized that urban development will, at times, necessitate development activities 
within or adjacent to Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas, The following Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Conservation Mitigation Policy, except for emergency situations, applies to all the following 
exceptions:
A project alternatives analysis, where need has been established, will be required for any of the 
exceptions listed below. The alternatives analysis must seek to avoid adverse environmental impacts 
by demonstrating there are no practicable, less environmentally damaging alternatives available. In 
those cases where there are no practicable, less environmentally damaging alternatives, the project 
proponent will seek alternatives which reduce or minimize adverse environmental impacts. Where 
impacts are unavoidable compensation by complete replacement of the impacted site’s ecological 
attributes or, where appropriate, substitute resources of equal or greater value will be provided in 
accordance with the Metro Water Quality and Flood Management model ordinance.
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Tryon Resource Management Partnership 
6039 SW Knightsbridge Drive 

Portland, Oregon 97219

John Kvistad, Presiding Officer 
and Metro Councilors 
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, Oregon 97232

September 24, 1996 
October 24,1996

Dear Metro Councilors,
The Title 3 Floodplain management and Fish and WUdlife Habitat Section of the Regional 

Functional Plan does not adequately protect the region's natural resources, particularly 

water quality and fish and wildlife habitat. WRPAC policies were written without sufficient 
citizen involvement. In fact, the voting membership of WRPAC committee was primarily 

composed of water and sewer service bureaus or consultants to those bureaus-a group 

which has an obvious conflict of interest in management/use of streams, rivers and 

wetlands.
To write policy fairly, as WRPAC purports to do, there should be representation beyond 

resource-user groups. The Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement and the Statewide Goal 1 

Citizen Involvement Advisory Committee (CIAC) are being notified that we request Metro 

Council allow for improved opportunities for citizens, fisheries groups and state agencies' 
review of Section 3 before it is finalized.

Regarding the Regional Functional Plan, Title 3:

The Tryon Resource Management Partnership is a voluntary citizens advisory 

convened to serve as the watershed council for the Tryon Creek basin. The group requested 

voting membership in WRPAC last June. The purpose of the the Tryon Partnership is to 

create an interjurisdictional watershed management plan which will result in 

improvements of stream water quality, summer flows, and fish and wildUfe habitat.
With respect to the most recently circulated Metro Regional Functional Plan, our 

watershed council offers the following observations for the Council Record:
Title 3, Section 5 B-Metro's "initial inventory of significant fish and wildlife 

conservation areas" is based on insufficient data. Most streams in the Metro region have not 
been properly surveyed yet, and Metro has no comprehensive plan to assure performance of 

the work(see ODFW letter attached).
We suggest the following text be added:

"Metro's initial inventory shall be enlarged in a timely manner as new surveys of fish and
wilrilifp populations and habitat areas become available. Metro shall encourage collection of

- /



population surveys by accredited biologists where appropriate. Criteria for surveys will be
specified bv the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife."

Title 3 Section 5 B 1 a through d—The most recent revision of the language in this 

section has our qualified support. However, the current language implies that public 

utihties have a mandate to use stream corridors and wetlands for their infrastructure, and 

we do not agree with that assumption. The Utility Exceptions allowed in the 5 B 1 Section 

have performance standards which are far too vague. For example, Metro has not stated how 

public needs should be established; nor has Metro defined which cases would demonstrate, 
nor how they would demonstrate, when there are "no practicable, less environmentally 

damaging alternatives."
We recommend the imposition of clear and objective standards, and a public notification 

and review process, for utilities' uses of wetlands, streams and other water bodies, in order 

to adequately provide for protection of fish and wildlife habitat and environmental values ^ 
under Title 3.

We do not support the current implication in Title 3 that streams and wetlands may be 

used as open conveyances for stormwater. Direct stormwater runoff into our regional 
streams and wetlands has been highly destructive of water quality, and is most likely 

responsible for declines in health of our native fish and aquatic populations. In this respect, 
stream water temperature is a particular concern of ours, as are pollutants from street 
runoff. (Note: A few land-intensive and expensive "model wetlands" do not address the 

volume of problems already created by local jurisdictions' typical stormwater conveyancing, 
detention, and treatment, or lack of treatment.)

We recommend that the Section SB 1 section state:
"Any stream or waterway listed bv DEO as "critical" (ref. DEO 303 (d) listing), is subject to
special, more restrictive regulations on development, designed to benefit water quality and
fish habitat."

Section 5 B 1 a—If Metro intends to apply rules fairly and consistently throughout the 

region, along entire lengths of inter)urisdictional streams or water bodies, this Section 
should establish a clear and objective, maximum width for utility construction zones. We 

suggest a maximum 15-ft. disturbance width be allowed only after there has been a public
review, including estabUshment of public need for the proposed system or encroachment.
and an accepted mitigation plan.

If Metro permits certain destructive uses of resource areas, it should have some plan for 

how local jurisdictions' monitoring and enforcement of standards and conditions will occur.
Utility trenches of any width in streams and wetlands will result in some destruction of 

riparian values. The present Title 3 revision provides for no consistency in implementation 

of development standards along the linear distance of streams and other water bodies. The 

revision also does not provide for review or monitoring of cumulative impacts from utilities'
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exempted or permitted uses of streams, wetlands, and other water bodies; and we suggest that 
at reasonable periods, condition-assessments be included in any mitigation strategy.

For other Exceptions language, we refer to text submitted by Guy Orcutt, a Try on 

Partnership member (attached).
Section 5 C--In this Section, Metro acknowledges it may have "inadequate or 

inconsistent data and protection in existing Goal 5 data, reports and regulations of fish and 

wildlife habitat." We suggest that Metro formulate a process for citizens or interest groups 

to initiate fish and wildlife population surveys and habitat inventories, beyond the one 

round of pubUc hearings referenced in Section 5 C. There is nothing in the 5 C text which 

encourages later additions even in cases where data is insufficient or inconsistent. (See 

attached letter on ODFW Metro-regional, fish population surveys.)
We suggest Metro add language to Section 5 to allow for special habitat protections for 

streams and rivers which have populations of anadromous fish. Northwest salmon and 

steelhead have a hfe cycle which occurs partly in the ocean and partly in the inland rivers. 
Anadromous fish require cold, clean water for survival. The present Title 3 rules do not 
provide adequate protection for specific habitat needs of salmonids in the Metro region.

Section 7 Variances-This section should add a recommendation for access to the 

Variance process by citizens and public interest groups. We are interested in this Variance 

promoting landowners' rights to a reasonable process to "consider claims of map error and 

hardship variances to reduce or remove stream corridor protection for any property 

demonstrated to be converted to an unbuildable lot by application of stream corridor 

protection."
However, we suggest that to be fair-since publicly-owned fish and wildlife are a major 

reason for the habitat provisions of the Title 3 rules-Metro should adopt procedures to also 

consider where application of additional levels of protection, or additional mapping of
habitat areas, would be appropriate. Such a procedure should be accessible bv citizens and
public interest groups.

The Section 7 Variance should include requirements for public notification and review 

of applicable law, at the least. While we respect private landowners' rights over their own 

property, wildlife and fish do not belong to individual landowners. The public interest in 

these state-owned natural resources should be respected.
We also would like Metro to provide its definition for an "unbuildable lot."

Note: Several months ago, the Tryon Partnership requested membership on Metro 

WRPAC, and I hope that Metro Council now will approve Tryon Partnership 

representation. I would like to see environmental interests properly balanced with other 

water user-interests, such as agricultural, industrial, and public and private utilities.
Also, there is no fisheries representative on WRPAC, though WRPAC agreed to put a 

fisheries interest representative, on WRPAC six months ago. We suggest that the Title 3
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policy not be finalized until a fisheries representative and watershed council ;
/

representatives have been admitted as voting members of the WRPAC committee.
t

A shortened version of the above text was submitted orally to Metro Council. This written 

version is for the Council Record.

(9/12/96, October 24, 1996 E. Callison, Submitted on behalf of the Tryon 

Resource Management Partnership, and as an individual.) 244-0641)



Watershed Profile
Tryon Creek is nearly 7 miles long. It drains 

over 4,500 acres of Portland, Lake Oswego 
and unincorporated lands in two counties.

The watershed includes every type of land 
use except farm/forest Approximately 50% 
residential, it contains large commercial areas 
in downtown Lake Oswego and along Barbur 
Boulevard in Southwest Portland. Highways, 
including 1-5, cross the creek. There is an 
industrial area in the floodplain near the 
Willamette. Tryon flows through Tryon Creek 
State Park (645 acres) and city and Metro 
parks (approximately 45 acres).
The diversity of urban uses in the water

shed means that Tryon is subject to: .
• Sewer lines which parallel and cross the 

creek and its tributaries. Pipes, four to eight 
feet in diameter obstruct the creek’s natural 
meander pattern and floodplain. Sewer 
lines break, leak or overflow adding pollu
tion to the creek.

• Irnpassable Culverts. Fish production in 
some segments and tributaries is blocked.

• Stream segments placed in pipes. Tryon’s 
lowest tributary, for example, is identifiable 
on pre-1930’s maps. It enters Tryon between 
the Willamette and State Street. Today it is 
underground and functions as a storm sewer 
for downtown Lake Oswego and the com
mercial/industrial area along Foothills Road.

• Channelization resulting from sewer and 
other construction. Tryon Creek within the 
state park has recovered some of its natural 
form. However, outside of parklands much of 
the creek and tributaries resemble ditches 
with little riparian or instream habitat.

• Lindelineated wetlands within the watershed. 
Springs and seeps in riparian areas, essen
tial to healthy fish habitat, are typically unpro
tected from development.

• increasing housing unit density and con
struction. Density has brought:
- Wide spread pollution. Stormwater laden 

with chemicals and silt from homes and 
streets is piped directly onto creek banks;

- Rapid runoff from paved and non porous 
surfaces, with consequent increases in 
flooding, erosion and loss of aquatic life.

- Lower flows during dry periods because 
infiltration to ground water storage has 
been reduced.

On the Positive Side
• Over 690 acres of park land including over 2 

miles of creek. Within these lands are many 
pools from 18 inches to over 4 feet in depth 
even in summer. There are also gravel bars 
for spawning, and logs, tree limbs and roots 
providing habitat for cutthroat and rearing 
steelhead.

2Ji
81/2 in. Tryon Cutthroat - Measured and Released

Access to the Willamette. Without this, 
anadromous fish production is impossible. 
Tryon is the only Portland stream on the 
west bank of the Willamette where fish 
access to the Pacific is still possible.

City Fish
Until recently, few people remembered 

Tryon’s fish. Since March of 1995 volunteers 
from Friends of Tryon Creek State Park, the 
Association of Northwest Steelheaders, the 
Tryon Partnership and other groups as well as 
staff from ODFW and Tryon Creek State Park 
have surveyed and observed breeding 
populations of cutthroat trout to 12” and 
steelhead as well as lamprey and stickleback.

Successful spawning is an indicator of the 
creek’s and the state park’s success. It also 
demonstrates the potential of urban 
watersheds to maintain wild fish. Public 
knowledge of these fish may provide incentive 
for stream improvement and for research into 
this and other urban drainages.

Research and experience with stream 
improvement could identify factors which 
make an urban stream successful and factors 
which will allow the Willamette Basin to 
continue functioning as a fish producer.



Join in Stream 

Restoration
This fall, the Restoration and Enhancement 

Board of the Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife is funding stream restoration on Metro’s 
newly acquired property on Tryon Creek.

Please volunteer to assist this project, hands 
on, planting trees and native shrubs 

This will be a great opportunity to get to 
know your watershed and your creek while you 
do something positive for water quality, wildlife, 
and salmon, trout and steelhead.

Please Call the Tryon Partnership 
244-0641

This brochure is a production of the Tryon 
Resource Management Partnership.

The Tryon Partnership is a voiuntary, citizens 
advisory group, it was convened as the 
watershed councit for Tryon Creek in Aprii 
1996. You may cail the Partnership for 
information about membership or to voiunteer 
your support.

Citizens organized the Tryon Partnership to 
improve fish and wiidiife habitat, and water 
quality throughout the Watershed.

Brochure sponsors are:
West Multnomah County Soil and Water 
Conservation Board
Roderick Haig-Brown Chapter-Association of 
Northwest Steelheaders 

Writing, design and photography by Guy Orcutt 
Edited by Liz Callison
For More Information, Please Contact:

Tryon Resource Management Partnership 
c/o Natural Resource Conservation Service 
2115 SE Morrison 
Portland 97214 
244-0641
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Tryon Creek Inside the Park - Deep Pools, Abundant 
Spawning Gravel, Woody Debris

The Tryon Partnership invites you 
to join a project for urban fish.
Surprisingly, Tryon Creek still pro

duces wild steelhead and cutthroat 
trout, in spite of the increasing 

urbanization of its surrounding cities of 
Portland and Lake Oswego. Tryon steel
head migrate to the ocean as 6 inch juve
niles and return to the creek to spawn as 
30 inch adults.

This presence of wild, naturally spawn
ing steelhead within our urban boundaries 
mak'es Tryon Creek a unique resource - 
one which deserves protection and careful 
management..

Tryon Creek is the last remaining 
Willamette River tributary on the west side 
of Portland which is still accessible to 
migratory fish.



Bogle & Gates P.L.L.C.
A Professional Limited Liability Company

LAW OFFICES

Mark D. Whitlow

/0?y/9d>-//

1400 KOIN Center 
222 S.W. Columbia 
Portland, Oregon 97201

Main Office: (503) 222-1515
Facsimile: (503) 721-3666

Seattle
Anchorage
Bellevue
Tacoma
Vancouver, B.C. 
Washington, D.C. 
Yakima

Michael Morrissey 
Senior Council Analyst 
METRO
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

October 24, 1996

Re: Titles 2 & 4 Amendments

72590-00008

BY FACSIMILE

Dear Mike:

Please copy and distribute this letter to the Council members this morning so 
that they may have the opportunity to read the letter in advance of this afternoons 
hearing.

Thank you for your help.

Very truly yomrs, 

Bog^e & Gates p.l.l.c.

Mark D. Whitlow

MDW/maz
Enel.
[49\CL\RTF\METRO\MORR1S-L.024]



Bogle&Gates P.L.L.C.
A Professional Limited Liability Company

LAW OFFICES

Mark D. Whitlow

1400 KOIN Center 
222 S.W. Columbia 
Portland, Oregon 97201

Main Office: 
Facsimile:

(503) 222-1515 
(503) 721-3666

Seattle
Anchorage
Bellevue
Tacoma
Vancouver, B.C. 
Washington, D.C. 
Yakima

October 24, 1996
72590-00008

Jon Kvistad
Metro Presiding Officer BY FACSIMILE
METRO
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Re: Proposed Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (Interim 
Measures)
Retail Task Force Comments/Titles 2 & 4

Dear Mr. Presiding Officer and Council Members:

This letter supplements the Retail Task Force’s prior written and oral testimony 
presented to the Council on Titles 2 & 4. We appreciate the Council’s continued interest 
in and response to our comments and those of other industry members and interested 
parties.

The following is a summation of our testimony regarding these Titles and a 
request for further action on the Council’s part regarding them:

Title 2 (Parking Regulations)

Defer adopting maximum parking regulations pending LCDC’s re-evaluation of 
the TPR’s requirement to reduce parking per capita to achieve reduced reUance 
on the automobile. That study is now underway and will be concluded before 
the end of the year. Regional standards should not be imposed based upon a 
state rule which may be changed.

Redefine the parameters of Zone A. 20-minute peak hour transit service wiU not 
support retail use and development for retail customers or employees. Parking 
maximums should not be imposed unless and until 10-minute service is available 
on a sustained basis throughout the business day. Redefine Zone A accordingly.



Jon Kvistad 
October 24, 1996 
Page 2

Make the parking maximums adjustable. Variance procedures are rigid, 
inflexible and present no opportunity for cities and counties to craft reasonable 
solutions to development constraints. Adequate adjustment criteria may be 
drafted on a shding scale to make adjustments more difficult to achieve where 
excellent transit service exists and easier to achieve where infrequent transit 
service exists.

Title 4 (Retail in Employment and Industrial Areas)

Remove the regulatory cloud from Employment Areas for new and existing retail 
uses, regardless of size, which are permitted under existing comprehensive plan 
designations (where the comprehensive plans have been acknowledged prior to 
the effective date of the functional plan). Regulating new retail development in 
commercially designated land within Employment Areas will make existing retail 
uses nonconforming, leaving land owners with an unacceptable devaluation and 
downzoning of their properties. Amend Section 2B accordingly.

The Retail Task Force wishes to again thank the Council for its continued
thoughtful dehberation on these important issues.

Very truly yours. 

Bogle & Gates p.l.l.c.

Mark D. Whitlow

MDW/raaz
cc: Retail Task Force Participants 

[49\CL\RTF\METRO\KVIST-L.024]
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4 PORTLAN Dik 
HOUSING CENTER

Re: For the Record for the Metro Functional Plan:
Letter and Study

Date: October 14, 1996

In September 1990, the Oregonian article “Blueprint for a slum” stated that "the 
lenders have contributed to a lack of stable home ownership that is as much a 
factor in the decline of North and Inner Northeast Portland neighborhoods as 
drugs, gangs, and crime.’’ That statement served as a challenge to the lending 
community and to government officials to focus on the needs of low and 
moderate income home buyers. As a result, many new loan products and 
programs were developed to assist home buyers. The Portland Housing Center 
was one of those responses.

Six years have passed and we wanted to know the effect of that lending activity 
and if it still made sense in light of today’s real estate market. As the enclosed 
home ownership study, “The Changing Marketplace” shows, the barrier is no 
longer just lending activity. Now the barriers include:
• Personal barriers of low education levels and declining incomes in terms of 

real dollars;
• Supply barriers of housing prices increasing 25 to 30 percent; and
• Lending barriers of rising interest rates, high up-front costs to buy a home, 

and high monthly housing costs.

In your deliberations on the Metro Functional Plan, please keep in mind that 
homeownership rates will only increase when all of the barriers are addressed. 
Increasing the supply of housing does not have an effect, either trickle down or 
through direct supply, if people at low to middle income can not afford the cost of 
housing because of their incomes and the lending costs.

Sincerely,

Peg Malloy 
Executive Director 
Portland Housing Center 
1605 NE 45 Avenue 
Portland, OR 97213



triECHANGlNfe/iAAR^

Recent Transformations In Home Ownership In 

Portland, Oregon, 1990-1995

Author:

■mRobert Bole & Associates

Sponsor: j--■'■V/>■;

Portland Housing tenter, Portland- Oregon 

Peg Malloy, Executive Director

Septerriber, 1996



A house is a machine for living in.

Le Corbusier (1887-1965), Swiss-bom French architect. Toward a New Architecture, ch. 1, “Eyes 
Which Do Not See: Airplanes” (1923; tr. 1946).

Owning your own home is America’s unique recipe for avoiding 

revolution and promoting pseudo-equality at the same time.
To keep citizens puttering in their yards instead of sputtering 

on the barricades, the government has gladly deprived itself of 

billions in tax revenues by letting home “owners” deduct 

mortgage interest payments.

Florence King (b. 1936), U.S. author. Reflections in a Jaundiced Eye, “Democracy” (1989).

Home is a name, a work, it is a strong one; stronger than 

magician ever spoke, or spirit ever answered to, in the 

strongest conjuration.

Charles Dickens (1812-70), English novelist. Martin Chuzzlewit, ch. 35 (1944).
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Introduction

In September of 1990, The Oregonian ran a three-part special report on the difficulties faced 
by low-income home buyers in North and Inner Northeast Portland. This series was entitled 
Blueprint For A Slum 1 and it alleged that major mortgage lenders through passive, historical 
discrimination discouraged would-be home buyers. This recipe, the series alleged, resulted in 
declining home ownership rates in low-income neighborhoods. This was the “Blueprint” for 
the creation of dilapidated slums in the inner-city, where stable communities once stood. The 
article was a challenge and a clarion call to lenders, housing advocates, and the City of 
Portland to renew their focus on the needs of low-income home buyers.

This Study is the first attempt at documenting the response to that challenge. It reports the 
transformation of affordable home ownership in the City of Portland from 1990 to 1995. 
Today, rather than discriminatory practices of the past, it has been \\dder city and regional 
trends that have increased housing demand, stagnated income growth, and dramatically 
increased housing prices. The result has been the growth of a housing affordability problem 
for low-income residents, termed the Affordability Gap. The Affordability Gap is the 
difference between the currently appreciating housing prices and the ability of the Study’s 
target population, low-income home buyers residing in the Study Areas (see Study Area 
Map, p. i) to afford that housing.

The Study’s purpose is to frame the issue in the demographic, economic and market trends 
that have taken place since 1990, and to highlight a diverse set of issues that the City will face 
over the next decade. The conversation about possible avenues for policy, programs and 
responses to the growing concern is just beginning; this work can be used as the framework 
for that discussion. At the core of the discussion is the growing alarm on the part of housing 
professionals, lenders and residents at the increasing the Affordability Gap for moderate-, and 
low-income buyers. There is good cause for this alarm. A low-income family buying a home 
is rapidly becoming a proposition of the golden past when the City and region were not so 
prominently part of the national and international economy. The economic playing field for 
low-income home buyers, and low-income families in general, is no longer as level as it was 
in the past.

This Study examines the several core components that have determined the widening 
Affordability Gap for low-income, first-time home buyers in Portland. These components 
are detailed in six major sections;

Section One: Demographic Profile
This section will examine the demographic changes that have occurred within the 
target low-income population over past several years. Specifically, issues of in- 
migration, education, and income will serve as guideposts to the fimdamental changes 
taking place within the Study Areas, the City’s low-income neighborhoods. This 
profile forms the basis for “personal barriers” to low-income home buyers.



Section Two: Housing Market Profile
This section documents the transformation of Portland’s housing market. In the past, 
the City’s housing markets supported a range of income groups who could access 
affordable housing. Today, through significant appreciation of housing prices, the 
market has begun to exclude many low-income buyers, who face an increasing 
Affordability Gap of income and the market price. This section also explores a 
number of other issues that compound the affordability problem, especially constraints 
on housing supply. This profile defines the market barriers to home ownership.

Section Three: Mortgage Lending Profile
This section measures the lender’s response to not only the challenges inherent in the 
Blueprint series, but the fundamental changes occurring in the City’s demographic 
profile (housing demand) and the housing market profile (housing supply). Lending 
performance reflects to the structural barriers to home ownership. Specifically, the 
Study focuses upon the trends in supplying mortgage credit by the lending institutions 
since 1990.

Section Four: Loan Program Profile
This section examines in more detail a variety of lending products, or home ownership 
assistance programs currently available to first-time, low-income home buyers. The 
minimum median income needed to qualify for this program in 1990 and 1995 will be 
calculated using the individual loan program guidelines and a set of informed 
assumptions regarding the buyer profile. This section documents in detail the extent 
of the Affordability Gap faced by low-income home buyers.

Section Five: Key Indicator Data 10-Year Forecast
This section uses collected data sets, including Metro 2015 Forecast Data to predict 
current trends over the next ten years. This allows policy makers to more accurately 
gauge the probable future of home ownership and affordability issues, as well as, 
frame the development of policies and programs for the near future. Key indicators 
include population, income and home prices.

Section Six: The Affordability Gap: Barriers to Home Ownership 
This last section synthesizes the factors examined in the previous sections to create a 
list of barriers faced by would be home buyers. Specifically, the Study proposes 
demographic, housing market and lending barriers that contribute to a decline in low- 
income affordability for home ownership housing.

• Dee Lane and Steve Mayes, Blueprint for a Slum,” The Oregonian. 9-11 September 1990, 
Al.



Demographic Profile

This section details the characteristics of the Study’s target population: low-income home 
buyers. These home buyers have experienced significant changes to the demographic profile 
of Portland, and define the “personal barriers” to low-income home ownership. In the mid- 
1980s the City of Portland, Oregon (“the City”) experienced a rapid growth in population. 
People were attracted to the availability of jobs, a high quality of life and the low cost of 
housing. This in-migration has continued throughout the 1990s due to the area’s strong 
economy. “Population growth, rather than the demand for resource-based products, is what 
has developed this regional economy. Portland is the financial, trade, transportation, 
manufacturing and services center of Oregon, Southwest Washington and the Columbia River 
Basin.” 1 Since 1988, the region’s population has risen by over 250,000 individuals; with 
75% of that growth coming from new Oregonians.

These new workers have been continually attracted to the unprecedented job growth within 
the region’s high-technology industries; there have been 6,200 new jobs created in just the 
last two years. 2 There has also been strong growth in business industries, the health care 
sector, and international trade. While the recession in the early 1990s slowed growth, the 
influx of new businesses, tourism, retirees and home ‘equity emigres’ in search of 
affordability and quality of life continue to fuel the [region’s] economy.3

The increase in employment has brought greater economic opportunity and security to many 
sectors of the population. However, among lower-income households this increase has not 
translated into greater opportunity. These residents, especially minority residents, are facing 
a severe disadvantage in competing within the region because of a neutralizing combination 
of poor education, younger median age, and higher unemployment rates, thereby resulting in 
significantly lower income and economic power.

Population, Race, Age and Education

Population
The past ten years have seen tremendous population growth within the Portland-Vancouver 
PMSA region. While much of new the growth has been outside of the City of Portland 4, this 
new in-migration has generated significant new population growth pressures in the Study 
Areas (see Map preceding the Introduction). In 1994, the population of the Study Areas was 
estimated to be 185,458 accounting for 38.6% of Portland’s population. This is a 10% 
increase from 19903 and has resulted in increasing housing demand fi-om two different 
sources. The City has witnessed an increase in low- and moderate-income workers. At the 
same time, a higher-income population is searching for lower housing costs associated with 
the Study Areas.



Evidence of this shift can be demonstrated by the decline in the median years of residency 
within the City’s neighborhoods. In the early 1980s, residents in Portland’s Eastside 
neighborhoods lived in their communities between 15.3 and 10.4 years, on average. 6 In 
1990 only 38% of the Study Area respondents said that they lived in their current houses five 
years ago. The Study Areas and, in general Portland’s neighborhoods, are increasingly faced 
with an expanding population; which translates into an escalating housing demand within 
communities who have only a limited ability to expand their housing stock.

1994
1990 1904 %of

PoDulation Pooulation Total Poo

Chd-1990-
.^(-1994'|t

1990 1990 1990
White Minority Black
% Poo % Pod % Poo

study Area CTs 171,172 185,458 38.6% "‘“ti 8.3% 73.5% 26.5% 13.6%
Non-Study Area CTs 264,316 250,030 52.0% 92.1% 7.9% 3.7%

Central Eastside Study Area 43.542 44.370 9.2% 85.7% 14.3% 3.5%
East Side Study Area 36,108 46,566 9.7% -29.0% 90.8% 9.2% 1.2%
Northeast Study Area 21,306 21,733 4.5% 43.6% 56.4% 49.6%
North Study Area 57,251 58,728 12.2% 2.6% 71.2% 28.8% 20.1%
West Side Study Area 12.966 14.061 2.9% •JUK-X.-8.4* 86.2% 13.8% 4.6%

I Portland MS^ I 436,4881 480,7791 100.0%I 84.8% I 15.2% I JM
Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing Statistics, U.S. Census Bureau/Metro Regional Government
Table 1: Population

Race
Another factor to be considered is the impact of neighborhood demographic changes upon 
the minority population of Portland. On average, minority populations are at a greater 
disadvantage than their white counterparts due to both historical and demographic factors; as 
a group they have lower incomes, and experience a lesser quality of education. The Study 
Areas have a higher percentage of minorities than other areas of the City. In other words, 
any negative demographic or housing transformations will have a greater impact upon the 
minority residents of the Study Areas.

The preponderance of the minority population is situated in the income-impacted North, 
lower Southeast and Inner Northeast of Portland. (Table 1) Study Area census tracts have 
twice the minority population of non-Study Area tracts, with the highest concentration of 
Afncan-Americans in the Northeast and North Study Areas. For the purposes of this Study, 
racially-concentrated areas are defined as census tracts that have minority populations greater 
than twice the City rate.7 (e.g. City rate equals 14.7%. Racially-concentrated tracts have a 
minority population equal to, or greater than 29.4% of the total population)

Population growth and race do not fully account for the differences between the Study Area 
demographic profile and the rest of the City. In almost all aspects, the population of the 
Study Areas is at a significant disadvantage in effectively competing for economic power, 
primarily jobs. This in turn restricts residents ability to secure adequate and affordable 
housing, whether they are first-time home buyers, existing home owners or renters. For the 
purposes of this Study, the indicators of this poor performance will be limited to a core 
demographic profile of education, age, and median family income.



Education
An important statistic for Study Area residents is that over 50% of the residents only have, at 
most, the equivalent of a high school diploma. A recent economic study of metropolitan 
regions found that, “Education’s importance for urban success is growing...Between 1950 
and 1970, an additional year of schooling on average in a city increased its growth rate by 
3.8%. For the 1970 to 1990 period, that figure soared to 8.1%.”8 This is especially true of 
the Portland-Vancouver PMS A region with its focus on high technology and international 
trade, which requires an educated work force. The study further commented that, “The key 
to urban success or failure in today’s economy is simple: high-skill cities prosper; low-skill 
ones stagnate or decline.”9

A better educated workforce, and a booming regional economy may result in significant 
economic disparity between “uneducated” and “educated” classes. This disparity further 
diverges by the fact that “less educated workers are more likely to be unemployed and, for 
those that are employed, more likely to work part-time.” 10 Furthermore, workers “who had 
not completed high school face bleak job prospects... in 1994 the unemployment rate for 
high school non-completers was 13.5%...more than double the overall rate of 6.1%.” 11 If 
educational opportunities continue to be limited for Study Area residents they will be further 
excluded from the regional economic growth in favor of in-migrating workers.

Age
Age is another crucial factor in determining the economic health of a region A young, poorly 
educated population will incur higher public costs (i.e. housing subsidies, public assistance, 
etc.), and will not participate as much in regional economic growth as a comparable well- 
educated person. These young workers will not have the skills to capture higher-paying jobs, 
and over the long-term their wages will not grow as fast as the rest of the population. A 
study of the United States labor force concluded that “those aged 20 to 24 years old, without 
a high school diploma, faced an unemployment rate of nearly 20%, while the rate for college 
graduates stood at 5.3%.” 12 Currently, the Study Areas have 89,333 individuals under age 
34, or 55% of the total population. This is in contrast to the non-Study Areas where there is a 
population of 132,165 under 34 or 48% of the total non-Area population.

AGE

<18Yrs 18-34 3564 >65Yrs

Ediration
US College %

or Less or More HS or Less

study Area CTs 23% 31% 32% 14% 44,039 42932 506%
Non-Study Area CTs 21% 27% 36% 15% 62,000 110,002 359%

Central Eastside Study Area 19% 36% 33% 12% 11,177 15,112 425%
East Side Study Area £rh 28% 32% 16% 13038 9,115 569%
Northeast Study Area 30% 28% 31% 12% 2754 3,435 44.5%
North Study Area 29% 27% 31% 13% 16253 11,191 59.2%
West Side Study Area 3% 47% 31% 19% 2946 5,633 34.3%

Portland MSA 22%| 29% 35%| 15%| 106,0391 153,7341 4Q8^
Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing Statistics, U.S. Census Bureau
Table 2: Education and Age



Income
The most prominent factor in distinguishing the Study Areas from the rest of the City is their 
difference in income. Overall, since 1988 most areas of the City have not experienced 
significant growth in median family income. This is especially true of Study Areas, where 
income growth have significantly fallen behind other areas of the City. In 1990, the median 
family income (MFI) in the Study Areas was less than half the median income of non-Study 
Area census tracts and only two-thirds of City of Portland median income. (Table 3) Over 
time, after accounting for inflation, real income has actually declined \n terms of 1990 dollars. 
(Figure 1)

During the 1980s, after controlling for inflation and using 1990 as a base year, MFI for a 
family of four was on the rise, from $35,692 in 1982 to a high of $38,896 in 1988. Inflation 
controlled median family income has since declined to $36,923 in 1995 according to the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, a decrease of 5.3% since the high point of 
1988. From 1990 to 1992 real income levels experienced an average decrease of 2.8%, and 
have only recently risen to reach their 1990 level.

Median * 
Family 
Income

Median Family Income 
Real (1990$)

1980 1990

c ’

. i Chanoe ■;
Study Area CTs $22,013 North $26,443 $22,674 -14.3%
Non-Study Area CTs $55,155 Inner NE $26,604 $21,885

Outer NE $34,420 $28,993 ^ -16.8%
Central Eastside Study Area $22,792 W/NW $25,566 $20,864 .1^ .' r18.4%
East Side Study Area $24,362 Southwest $37,371 $37,584 •> ;:» 0.6%
Northeast Study Area $15,810 Inner SE $24,989 $24,389
North Study Area $24,691 Outer SE $29,379 $24,839 ' ' -15.5%
West Side Study Area $24,920

Portland MSA $34,038 Portland $29,253 $34,0381 M»«esa6.4%l

* Family of Four

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing Statistics, U.S. Census Bureau & Office of Neighborhood 
Associations
Table 3: Median Family Income



Real Income vs. Real Housing Prices (1990$)
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Source: RMLS and US Department of Housing and Urban Development
Figure 1: Real Income vs. Real Housing Prices

This trend of declining MFI is supported and amplified when median income is tracked 
geographically. The majority of the Study Areas in 1990 had a MFI of around $24,800 for a 
family of four, or about 70% of the Portland average, with one notable exception - the MFI 
of the Northeast Study Area was only $15,810, or half the income average City MFI and 
one-third of the non-Study Area census tracts MFI.

When median family income for a family of four is tracked over time a disquieting trend is . 
apparent. In terms of real 1990 base dollars, the North, Northeast and Southeast RMLS City 
neighborhood sections13, the historically lower income areas of the City, have substantially 
lost income. (Table 3). Real income on average has declined by 13.1% since 1980 in these 
lower income areas. This has resulted in a significant decline in the ability for low-income 
families to maintain affordable housing in an appreciating housing cost market. Already this 
has begun to result in two separate Portlands; in 1990 there were 40.164 households (56.3%) 
in the Study Areas making less than 60% of the median family income. 14



Percent of Median Family Income

Portland
by % of Median (# of CT)

PI Very Low-Income (S0% MFI) (11)
H Low-Income (80% MR) (49)
[3 Moderate/Middle-Income (120% MR) (55)
^ Upper-Income (>120% MR) (25)

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing Statistics, Census Bureau
Map 2: Income
The minority population, on average, has a lower income than the white population. In 1990 
the average per capita income of the white population in the City of Portland was $15,745, 
the average per capita income of the minority population was $9,278, or 59% of the white 
income level. This disparity lessens when the per capita income levels are compared within 
the Study Areas. The white population per capita income in the Study Areas is $10,670 and 
the minority per capita income is $7,856 or 73.6% of the white income level.

Demographic Profile Summary

The pressure of increased housing demand combined with the demographic disadvantages of 
younger age, poor education, low job skills for the emerging regional economy and lower 
income has created a crises within lower-income areas, especially the Study Areas. The 
benefits created and reaped by the upper-income residents are having little effect on the basic 
discrepancies of the region’s demographic profile. In fact, the economic growth of one 
population has advanced the problems and isolation of the other.

10



From this emerging divergence, changes in economic growth and housing markets have an 
increasing and negative impact on Study Area residents’ access to affordable housing. The 
Demographic Profile of the Study Areas identifies three important conclusions;

• Increasing in-migration of workers has instigated higher housing demand within 
the Study Areas.

• Study Area residents are poorly equipped to compete for higher-paying jobs within 
the regional economy. Their present condition of having less education and a 
younger population indicates that this basic economic disparity will continue into 
the future.

• Income growth throughout the City has stagnated overtime, the Study Areas have 
experienced a moderate decline in income growth. This will have profound 
consequences on residents’ ability to access affordable housing.

I Jeremy T. Newberg, Portland. Oregon: Community Investment Opportunities (San 
Francisco: Community Affairs Department, Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, June 
1992), p. .9.
2- Ibid.
3 Newberg, p. 9
4 Metro Regional Growth Management Services and Data Resource Center, The 2015 
Regional Forecast and Urban Development Patterns (Portland, OR: Metro Regional 
Government, February, 1996), p. POP-1.
5 U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 1990 Census of Population and Housing. 
Portland-Vancouver OR-WA. CMSA Washington, D.C.; U.S. Bureau of the Census.
6 City of Portland, Oregon, Neighborhood Information Profiles 0979-19861. (1979-1986). ^
7 City of Portland, Oregon, Consolidated Plan. Fiscal Year 1995-1999. (June, 1995), p. 48.
8 Edward Glaeser, “Why Economists Still Like Cities”, City Journal (Spring, 1996): 72.
9 Ibid. p. 72.
10 Oregon Employment Office, 1996 Regional Economic Profile. (1996), p. 37.
II Ibid. p. 19.
12 Ibid. p. 19.

13 This information is taken from the City of Portland, Office of Neighborhood Association’s 
Neighborhood Information Profiles for 1981 and 1993. The sections of the City covered by 
these profiles are larger than the Study Areas and have changed slightly over time. The 
income figures referenced in this report should only be used as general indicators of income 
change. (See Appendix for ONA Profile sections.)

14 Please note that median family income is $34,038. There are 18,437 families making less 
than 60% MFI or 50.3% of the total.
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Housing Market Profile

Another component of the growing Affordability Gap are the changes taking place in the housing 
market. These changes form the market barriers to low-income home ownership. These issues 
are subject to intense debate due to the importance of home ownership in neighborhood stability 
and personal security. Home ownership is not merely an asset within a household’s portfolio; it is 
a repositoiy for dreams, hopes and a place of permanence in uncertain times. Historically, the 
neighborhoods of Portland have been communities of homeowners, but currently only half of all 
the housing units in the City of Portland are owner-occupied. This is a decline from a 71% home 
ownership rate in 19791 and is at the heart of a startling change in the residential structure of the 
City.

Housing affordability is a primary concern for not only housing advocates, but all sectors of the 
City’s population. During the Metro 2040 public involvement process affordable housing was 
highlighted as a critical issue for future land use planning.2 It is affordable housing which has 
sparked a new debate between residents, elected officials and neighborhood activists about the 
actions needed to ensure that all sectors of the population have the ability to access safe, decent 
and affordable housing, especially first-time home buyers.

This Study identifies three recent trends in the housing market:

• Housing Ownership in the Study Areas has declined as housing demand has increased; 
the operative factors in this change have been appreciating home prices and stagnant 
income.

• Housing affordability has significantly decreased for Study Area residents overtime as 
home prices have increased faster than residents’ purchasing power.

• Home purchasing power growth in Portland throughout the 1990s has largely been 
maintained by a decline in mortgage interest rates.

This section will investigate several questions regarding the housing stock available in the Study 
Areas, and the changing cost of home ownership within the City of Portland. What tjqies of 
homes are available for home ownership and what condition are they in, compared to the early 
1980s? What is the cost of owning a home in the Study Areas, considering the type and age of 
the stock? Finally, how has median housing values changed over time and how has this affected 
the relative affordability of homes in the Study Areas?

15



Housing Units & Tenure

The City of Portland has been experiencing a dramatic change in the home ownership rates of its 
neighborhoods. The net effect of a limited housing stock due to already high density, increased 
demand due to population growth, and stagnant income growth is that home ownership in low- 
income census tracts has decreased. In 1990, only 50% of all City households were home 
owners. Within the Study Areas only 38% of households were home owners; as compared to 
58% of all non-Study Areas. This is a decline from the early 1980s when the average home 
ownership rate in Portland was 71%. This decline is symptomatic of a growing Affordability Gap 
for low-income home buyers.

Housing
Units

Homo
Ownership

Rate
Normed Homeownership Rate

White Black Artier Ind Aslan Other Hisoenic
study Area CTs 76,934 41% 110% 72% 37% 63% 50% 45%
Non^Studv Area CTs 120.453 61% 105% 57% 49% 60% 37% 40%

Central Eastside Study Area 21,779 32% 109% 36% 13% 63% 44% 44%
East Side Study Area 15,169 56% 103% 45% 53% 77% 54% 39%
Northeast Study Area 9.614 45% 117% 93% 12% 62% 47% 49%
North Study Area 23,709 55% 118% 57% 47% 56% 48% 46%
West Side Study Area 9,845 4% 110% 0% 0% 74% 0% 0%

Portland MSA I 197.3871 53% I 108% T 59% 42% 60% 41% 41%
1990 Census of Population and Housing Statistics, U.S. Census Bureau
Table 4:1990 Housing Units and Tenure

There is great disparity in home ownership rates within the Study Areas. In 1979, on average, 70- 
76% of all households were home owners in North, Northeast and Southeast Portland. By 1990, 
the East Side and North Study Area’s home ownership rates were 53% and 51% respectively, a 
decline of 33% since 1979. The lowest ownership rate was just 4% in the West Side Area, a 
result of limited, high value single-family housing and a large number of condominiums. Both the 
Northeast and Central Eastside Study Areas now have lower home ownership rates than the City 
average, 38% and 30% respectively. (Table 4)

Another way of viewing the change in home ownership rates is to look at the normed rate by 
racial classification.3 If a particular race had an normed rate above 100% then they would be 
over-represented according to a normal distribution. If the rate was under 100% then they would 
be under-represented. (Table 4) Whites are over-represented in home ownership rates in the 
Study Areas based upon two factors: one, on average, whites have a higher income than 
minorities and therefore are more likely to have taken on the financial burden of home ownership; 
and two, in the past lenders have tended to make fewer loans to borrowers (both white and 
minority, though anecdotal information suggests institutional racism in Portland’s past) attempting 
to buy a home in minority neighborhoods.

16



Housing Stock Characteristics

The City of Portland’s housing stock has been a solid foundation for strong home owning 
communities. In general, the City has an abundance of single-family homes which are in good 
condition, and are aesthetically appealing. However, in the Study Areas, through housing surveys 
and the 1990 Census increased demand due to population growth has produced three new 
challenges:

• The Study Areas have traditionally had a diversity of housing stock types to serve a diversity 
of incomes. However, with increased home ownership demand this has created a limited 
supply of single-family type stock.

• The quality older stock and the newer housing of lesser quality is at the end of their 
economic life, and requires significant rehabilitation.

• The limited supply of quality older stock in the face of higher housing demand has led a 
general price appreciation in the Stucfy Areas.

In 1990, the City had 127,117 units (74%) of single-family type housing (detached or semi
detached). In the Study Areas only 42,929 units (64.4%) were owner-occupied, single-family 
type housing, the rest (35.6%) are a diversity of multi-family units. The reason for this diversity 
in the Study Areas over time has been the demand of lower-income individuals seeking lower-cost 
rental housing. With less single-family stock this diversity has created a bottle-neck in the supply 
of traditional home ownership units — single-family detached, or semi-detached housing - even as 
home ownership demands have increased.

The superior housing quality of Portland’s homes, combined with increased market pressure and 
limited ability to extend the supply in urban neighborhoods has prolonged the economic life of 
many units. Higher income purchasers look to low-income neighborhoods for larger “fixer- 
upper” homes to maximize the utility of their housing dollars. They can use the equity saved from 
not buying in more expensive neighborhoods to rehabilitate these older, larger homes, prolonging 
the units’ economic life, limiting opportunities for construction of in-fill units, and in general, 
appreciating home prices in these low-income communities.

Housing Values and Sales

Since the mid-1980s, the Portland-Vancouver PMSA region has experienced a substantial 
increase in the prices in its housing market. A primary cause for the increasing Affordability Gap 
is that real median family income has stagnated, in terms of 1990 dollars, as the prices for other 
goods, especially housing, have increased dramatically. This price appreciation indicates a higher 
relative housing demand when compared to other areas of the City.

In 1984, the average home price in the City was $68,140; in 1995 the average price was 
$135,250, or an 104.5% price increase in just over ten years4 (Table 5). According to Real 
Estate Market Listing Service (RMLS), housing prices in North, Northeast and Southeast
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Portland have grown even faster. A possible indication of a slow down in this 10-year trend is 
that 1995 prices have appreciated less last year (16.6% average) than other years since 1990 
(21.7% average).5

Axsrage Kbuse Rices
m 19BS 1968 1990 1992 1991 1996
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”199996

Ftrtland J6514C $6690] $69120 $09460 $96300 $116025 $136250 •::.499?<
NjthPcftland $37,10] $37,60] $31,700 $41,300 $54400 $72400 $86800
NbtheestRilland $6640] $69500 $49800 $64200 $84600 $102700 $114,500 763%
Southeast Rutland $4910] $46100 $46200 $89200 $84600 $96600 $109700 85l3P/
VVtet/NjItwest Rrtand $91560 $06680 $106000 $146800 $169600 $192400 $219200 -:-';t462S<

Source: RMLS, Market Action and Metropolitan Portland Real Estate Report
Table 5: Nominal Housing Prices

Even after controlling for the effects of inflation, housing prices have increased substantially 
throughout the City. In 1995, the average home price in the City of Portland was $112,473 in 
terms of 1990 dollars. This is an 18.4% increase over the real home price of $90,460 in 1990, 
and a 14.1% increase since 1984. In the RMLS North, Northeast and Southeast Portland sections 
of the city, housing prices have risen between 25% and 30% (1990$) since 1990. (Figure 2)

Real Housing Prices (1990$)
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Source: RMLS, Market Action and Metropolitan Portland Real Estate Report
Figure 2: Real Housing Prices

Extraordinary demand due to significant in-migration has similarly led to an increased number of 
homes sold in Portland. Sales have doubled since 1984 to 7,930 units in 1995. However, there 
has been some degree of volatility in home sales in the mid-1990s. In 1992, sales fell throughout 
the City, in North Portland and Southeast Portland in particular, with Northeast Portland showing 
a moderate increase in sales that paralleled its higher price appreciation and housing demand. 
Again in 1995 sales stabilized, and even moderately declined in some areas of the City. (Table 6)

18



This may add evidence to a slow-down in the City’s housing markets, the top to the real estate 
curve, or it may just signal an exhaustion in the marketplace and not signal cyclical downturn.

HmsSdd
1961 19ffi 1968 1990 199g 19&1 1905 ‘ iggoasr5

FfaHard 4,144 5,5SE 5347 7,700 7288 5143 7,000 ■•'.:293/
hblhRitlaTi 297 401 533 757 053 053 944 24.751
l^bfrBBEtFbrtlcnd 1201 1.583 1,003 2251 2303 2487] 2451 . 545!

Source: RMLS, Market Action
Table 6: Homes Sold

Historically, there has been greater activity in the housing market in non-minority, higher-income 
tracts. Over the period of 1990, 1992 and 1994, there were an average 9.3 home mortgage 
applications for every 100 owner-occupied units in racially concentrated tracts while there were 
12.9 applications for non-racially concentrated tracts. (Figure 3) When analyzed on a yearly 
basis, both of these figures doubled from 1990 to 1994.

Applications have also tended to be higher in upper-income tracts over the same time period. 
(Figure 4) There were 7.0 applications per 100 owner-occupied units in very low-income tracts 
(<50% MFI), 10.5 applications in low-income tracts (51-80% MFI), 11.6 applications in middle- 
income tracts (81-120% MFI) and 17.0 applications in upper-income tracts (>120% MFI). For 
middle- and upper-income tracts these figures have doubled if analyzed on a yearly basis. In the 
very low- and low-income tracts, application growth has more than doubled, with very low- 
income tracts receiving three times as many applications in 1994 than they did in 1990. As 
housing prices continue to increase, the differences in applications to income-impacted tracts will 
achieve parity with upper-income areas.
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Source (both Figures): 1990 Census, and 1990-94 HMDA Aggregation Tables
Figure 3: Application Volume by Race/Tract Figure 4; Application Volume by Income/Tract
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Housing Market Turmoil: The Cascade Effect

The significant appreciation in housing prices, and elevated sales in the market have more than a 
straightforward effect than just increasing the Affordability Gap. As accelerating housing demand 
meets stagnant housing supply a market turmoil is created as individual buyers, of all incomes, 
attempt to find affordable housing. This turmoil is termed the “Cascade Effect”. The Effect 
works in the following manner; middle-income buyers are priced out of their current “traditional” 
market segment (price range and geographic location) and now must seek affordable housing in 
the next lowest (moderate-income) segment. These new buyers out compete the “traditional 
moderate-income buyers” for affordable housing due to their increased equity and higher incomes 
and a portion of the “losers” are displaced into the next lowest segment. Thus the Effect cascades 
or descends through the market. In the end, those at the bottom, the low-income, first-time home 
buyers are effectively pushed out of the market.

There are three important consequences for low-income families. The first is that higher-income 
home buyers out-compete lower-income buyers, forcing them to stay renters, where they often 
pay more than 30% of their income on housing. The second consequence is that as 
neighborhoods begin to gentrify,6 the appraised neighborhood property values begin to rise - 
excluding many first-time buyers. The final consequence is that many marginal buyers are forced 
to pay more for their homes as housing is an inelastic good.

The evidence for a Cascade Effect at this time is anecdotal, but data already presented above 
seems to demonstrate that the Effect is occurring. The consequences are detrimental to 
supporting low-income home ownership. Because the Effect is a disequilibrium in the market 
structure, in the short-run, increased lending on the part of mortgage institutions, or 
governmental incentive programs will have little effect. If change is to occur it must augment the 
basic supply or decrease the demand of these housing sub-markets.

Housing Affordability

Evidence suggests that rising housing demand, exhibited by real price appreciation, and stagnating 
income growth has led to an affordability problem for lower-income residents of the City. This is 
especially true of first-time low-income home buyers, who lack significant equity for a home 
purchase. Combining income and housing price information with information on changes in 
interest rates and housing costs allows for a more in-depth housing affordability analysis.

This analysis focuses on the final costs to home buyer and not a particular mortgage program’s 
guidelines. Thus, the Study includes a utility and maintenance cost in the housing affordability 
calculation, and not the common PITI (principal-interest-taxes-insurance) guideline. It does not 
contain a common debt figure, so that affordability should be adjusted downward as assumed debt 
levels increase. The analysis is based upon a median family income for a family of four buying a 
home in North, Northeast or Southeast Portland during the period of 1984 to 1995.
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The assumptions are is as follows:

Average Home Price: 
Interest Rate: 
Loan-to-Value Ratio:, 
Property Tax: 
Mortgage Insurance: 
Utility Cost:

Maintenance Cost: 
Median Family Income:

RMLS Market Action Report figures
Effective avg. interest rate - all loans, Portland MSA, 30 yrs.
95% •
Multnomah County Tax Assessors Office 
FMIC rate
Section 8 Utility Allowance Schedule: 3 bdrm., 1,100 sqft. pre- 
1970 detached. (1986 - 1994)
Housing Development Center figures
U.S. Department of Housing and Community Development

Note: For full calculations please see Appendix I.

Home buyer purchasing power has not experienced a smooth expansion. There have been two 
distinct stages of development. The first is from 1984 to 1988, and the second from 1988 to 1995.

1984-1988: From 1984 to 1988 there were two significant events that elevated a home
buyer’s home purchasing power: a decline in interest rates and a 
moderation in home prices. In 1984, the effective interest rate for the 
Portland MSA was 12.4%. By 1988, it had declined to 8.9%. Also, the 
average home price had decreased from 5% to 10% across the City 
sections. The home buyers’ purchasing power increased dramatically over 
this time period by effectively doubling the amount of housing that could 
be purchased. However, a readjustment of the interest rates and increased 
demand soon eroded affordability.

Interest Rates (%)

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995

- - -FHA 30yr Fixed •Conventional 30yr Fixed

Source: FHA and FHLB
Figure 5; Conventional and FHA Yearly Interest Rates
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1988-1995: In 1990, affordability declined as the effective interest rate readjusted from
8.9% to 10.25%. It increased housing demand, due to significant in- 
migration, pushed up housing prices. While purchasing power declined 
from 1988 to 1990 as result of an increase in interest rates and housing 
prices, it soon rebounded as rates dropped throughout the early 1990s. 
However, even as purchasing power has increased, housing affordability 
has declined. Housing price appreciation has exceeded the monthly 
housing cost savings associated with the drop in interest rates, as real 
income has stagnated. In 1995 this gap widened as interest rates climbed 
to 7.42 % or an increase of .8 points from 1994.

Currently, housing affordability is at its lowest ebb since the recession years 
of the early to mid-1980s. Without a significant negative adjustment in 
housing prices, or an increase in income growth, affordability will continue 
to decrease.

North Portland Affordability
North Portland is currently the most affordable place to live for median and low-income (80% 
MFI) home buyers. Low-income home buyer purchasing power has continued to exceeded home 
prices 1986 to 1994. (Figure 6) North Portland has persisted as the most affordable location for 
most buyers. Only in 1995 has housing price just surpassed purchasing power for low-income 
home buyers. This has been the case for very low-income home buyers (50% MFI) for the 
analysis period.

North Portland, 80% MFI
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Figure 6: AfTordability for a Family of Four at 80% of Median Family Income 

Northeast Portland Affordability
Higher housing prices have decreased the affordability of homes for buyers in Northeast Portland. 
The higher home prices of the Northeast area have almost always exceeded the purchasing power 
of low-income home buyers. (Figure 7) Except for a brief period in 1988 when declining prices 
and interest rates made homes affordable, low-income buyers have only had modest gains in their
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purchasing power for Northeast homes since 1988. This gap between housing prices/costs and 
purchasing power has widened since 1990, and is predicated to continue over the next several 
years. The Northeast has always been an unaffordable location for very low-income home buyers.

Northeast Portland, 80% MFI
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Figure 7: AfTordability for a Family of Four at 80% of Median Family Income 

Southeast Portland Affordability
Southeast Portland’s affordability has generally mirrored the trends in the Northeast. (Figure 8) 
For the median home buyer in the period of 1986 to 1994, purchasing power barely exceeded 
home prices/costs (again with the exception of 1988). In 1995, home prices/costs continued to 
rise, but not to such a degree as to match the Northeast. On average. Southeast Portland has 
been unaffordable for low-income buyers since 1990, with some pockets of affordability centered 
on neighborhoods with lesser quality housing. As in the Northeast this trend is predicted to 
continue. On average for very low-income buyers, the Southeast has persisted as an unaffordable 
section of the City.

Southeast Portland, 80% MFI
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Figure 8: Affordability for a Family of Four at 80% of Median Family Income
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Housing Section Summary

The inflation in regional housing prices has been a direct result of the region’s economic growth 
and its high quality of life, both of which have attracted a major influx of new residents. This in- 
migration has resulted in several key changes in the housing market;

• Increased housing demand, and income growth stagnation has increased an 
afTordability gap for low-income residents, causing a decline in the home ownership 
rate. Current, short-run, housing unaffordability is the result of a basic disparity of 
increased demand and limited supply.

• The current diversity of housing stock in the Study Areas and other limitations - poor 
quality stock at the end of its economic life, restrictive zoning, and low home owner 
turnover - contribute to housing price appreciation and increasing housing costs.

• Housing in many areas of the City is unaffordable to low-income buyers and what is 
affordable to the median buyer is based upon the current drop in the effective interest 
rates. However, low-income buyers must compete with higher-income buyers seeking 
affordable housing in the Study Areas; this is what is known as the Cascade Effect.

The result has been a growing affordability gap for median income buyers and unaffordability for 
low-income home buyers in many sections of the City. The drop in the effective interest rates 
since the 1980s has allowed the median home buyer’s purchasing power to match the rising 
housing costs. However, as a real income continues to stagnate this transitory affordability will 
not last.

1 City of Portland, Oregon, Department of Public Safety. 1979 Neighborhood Information Program 
(February, 1980), p. vi.

2 Metro Regional Government, Region 2040: Decisions for Tomorrow. Region 2040 Public Involvement 
Report, (August 1994), p. 17.

3 This normed rate accounts for each race’s home owner representation within a census tract. For the 
individual census tract rates the portion of population of each race was divided into the portion of home 
owners by race to give an observed home ownership participation rate. If the census tract had an even 
distribution of home owners across races, i.e. 25% of the tract is African-American, therefore 25% of the 
home owners are African-American, then the observed participation rate would be 100% (e.g. .25 -f.25).

4. Real Estate Multiple Listing Service, Market Action (1984 - 1995).

3 Ibid. 1990-1995..

6 For the purposes of this Study Gentrification describes the appreciation in appraised value of homes in a 
neighborhood associated with general rehabilitation of dilapidated structures, increases in neighborhood 
density, and any other economic changes to a community.

24



Mortgage Lending Profile

In referring to bank mortgage lenders The Oregonian's ground breaking article. Blueprint for 
a Slum stated that, ‘The lenders have contributed to a lack of stable home ownership that is 
as much a factor in the decline of North and Inner-Northeast Portland neighborhoods as 
drugs, gangs and crime.” This strong statement was a serious challenge to the lending 
community to improve its lending performance in low-income communities.

While the process of educating the lenders and consumers in the opportunities and obstacles 
of lending in these markets is on-going, in the past five years there have been several notable 
changes. Lenders have reoriented their mortgage program guidelines and processes to assist 
low-income borrowers. The establishment of the Portland Housing Center, with 
contributions from lenders and the City, and the creation of new lending programs are also 
indicators of this change.

Despite these changes, there has not yet been an in-depth look at how home mortgage 
markets in Portland provide credit to low-income, first-time home buyers. Without a careful 
study of the underlying housing market and an in-depth look at the actual lending figures, any 
assertion of true structural change would be premature. This section of the Study looks at 
the actual lending environment that connects the buyers with the housing stock through 
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data from 1990, 1992 and 1994.

Results of this section show the following findings:

• Applications for homes located in the Study Areas have risen 106% since 1990, 
indicating both increased marketing of loan products to lower income individuals 
and possible gentrification.

• Origination rates of government-insured mortgages for homes located in the Study 
Areas have risen from 76.9% in 1990 to 81.5% in 1994. There has been a 30% real 
increase in the average origination in 1990 dollars in the Study Areas.

• Denials in the Study Areas have dropped from 15.3% in 1990 to 13.2% in 1994.
The denial rate for African-Americans and Hispanics has declined faster than any 
other racial group.

This Study finds that:

Since 1990, there have been significant new opportunities for obtaining mortgage credit 
for under-served individuals and neighborhoods. These changes have had a positive 
impact upon the ability of low-income and minority individuals to achieve home 
ownership. Continued housing price appreciation and stagnant income growth are now 
the greatest threats to housing affordability for these individuals and communities.
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What does HMDA mean?

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data is a key piece of information for analyzing 
home mortgage credit flows. Most often HMDA is used in an attempt to prove redlining, or 
the illegal practice of lenders in discriminating against individuals based upon the 
income/racial characteristics of the neighborhood in which the purchase home is located. 
From the 1950s through the 1970s, many lenders did not make credit available to racially 
transitioning (from white to black) neighborhoods which they thought were excessively risky 
based upon discriminatory perceptions of the racial characteristics of these communities.

The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act1 was passed in 1975 after a series of studies in the early 
1970s by community groups charging lending discrimination. This act required that lenders 
report on the amount and selected characteristics of their loans by the census tracts in which 
they had a branch operating. The Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) was past in 1977 
mandating that HMDA lenders must lend a portion of their mortgage credit to qualified 
buyers in defined CRA Areas; or the economically/racially impacted areas of the central 
cities. (All of the Study Areas are in Portland’s CRA Area.)

After the passage of both the HMDA and CRA legislation, the use of community 
discrimination studies became an integral part of community reinvestment strategies.2 Still, 
banking deregulation, high interest rates and other factors during the 1980s shone a light on 
the limitations of HMDA/CRA data as a tool for communities fighting for fair lending 
practices. In 1989 the four major regulators - the Federal Reserve Board, Controller of the 
Currency, the Federal Home Loan Bank Board and the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation, through the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery and Enforcement Act 
(FIRREA) reformed the scope of collected data. The new HMDA/CRA (post-1990) data is 
the source of information for this Study,

HMDA generally applies to lending institutions that have assets of more than $10 million and 
have a home or branch office in a metropolitan statistical area (MSA), or, in the case of a 
non-depository institution, that have loan activity within a MSA. HMDA also covers non
depository lenders that originate 100 or more home purchase loans during a calendar year, 
regardless of asset size.

Limitations of HMDA

There were significant limitations to 1975 - 1989 HMDA data, creating basic constraints to 
studies trying to prove discrimination. For purposes of this Study, statistics only describe 
lending activity, not whether there is discrimination. Since the reforms of FIRREA there has 
been renewed interest and debate over the significance of the “new” HMDA data. The 
debate does not restrict the descriptive power of the figures contained in this Study; HMDA 
limitations merely direct the user to knowledgeably and selectively focus the application of 
the data. The use of statistics in this Study must be tempered by the realization of these 
limitations.
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Data obtained under HMD A may be inacairate3
In many HMDA markets there are limited checks on the coding of data. These issues 
not withstanding, Portland lenders have addressed this problem through quality 
checks throughout the data collection process.

Key lending decision variables are omitted4
Information on wealth, debt, monthly payments, credit history, property condition and 
appraised value is not available through HMDA data. The data also does not allow 
researchers to relate mortgage data to the number of qualified buyers, only to the 
number of owner-occupied units.

Typical statistical tests are inadequate5
HMDA statistics provide evidence of lending activity at the end of a long economic 
process. The final origination or denial decision has to first run the gauntlet of 
producing a willing borrower and seller, a Realtor, and loan officers before it reaches 
an underwriter. HMDA data does not account for all the steps in that process where 
discrimination may have already occurred. This may or may not account for lending 
discrimination.

The data does not capture the full market6
The rise of the secondary mortgage market has sparked a dramatic rise in the number 
of mortgage lenders. This dizzying array of lenders has broken down the traditional 
relationship of the local mortgage lender and borrower; today you can even apply for 
a mortgage over the phone. “Today, it is common for bank holding companies to set 
up mortgage banking subsidiaries who specialize in processing applications and 
servicing mortgages [who are outside the HMDA reporting requirements.]”7

In one HMDA study researchers found that HMDA reflects 69.3% of the total real 
estate transactions.8 These included independent and smaller mortgage companies 
(mortgage company affiliates of depository institutions do contribute to their parent 
company’s lending performance), seller contracts and other types of non-mortgage 
sales.

Despite the limitations listed above there is still significant support for the value of HMDA 
research and statistics. As one commentator put it:

“Like all data, HMDA data are limited. Therefore, it is important to 
understand these limitations for the work of both conducting HMDA analysis 
and interpreting the results. But data limitations are not necessarily fatal flaws 
as often presumed in the politicized world of HMDA. HMDA data may not 
“prove” this or “demonstrate” that, but it can certainly “show” and “shed” a 
great deal of information on the disposition of residential credit decisions and 
the flow of credit in the metropolis.”9
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HMDA Section Methodology/Unit of Measurement

The HMDA data used in this Study is generated by aggregation reports available through the 
Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council. The analysis was limited by the unit of 
measurement found in the aggregation tables. HMDA data was available by census tract for 
loans, but did not have demographic information attached to those tracts. When HMDA data 
was reported by race and income it was reported on the MSA level and did not refer to 
specific census tracts. The inclusion of demographic data by census tract was accomplished 
by combining 1990 Census information with HMDA information.

A basic assumption is that the ratio of percentage of median family income (MFI) and racial 
composition of the individuals did not change over the HMDA study period, 1990-1994. It 
is also important to understand that this Study uses housing units and the number of 
homeowners in a census tract as measure for loan activity, and not the dollar value of the 
loans. The analysis in this report is measuring lending activity in traditionally low- 
income/racially impacted areas. Any interpretation of “proving” specific racial or income 
discrimination by the lending community is beyond the capability of the data.

HMDA Patterns

There are three categories of HMDA data which indicate home mortgage credit activity: 
applications, originations, and denials. The data are reported by conventional loans or 
government-insured loans (FHA, FmHA10 and VA loans). Data can be further categorized 
geographically, by race and by income levels.

The conventional loan category contains loans designed for market-rate consumers and loans 
limited to low-income borrowers. One assumption of this Study is that: conventional loans 
recorded in the Study Areas are primarily for low-income consumers. This is by no means 
an assumption supported by statistically significant evidence, as there is no means of 
separating loans made to “gentrifying” families from those to low-income families. However, 
the Study proceeds with this general assumption, and will note areas where this assumption 
cannot be supported by other evidence.
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Applications

In 1990 there were 7,193 reported home purchase applications; in 1994 there were 12,901 
applications, or an increase of 79.4% over four years, as compared to a total population 
increase of 10.4% over the same time period.!1 The majority of those new applications were 
generated for properties located in the low-income Study Areas, with 106% more 
applications since 1990. (Table 7) This increase reflects the elevated housing demand, and 
through anecdotal evidence collected in interviews with lending institutions, it is partially due 
to enhanced home buyer education, and marketing strategies of many mortgage lenders.

In 1990, when the 
publication of Blueprint 
for a Slum took lenders to 
task over the limited 
availability of mortgage 
credit in low-income 
neighborhoods the 
institutional lending 
community has renewed 
its efforts to reach low- 
income home buyers. 
Lenders have done so 
through two methods: 
increased home buyer 
education for low-income 
families, and increased 
marketing of mortgage 
credit products.

Changes in Application Rates
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Source: HMDA Aggregation Reports
Figure 9: Changes in the Application Rate

Lenders increased their home buyer education by holding additional home buyer classes in the 
neighborhoods, and supporting home buyer education through nonprofit groups, such as the 
Portland Housing Center. This has not only increased the awareness of the benefits of home 
ownership (and the responsibilities), but has also allowed low-income families to become 
accustomed to the lending process. Conversely, home buyer education has given lenders a 
greater perspective and sensitivity to needs of low-income families. Lenders have opened or 
enhanced mortgage lending offices in low-income neighborhoods and have developed 
additional targeted marketing strategies.

When applications are broken down into the types of loans and the geographic location of the 
prospective home, some interesting changes should be noted. Conventional loan applications 
are primarily responsible for the dramatic overall rise in loan applications in each of the Study 
Areas. In the Central Eastside Study Area government-insured mortgage applications 
actually declined by 53.6%, while conventional applications increased by 81.0%. This may
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suggest a changing buyer profile within those locations. This is an area that would merit 
further study.

Another indication of how mortgage lenders have expanded credit opportunities is to look at 
applications by the race and income level of the applicants. However, the data’s explanatory 
power is limited in that race and income data is only reported on the Portland MSA-level. 
Nevertheless, the use of MSA-level statistics will give a good indication of change within the 
housing market. It is evident from Table 7 that both minority and low- and moderate-income 
applications for all loan types lead the increase of applications in the MSA. Minority 
applications have increased 173.6% since 1990.
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Originations (Closings)

The number of applications for homes in a particular census tract or from a type of applicant 
can only roughly indicate housing activity and a lender’s marketing efforts. The number and 
dollar amount of mortgage originations, or commonly known as closings, is a direct measure 
of the final step in the home buying process.

In 1990, there were 5,480 originations in the City of Portland meaning that 76.2% of the total 
applications resulted in a mortgage. By 1994, originations had climbed to 9,839, a 76.7% 
origination rate. In the Study Areas there were 1,316 originations (74.7%) in 1990 and in 
1994 that figure had more than doubled to 2,756 originations (75.7%), but again the 
origination rate is stable. (Table 8) These figures indicate that number of qualified buyers in 
the Study Areas has not changed, even while there have been significant increases in housing 
prices.

When originations are broken into racial and income categories an important trend is 
revealed. Credit offered to minority and low-income residents expanded between 1990 and 
1994. Portland MSA origination rates have only increased moderately among the lowest 
income category, and are stable for moderate-income individuals.

Changes in Number of Originations
250

1990 1992 1994

I Study Area CTs(1) CWAVVM Noo-Study Area CTs 
White Originations ■ Mirxxity Originations

Source: HMDA Aggregation Reports
Figure 10: Changes in the Origination Rate

Among minority 
applicants the 
origination rate 
decreased slightly from 
73.5% to 71%. This 
could be in large part 
due to the fact that 
minority residents 
receive less income 
than their white 
counterparts. This 
general characteristic 
of minority applicants 
results in a larger 
number of borrowers 
who do not qualify for 
conventional loan 
products.
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Originations for government-insured products have shown a marked increase since 1990. In 
1990, applicants in the Study Areas had 76.9% of their mortgages originated, in 1994 that 
number increased to 81.5%. There are a number of possible explanations for the rise in 
government-insured lending. They include increased marketing for these products, lenders 
reducing their risk exposure with rising housing prices and stagnant incomes, the introduction 
of new variations of government-insured products, and/or the establishment of home owner 
assistance programs.

While origination rates have been stable, the average origination amounts have increased over 
time in response to rising housing prices. In 1990, the average origination amount was 
$64,304 in the City of Portland, or 71.1% of the average home price. In 1994, the average 
origination increased to $98,657 or 85% of the average home price. This is a real increase of 
30.1% in 1990 dollars. The two primary causes for this change have been stagnating incomes 
coupled with increasing home prices, and lenders’ increased use of secondary mortgage 
market products for lower-income borrowers.
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Denials

There are many reasons for an application to be denied: bad credit, insufficient income, 
excessive debt, poor employment history among other economic decisions made by lenders. 
There are also other .motivations for the denial of mortgage credit that are not solely based 
upon risk factors; these are perceptions about a persons ability to repay debt based on the color 
of their skin, their religion or where they live. Another source for denial of credit states 
“continued discrimination against minorities in credit market situations could result from a lack 
of‘cultural affinity’ between white loan officers and minority applicants.”12 A recent study 
found strong evidence that white loan officers spend less time on qualifying minority applicants 
- that is, “a loan applicant’s credit history and monthly obligations ratio appeared to be 
assessed differently for minority (black and Hispanic) borrowers than for whites.”13

It is very difficult for practitioners to separate out the effect of discrimination and passive 
cultural affinity from the denial of credit to those truly unqualified. However, disproportional 
denial rates today may also be partially explained by the increased marketing efforts offender 
in response to the “Blueprint” series. This Study does not attempt to account for all the eSects 
involved in denying Portland applicants.

For families applying for homes in the Study Areas, the average denial rate was 15.3% in 1990; 
by 1994 that number had fallen to 13.2%. (Table 9) However, not all Study Areas had a 
decrease in the denial rate. The Northeast actually saw an increase in the denial rate, from 
9.5% in 1990 to 16.5% in 1992 and then a relative drop to 10.3% in 1994. Again, it is 
impossible to separate out the effects of increased applications from higher-income individuals 
seeking homes in the traditionally low-income Study Areas, from unqualified low-income 
applicants.

Changes in Denial Rates
20.0%

18.0%

16.0%

14.0%

„ 12.0%
= 10.0%

6.0%

2.0% -

1990 1992 1994

u.'ig~,'T, jj Study Area CTs (1) Non-Study Area CTs
" ^ White Denial Rate ■ Minority Denial Rate

Denial rates for minorities 
and for low-income 
applicants have also been 
decreasing over the past 
several years. In 1990, 
minority applicants were 
being denied credit 18.8% 
of the time, in 1994 that 
rate dropped to 16.5 
percent. The greatest 
change has been seen in 
the decline of denial rates 
for African-Americans and 
Hispanics. In 1990 21.5% 
of all African-Americans in 
the

Source: HMDA Aggregation Reports
Figure 11: Changes in the Denial Rate
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Portland MSA were being denied credit; that number has since dropped to 15.3% in 1994. 
Hispanics experienced a similar decline from 32.0% to 21.6% in 1994, with a low of 19.1% in 
1992.

The denial rate for low-income applicants has decreased for those individuals making less than 
50% of MFI. There has been a similar, but more moderate decrease for applicants making 
between 51 and 80% of MFI. Middle income applicants have had their denial rates only 
slightly drop, while upper-income applicants are facing a stable denial figure.

One thing must be noted: denial rates have fluctuated over time as shown by Table 9. In 
general, denial rates declined sharply from 1990 to 1992, and then have readjusted upward to 
1994. Overall, the decline in the denial rates was very closely tied to fluctuations of the 
market, as many of the lower-income applicants are typically marginally qualified for mortgage 
credit.
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HMDA Methodology & Scoring

There are severe limitations involved in the use of HMDA. The home mortgage process is a 
complicated economic model, and that complexity lies at the very heart of the problem. The 
use of overly simplistic methods will appear to show causation between lending rates and 
demographic data that does not exist, or that is only marginally related. On the other hand, 
the use of complex statistical models only allows for the researcher to focus on only small 
aspects of the lending process with any surety.

The key to solving this dilemma is to create a set of simple, but powerful tools that use 
publicly available HMDA data. They must be flexible enough to apply to various geographic 
and data configurations and accessible enough for community groups to manipulate easily. 
Anne B. Shlay, Ph.D. of Temple University’s Institute for Public Policy Studies,14 developed 
a set of quantitative measures that may be used to profile individual lender’s residential 
lending activities focusing on the racial and economic characteristics of individuals and 
communities.15

This set of “quantitative measures” has been adapted here for measuring aggregate lending 
performance, profile characteristics associated Avith loan applications, originations and 
denials. A summary “CRA Tract Score” is calculated to assess the performance of the 
lending market based upon the racial and income characteristics of the census tracts in which 
there were applications, originations and denials. The Scores will demonstrate how good 
CRA performers “received proportionally more applications, originated more loans, and 
denied fewer loans in lower income, minority, central city census tracts.”16

The Community Reinvestment Act mandates that “lenders have an affirmative obligation to 
make loans in low and moderate communities.” The measurement of a lender’s performance, 
in this case - the market’s performance, should be the number of loans made in these 
communities. There are two basic measures in evaluating mortgage lending performance; the 
market share of loans and the CRA Tract score.

Market Share

Market share is a “conventional measure” of lending performance; meaning that the higher 
the market share the better the lending community is doing in capturing market consumers. 
Each market share calculation is based on the total originations for different income groups 
and geographic areas. The income groups are; low and moderate (0-100% MFI), middle 
income (101-120% MFI) and upper-income (>120% MFI). The geographic areas are; the 
total Study Areas, the total non-Study Areas, the individual Study Areas; Central Eastside, 
Eastside, Northeast, North, the West Side Area, and, finally, the City of Portland as a whole.
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These measures are computed as follows17;

MSii = (T„/Ti)*100

where:
Msii is the market share for lending in submarket i in market 1 (e.g., loans to 
low and moderate-income individuals, or in Central Eastside Study Area)

Ti is the total number of originations in market 1

Til is the total number of originations to submarket i in market 1

Each market share is computed as a percentage of the market’s lending to a particular 
submarket in relation to the total market activity.

CRA Tract Scores

To assess overall performance, Shlay designed a measure which “is designed to account for 
the percentage of a lender’s transactions (applications, originations and denials) with 
particular groups of people... within particular types of geographical communities.”18 For 
loan applications and originations, the higher the score in lending to minority, and low and 
moderate-income census tracts, the better the market is doing in providing mortgage credit. 
For loan denials the higher the score indicates that lenders are denying more loans within 
lower income, minority census tracts.19

The CRA score was designed to allow for some census tracts to influence the score more 
than other tracts. Low and moderate-income, and minority characteristics were given more 
weight than upper-income and/or white tracts. These individual weights were combined to 
form a composite weight for each tract, (e.g. low-income, minority tracts have a higher 
weight than middle income white tracts) The characteristics for each tract come from the 
1990 Census data, and each weight derived from its relative importance in evaluating CRA 
performance.20
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Tract Characteristics
Composite #of

Tracts
Observed

% Total 
Tracts

High Income Minority 0*4 1 0.7%

High Income White 27 19.3%

Middle Income Minority 0*6 3 2.1%

Middle Income White 0.2 24 17.1%

Moderate-income Minority
4 * » 'I ^ Jpr'

13 9.3%

Moderate-income White
'.X'*-"- 'S',"-.4" :

26 18.6%

Low-income Minority 1.0 21 15%

Low-income White 26 18.6%
Table 10; Composite Weights

As Shlay has described it: These composite weights are designed to give the market a 
maximum raw score of 100 and a minimum raw score of 0. For example, low-income, 
minority tract areas are assigned a weight of 1.0, the highest weight possible. If the market 
made all of its loans in these types of communities, it would receive a raw score of 100 
(weight of 1.0 times 100% = Raw CRA Tract Score of 100). Conversely, if the market made 
all of its loans in high income, white tracts, it would receive a raw score of 0.0.

Conceptually, the score works to give a maximum score to lenders who make loans in 
minority, lower income tracts. But this definition of performance penalizes lenders,
[therefore the market], who do business in a diversity of areas and with a diversity of 
people...Therefore, it is important to ‘correct’ the raw score to account for possible Scores 
given the racial and economic mix of individuals and neighborhoods with the [City].

To create a normed score that accounts for each group’s representation within a community, 
a ‘maximum fair score’ is computed. For the CRA Tract Score, the census tracts within the 
City are divided into each group associated vdth each composite weight. Each percentage of 
the population of census tracts was weighted by the composite weight. The sum of the 
weighted percentages indicates the market’s maximum fair score. This score represents 
better or worse performance by the lender versus an “expected” performance based on the 
observed distribution of the population being measured, modified by the weight of that 
population’s importance in meeting CRA guidelines.

Each formula calculates the market’s raw score (numerator) divided by the market’s 
maximum fair score (denominator). The resulting score, multiplied by 100, is the ratio of the 
market’s fair score to the maximum fair score. For loan applications and originations, a ratio
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of raw score to fair score that is greater than 100 is performing better than what would be 
predicted given the distribution of the census tracts. For loan rejections, scoring over a 100 
indicates poor performance, there are more denials than would be expected in these tracts ,21

The formula for calculating the CRA Tract Score is

T((Lu / Li) * Wt) * 100 / T((Tit / Tc) * W, * 100)

Lite = loan application, origination or rejection by of submarket i in census tract t

Li = total loan application, origination or rejection in submarket i

Wt = weight assigned to census tract t

Tit = number of census tract t of submarket i type

Tc = total census tracts

where:

HMDA Analysis

The analysis of the 1990, 1992 and 1994 HMDA data is segregated into two pieces: 
government-insured mortgages (FHA, FmHA, VA), and conventional loans. This allows for 
differences in mortgage lending to be analyzed with some detail. The Study demonstrates the 
changes in credit amounts and types to the various racial, income and Study Area 
submarkets.

Grading of the CRA Tract Scores is taken from Shlay’s schedule: A+ for Scores 100 or 
above; A for Scores between 76 and 99; C for Scores between 51 and 75; D for Scores 
between 1 to 25; and E for Scores that equal 0. Scoring for denials is slightly different. A 
score of above 100 would indicate more denials than expected, or a disproportionate share of 
denials for the sub-group receiving that score (i.e. low-income, or minority tracts). A score 
below 100 would indicate less denials than expected from the distribution of the sub
population being measured. There are no graduated Scores for denials, as there are in 
applications or originations.
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Conventional Loans

Market Share by Tract Income Market Share by Location
LowCT LowCT LowCT

Mrkt Share Mrkt Share Mrkt Share 1990 1992 1994
1990 1992 1994 Study Area CTs 24% 37% 37%

20.4% 33.5% 33.8% Non-Study Area CTs 76% 63% 63%

Mod CT Mod CT Mod CT C. Eastside Study Area 9% 9% 8%
Mrkt Share Mrkt Share Mrkt Share East Side Study Area 6% 8% 8%

1990 1990 1990 Northeast Study Area 2% 7% 7%
27.3% 27.8% 28.3% North Study Area 6% 10% 11%

West Side Study Area 1% 3% 3%
Middle CT Middle CT Middle CT
Mrkt Share Mrkt Share Mrkt Share Portiand MSA 100% 100% 100%

1990 1990 1990
19.7% 18.1% 17.7%

Table 11: Conventional Loan Market Share 

Origination Market Share

Conventional loans have comprised an increasing share of the lending market in low-income 
communities since 1990. In 1990, only 20.4% of total loan transaction for homes to be 
purchased in low-income census tracts were conventional loans. By 1994 the market share 
had grown to 33.8%, or an increase of 66%. This may be due in part to increased marketing 
on the part of lenders and flexibility of programs, or perhaps increased gentrification. In the 
moderate-income areas market share of conventional loans has remained fundamentally 
stable, while in middle income areas market share has declined from 19.7% in 1990 to 17.7% 
in 1994. This moderation may be due to the dampening of housing demand and the 
dwindling supply of qualified low-income borrowers through rising home prices and 
stagnating incomes.

When market share is examined in the Study Areas the mortgage market has significantly 
increased its share of conventional product lending. In 1990, 24% of all conventional 
mortgage transactions took place in the Study Areas, as opposed to the 76% share of non- 
Study Areas. By 1994, the Study Area share rose to 37% and the non-Study Area share 
declined to 63%. Most of the Study Area share increase took place in Northeast and North 
Portland Areas. The Northeast share tripled from 2% to 7% and in the North doubled from 
6% to 11%. The Central Eastside Area market share actually declined by a percentage point.

44



$
oc-1w
t-*

r>os<na
o's
El?
o
ta
S

TJ
O3;
e>
Z3
a.
S
0)>

m o u n> 
w 3 

Cw 5
Q. _o rn 
(/> (nc sr 

E
^ (D 
> W

S S 2 I
>
O
fi)

g z zo O g
^ ^ ^ ^ zr IT
£2 M S S- c «® Q. '*
(/) «< W 
c > C

v< ro >< 
> ^

g c? Q- W'<
c ^
a 3*< n,

3 ^ti cn
O
H(n

O PTirssssii
< < 2 2 Q. D. tQ (Qii&g-aaff:
no“S.—0 o ro n 3

llfii
§ 3 3 3 2
= o ® ® o1 i z 2 3 

— 2 §. 2

3 Orr o o 3 o O8 3 3
2 (D (D 
(D 2 2ni

o
Ck)
IS)

fO
00

0>ro
o
NP

oo
o
o"*

Fo 4k Ca) -sj CD ro u\ CD
■''J o>a> ro CD CJl 00 O o p° CO

Is) b CO CO K) b S row vp is)
vP sp

0s*
sP
0s

Vp
0s

vp
o'*

vp
0s

t § 2 00
Ol ^

CD CO CDcn lo 
<D

1^5
O) O Cl 4k -o CD Fo O)

CD
CD

3
D

-*j O) 4k o 00
li

00
CO O CD O O •''4 .u O IlS)

o
CD cn CD o> 00

to b ro ’-o
CO b b b O

Kj 3
00 ^

b K) b b ro b
**p
0s*

vp
0s*

vp
o''

vp
o'*

vp vp
o'*

vp vp
O^*

vp 3
CD

vp
0s

vp vp
o'* o'*

vp
o'*

-k®
CO 3 
CO CD 
IS) S* 

b> O^ 3 ° 01

O

§
O
H
0)oo:dm
9?
ao
3<
O

o
3
fi)

0 
ti 
3
01 1

00

op
bv°o'*

CO 00 -tk O 00
-k 00 o
b 4k CO ^ b
vP sP tsP ^p «p

o'* q'^ o'* o'*

-A. -s| 
4k 0>
b ^

00
CO

ro
CO

00 O -k CD O "nJ
CO p rs) ^ 4k o) 
CD b 4k K) b :'sj
^P sP sP >p vP sP o'* o'* o'* o'* o' o'*

4k
''J
4k
vp
O'

00 o



CRA Tract Scores

Applications

The mortgage market has consistently improved its conventional lending in low- and 
moderate-income markets since 1990. The most dramatic increase has been the number of 
buyer applications looking to purchase a home in these areas. Changes in low- and 
moderate-income minority census tracts also show a steady increase in transactions. In 1990, 
total applications for moderate-income minority tracts was getting a “grade” of a A- in 
moderate tracts and a C+ in low-income minority tracts. By 1994, lenders raised their grade 
to an A in both types of tracts due to increased affirmative marketing strategies. Overall, 
Portland lenders have raised their CRA tract application Score from a A- to an A in the study 
period.

Originations

A similar story is evident in the origination CRA Tract Scores, but to a lesser degree. By 
1994, lenders had raised their Scores to A’s or A+’s for moderate-income minorities and 
non-minorities. The one note of concern is that for low-income minorities. The CRA Score 
for conventional loans in 1994 was only up to a 63.5% (B) from 44.2% (C) in 1990. 
However, as shown by the Demographic Profile, minority residents typically earn less than 
their white counterparts. These applicants would not, on average, be as qualified base on 
income for conventional loans than for more flexible government-insured products.

When conventional origination Tract Scores are examined geographically it is clear that the 
mortgage market has generally increased the flow of credit to the Study Areas. In 1990, 
mortgage lenders were achieving an average lending record by scoring only 58.6% (B-), but 
by 1994 that Score had climbed to 76.1% (A-), as compared to a moderate decline of the 
origination Score for white tracts.

Conventional lending origination CRA Tract Scores by Study Areas, however, does leave 
room for improvement. The Study Areas represent long-term low-income communities, and 
are the “core” of affordable housing stock for low-income residents. There has been an 
overall decline in conventional originations in only two of the Study Areas. In both the 
Central Eastside Area lending Scores have either declined (99.3% to 81%), or as in the 
Northeast Area a steady increase, but still a poor performance (from 31.3% in 1990 to 48.3% 
in 1994). A probable reason for this poor performance is the precipitous rise in housing 
prices (possible gentrification) and the limited purchasing power of low-income residents.

In other Study Areas Scores have increased. North Portland origination Scores have 
exhibited a positive increase from 1990 (C) to a Score of 87.4% (A) in 1994. Considering 
that North Portland has the lowest income and highest minority concentrations in the City, 
this is a positive step for mortgage lenders over the study period. In the Eastside Study Area 
origination Scores are 100.1% (A+). Overall the mortgage market has steadily increased 
their average CRA tract Score from a low of 62.0% in 1990 to 74.8% in 1994.
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Denials

Denial Scores have shown more volatility over the study period. In low-income minority 
areas conventional denial Scores began to rise, from 73.7% to 84.8% in 1994. However, this 
is still a “good” Score for the mortgage market, that is lenders are denying fewer low-income 
minority applicants than expected. For moderate-income minority applicants denial Scores 
are also rising, but again have not topped 100%, indicating better than expected performance. 
The opposite is true for comparable white applicants. The denial Scores for both low- and 
moderate-income white census tracts were over 100% (112.1% and 121.2% respectively) in 
1994.

Three of the Study Areas have had increasing denial Tract Scores since 1990. Of these three 
the Eastside and North Study Areas have denial Tract Scores well over 100% (127.1% and 
138.4%), indicating poor performance by lenders. The Eastside Study Area may be largely 
due to middle-income residents attracted to the area’s affordable housing prices in 1988 to 
1992 through a Cascade Effect. These new residents have stimulated significant price 
appreciation, thereby excluding many first-time, and/or low-income home buyers. An 
increase in denial Scores may be symptomatic of a changing marketplace.

On the other hand, a high denial Tract Score in North Portland may be cause for alarm on the 
part of residents seeking affordable housing. As this Area is the most affordable in the City,. 
and has the highest concentration of low-income residents the increase in conventional denial 
Scores may be a manifestation of a growing affordability gap for first-time lower-income 
residents (<60% MFI) who have historically been able to purchase a home.

In the other Study Areas denial rates are still well below the 100% mark. Conversely, 
conventional denial Scores for non-Study Areas have moderated over the study period, but 
are still over 100% in 1994 (101.5%). This demonstrates the competitive nature of the 
housing market in these areas, and requires further study.

Conventional Loan Summary:

Overall, the mortgage market has increased its conventional loan market share and liberalized 
its lending practices in the Study Areas. Lenders have also generally improved their 
marketing and lending to low- and moderate-income and minority communities throughout 
the City. Loan applications and originations to low- and moderate-income minority tracts 
have risen from their 1990 levels, there still is room for improvement in specific communities 
and tracts at the lowest incomes. While it is impossible to separate out the effects of 
gentrification in low-income areas, the substantial gains taking place in these communities 
point to a more equitable lending environment.
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Government-insured Loans

Government-insured products are loans that that federal government insures against default, 
thereby reducing the risk to originators. The primary insurers for these types of loans is the 
federal government, through FHA, VA and FmHA The various government-insured 
products available to Portland home buyers are detailed in the next portion of this Study, but 
in general these products are designed for “riskier” lower-income, first-time home buyers. 
This data may furnish a more lucid picture of the mortgage market’s lending practices 
towards low- and moderate-income home buyers than conventional loans.

Market Share by Tract Income
LowCT LowCT LowCT

Mrkt Share Mrkt Share Mrkt Share 1990 1992 1994
1990 1992 1994 Study Area CTs 38% 46% 46%

30.6% 41.0% 41.4% Non-Study Area CTs 62% 54% 54%

McxICT Mod CT Mod CT C. Eastside Study Area 9% 7% 4%
Mrkt Share Mrkt Share Mrkt Share East Side Study Area 12% 15% 15%

1990 1990 1990 Northeast Study Area 4% 5% 8%
40.9% 38.4% 35.4% North Study Area 14% 19% 19%

West Side Study Area 0% 0% 0%
Middle CT Middle CT Middle CT
Mrkt Share Mrkt Share Mrkt Share Portiand MSA 100% 100%- 100%

1990 1990 1990
13.9% 11.7% 13.0%

Table 13: Government-insured Products Market Share 

Market Share

Throughout the study period the market share for government-insured loans substantially 
increased in low-income census tracts. In 1990, lenders did only a third (30.6%) of their 
government-insured loans in low- income communities. By 1994, market share had risen to 
41.4% or an increase of 35% in four years. A portion of that lending was probably taken 
from moderate-income tracts, which lost 5.5% of its market share since 1990, from 
moderate-income borrowers seeking affordable housing in low-income tracts through the 
Cascade Effect.

The Study Areas increased their market share of government-insured products by capturing 
8% more of the market from non-Study Areas, to reach a high of 46% in 1992 and 1994. 
This increase was entirely from the East Side, Northeast and North Study Areas which 
captured 15%, 8% and 19% of the market respectively. The Central Eastside Study Area 
lost over half of its market share during the study period, from 9% in 1990 to 4% in 1994.
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CRA Tract Scores

Applications

The low- and moderate-income census tracts have historically strong CRA Tract Scores for 
government-insured products. In other words, there are more applications for units in these 
tracts than what \vould have been predicted using the existing population distribution. Since 
1990, all but the low-income minority tracts have consistently Scored over 100%. Analysis 
would conclude that lenders have successfully marketed government-insured products to 
these applicants, a majority of whom are low-income wage earners.

The one area of fundamental improvement has been the increase of the CRA Tract Score in 
low-income minority tracts from a low Score of 61.9% (B) in 1990, and was raised to 
130.1% (A+) by 1994. These applicants are most likely new applicants to the mortgage 
lending system, attracted by increased marketing of affordable mortgage products.

Geographical analysis generally supports the evidence that lenders have performed better than 
expected given the area’s representation within the City. Tract Scores have consistently 
remained above 100% (A+) since 1990. Conversely, application Tract Scores have dropped 
in non-Study Areas from 99.4% in 1990 to 87.6% in 1994. This drop, along with a similar 
decline in the conventional loan Scores, implies that housing demand in the higher income 
areas of the city may be moderating as housing prices continue to appreciate.

Originations

As with applications, the mortgage market has performed better than expected in the number 
of originations granted in low- and moderate-income, minority and white census tracts. By 
1994, on average, the lenders were scoring over 100% in their Tract Scores. Similarly in 
1990, in low-income minority tracts lenders had a low Score (55.8% = B-), which they raised 
to 133.3% (A+) by 1994. Upper-income tracts have experienced as similar expansion in 
conventional Market Share and Tract Scores, and a decline in government-insured Tract 
Scores. This would suggest that while lenders have improved their lending performance, the 
housing market has begun to force the segregation of mortgage products: conventional to 
upper-income areas, and government-insured products to lower-income areas.

The geographic Tract Scores provide another dimension to this analysis. CRA Tract Scores 
for government-insured products in the Eastside and North Study Areas rose sharply from a 
Score around 100% to a Score above 200% between 1992 and 1994. This coincides with a 
concentrated increase of government-insured loan Tract Scores in these Areas that matches 
the rise in conventional loan Tract Scores. Clearly, the North and Eastside Study Areas are 
places of elevated market activity for both lower- and moderate-income buyers throughout 
the early 1990s.

The Northeast Study Area also experienced a sharp increase in the Tract Score, from 48.9% 
(C+) in 1990 to 108.8% (A+) in 1994. However, conventional loan Scores have only
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moderately increased. This may indicate that, rather than the increased rate of mortgage 
lending activity seen in the North and Eastside, lenders have increased their credit to low- 
income buyers at the same time that sharp housing appreciation has created a greater demand 
for government-insured products.

The Central Eastside Study Area origination Score has declined over the study period, from 
104.8% in 1990 to 39.8% (C) in 1994. In this Study Area mortgage lenders are denying 
disproportionately more government-insured loans than expected for these products, (i.e. for 
every 100 loans there are more conventional loans than government-insured loans.) 
Considering the increasing white, middle-income demographic profile of this Area, and a 
similar moderation in conventional loan products, would suggest a market gentrification.

Overall, the Study Area Tract Score has risen from 99.4% in 1990, to a high of 132.6% in 
1994. The non-Study Areas have seen a decline in origination Scores from an A+ to a low A 
in 1994. As housing prices appreciate around the City this trend of concentrating 
government-insured loan and other low-income conventional products in low- and moderate- 
income areas should continue. Adopted political goals state that there should be a mixture of 
incomes throughout the City. Due to the exercise of market forces the mortgage market 
cannot currently meet these goals.

Denials

Denial rates in low- and moderate-income, minority, and white tracts were disproportionately 
higher than expected for the study period. Analysis would suggest that the increasing 
Affordability Gap for low- and moderate-income individuals has expanded the portion of 
unqualified applicants. The analogous increase in government-insured product origination 
Scores would imply that mortgage lending discrimination is not at the root cause of these 
poor denial rates. This conclusion is substantiated by a similar rise in denial rates, but still 
well below a Score of 100%, in upper-income white tracts for both secondary and 
conventional loans.

Denial rates in the Study Areas have followed similar patterns to those of applications and 
originations. Both the Eastside and North Study Areas had significantly poor denial rate 
Scores, by both having Scores were over 200% in 1994. A similar rise can be seen in 
conventional denial Scores. This would indicate that the increased market activity, combined 
with decreasing affordability, has unqualfied an increasing number of buyers.

Government-insured Loan Tract Score Summary:

The improvement in origination Tract Scores suggest that, on the whole, lenders increased 
their lending of government-insured mortgage credit in low-income neighborhoods. As 
discussed above, government-insured products are primarily geared towards lower-income 
individuals, so these results may imply that a majority of these originations are not for 
gentrifying households. This Study assumes that these conventional loans are primarily for 
low-income individuals and points to a significant positive change in lending policy in low-
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income areas.

However, the rise in government-insured Tract Scores in these areas and a decline in upper- 
income areas suggests a further concentration of low-income buyers in traditionally low- 
income areas. Regardless of the political goals, housing price appreciation may mandate that 
government-insured credit has to be further concentrated in these low- and moderate-income 
areas to ensure a continued supply of affordable housing opportunities.

HMDA SECTION SUMMARY

Since the publication of the Blueprint for a Slum series in 1990 lenders have stated that they 
have “learned their lesson” and have improved their efforts in reaching out to the low- and 
moderate-income communities. Through interviews with mortgage lenders they stated that 
these efforts include increased marketing of lending products, training loan officers to be 
sensitive to consumer needs, allowing loan officers to flexibly use a home buyers in-file credit 
report, and by providing funding to nonprofit home ownership assistance groups, such as the 
Portland Housing Center.

Analysis of the HMDA data would support the mortgage lender’s assertions of improved 
lending performance. The mortgage market has experienced strong gains in application and 
origination rates within the Study Areas since 1990. Denial rate have also increased over the 
study period, but this may be explained by the rise in applications which would increase the 
number of unqualified borrowers looking for credit. Further evidence supports that the 
denial rate has risen for both upper-income white conventional loan applicants, as well as 
lower-income minority applicants.

The rise in origination rates and origination CRA Tract Scores in lower-income minority and 
white applicants describes a lending environment not exclusively concentrating upon 
demographic characteristics in its lending decisions. The better-than-predicted performance 
by mortgage lenders suggests that there have been new initiatives in providing mortgage 
credit to these tracts. Looking at the individual Study Areas there has been a greater 
diversity in lending performance. In general the largest gains have been in the Eastside and 
North Portland Study Areas, while there has been a significant decline in performance in the 
Central Eastside Study Area. Performance has only moderately increased in the Northeast 
Area.

These changes have primarily been motivated by comparable changes in the housing market. 
As noted in the Housing Section housing affordability in the Northeast has precipitously 
declined since 1988, while similar changes in affordability in the North and Southeast have 
been more gradual. The HMDA data would seem to support evidence that there has been 
significant gentrification within the Central Eastside Area. As housing demand continues to 
climb, and income growth remains stagnant, these advances in lending performance will 
diminish and eventually disappear. To this end the experience in the Central Eastside Area 
would seem to forebode a similar fate for other areas of the city that are currently more 
affordable.
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In conclusion, analysis of the HMDA data would seem to suggest three core findings:

• Mortgage lenders are not, on average, discriminating based upon the demographic 
characteristics of the census tracts in which the purchase home is located;

• Mortgage lenders have made considerable strides in making home purchase credit 
available to home buyers, especially low- and moderate-income minority and white 
individuals;

• Currently the most significant obstacle to home ownership does not originate from 
lending practices, but rather from declining affordability generated by market 
forces.

1 12 U.S.C. 2801 et sec., 89 Stat. 1125, Pub. L. 94-200 (1975).
2 Anne B. Shalay, Proving Disinvestment: The CRA Research Experience. (Philadelphia: Center for 
Public Policy, Temple University, 1993). p. 5.
3 A. Yezer, “The History and Value of HMDA Data For Studies of Individious Discrimination,” in 
Fair Lending Analysis: A Compendium of Essays on the Use of Statistics, ed. Anthony Yezer 
(Washington, D.C.: American Bankers Association, 1995), p. 16.
4 Ibid. p. 17.
3 Ibid. p. 18
6 Ibid. p. 16
7 Ibid. p.16.
* Katharine Bradbury, Karl E. Case, and Constance Dunham, “Geographic Patterns of Mortgage 
Lending in Bostwi, 1982-1987,” New England Economic Review (Sept/Oct. 1989), p. 11.
9 Arme B. Shalay, “Unpublished Paper Regarding HMDA Data History and Use”, (Philadelphia: 
Institute for Public Policy Studies, Temple University, 1995), p. 10.
10 HMDA aggregates FmHA loans in this category, but FmHA loans are not eligible in the Study Areas.
11 Note that total applications does not equal total number of applicants. Applicants may “shop” for . 
the best rate, terms, etc. by applying at more than one mortgage lender. Each of application is 
summed in the total figure.
12 William Hunter and Maty Beth Walker, The Cultural Affinity Hypothesis and Mortgage Lending 
Decisions. (Chicago: Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago, 1995), p. 1.
13 Ibid. p. 18.
,4‘ Arme B. Shlay, Ph.D., Institute for Public Policy Studies, Temple University, 10th Floor, Gladfelter 
Hall, Philadelphia, PA 19122, 215-204-5156.
13 Shlay, Anne B. Who’s on First: Communitv Reinvestment and Fair Lending Performance in the 
Baltimore and Washington MS As. 1990-1991. (Center for Public Policy, Temple University: 1995), 
p.i
,6Ibid. p. i.
17 Ibid. p. 8.
18 Ibid. p. 8.
19 Ibid. p. 9.
20Ibid. p. 9.
21 Ibid. p. 11-12.
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Loan Program Profile

The Study demonstrates that mortgage lenders have expanded credit opportunities to low- 
income areas of the city. However, these advantages have been overwhelmed by real housing 
price appreciation and stagnating income growth. This has led to affordable housing 
strategies for low-income borrowers, as demonstrated in the Housing Market Profile Section. 
Market conditions have resulted in a change in the observed pool of qualified home.

This section Avill investigate evidence of the changing home buyer profile since 1990 by 
profiling a broad, but incomplete list of mortgage lending programs offered to low-income 
consumers. The Study assembles the lending guidelines for a variety of mortgage programs 
offered by commercial banks, mortgage banks and non-profit organizations as representations 
of typical programs. Each program is analyzed to determine the minimum income buyer who 
would be qualified for that program without further public subsidy in 1990 and 1995.

The Study shows:

• Affordable Mortgage Credit programs, on average, were affordable to families at 
78% MFI in 1995, versus 64% MFI in 1990.

• Home Owner Assistance Programs (e.g. Down Payment Assistance) increases 
affordability, on average, by lowering the minimum MFI needed by 3 to 4 
percentage points.

• Mortgage Credit Programs which portfolio loans locally, or subsidize interest rates 
through a State sponsored secondary-market, are the most flexible and reach the 
lowest income level.

Lending Program Measures

The percentage of Median Family Income (MFI) is a common measure of the relative 
earnings of families, and is the basis for qualifying families for federal programs. Once the 
income of a family is determined it is adjusted for family size, then compared with the median 
(100% MFI) income for that family size. A family earning 80% of MFI is considered Low- 
Income, 50% MFI is Very Low-Income; while going up the scale 81-100% is Moderate- 
Income, and above 120% is considered Middle-Income.

Up-front cost is a measure of the amount of cash that a family must bring to a deal, and is a 
prime determinant to whether a family is cash-constrained (see Housing Section). Variables 
which contribute to up-ffont costs are: down payment, origination/loan fees, discount points, 
closing costs, cash reserves, and mortgage insurance premiums.
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Assumptions

This Study attempts to create a level playing field to compare various mortgage programs across 
time. Assumptions are made about the market and the “typical” borrower. These assumptions are 
backed by specific research which will be detailed here, but because of the variety of the market 
they cannot be considered definitive. However, they approximate a typical borrower based on the 
limited room allowed for variation under the secondary market’s underwriting criteria.

Two primary assumptions that merit some attention are the use of North Portland’s average house 
price and an assumed personal debt level. North Portland’s home price was chosen because it is 
the most affordable area in the city for low-income home buyers. This allows the programs to be 
compared in a generally low-income area, rather than an area with the disparate housing prices of 
typical gentrification. The assumed monthly debt was determined through interviews with the staff 
of the Portland Housing Center, who assembled statistics from their Home Buyer’s Club. A 
reasonable monthly debt was assumed: $200 in 1995, and $150 in 1990. These estimates are 
conservative, and may be a little overgenerous to the average low-income consumer.

Assumptions:

House Price:

Term:

Interest Rate:
Conventional Products:

Government-Insured:

Origination Fee:

Discount Points:

Other Closing Cost^: 

Mortgage Insurance Premium: 

Taxes:

Insurance:

Utiiities:

Maintenance:

Monthly Debt:

Median Family Income:

Average Home Price in North Portland as reported by RMLS “Market 
Action” in 1995 ($83,800) and the Residential Real Estate Report in 1990 
($41,300).

30 Years

Averaged contract rate for all conventional loans (fixed and adjustable as 
tracked by the Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB)

Average contract rate for FHA products (fixed and adjustable) as tracked 
by the Federal Housing Administration (FHA)

1% if not specified in lending guidelines.

Varies according to FHLB & FHA data.

See Appendix It for details as to how closing costs were calculated

2.25%

Based onMultnomah County Rates 1990/1995 

.5% annually for loans witILTVs >90%

Housing Authority of Portland Section 8 Utility Allowances for detached 
single family homes over 10 years old.
Based on interviews with staff at Housing Development Center.

Based on interviews with staff at Portland Housing Center.

$42,700 for family of four in 1995 - HUD 
$37,100 for family of four in 1990.
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Fannie Mae Community Home Buyers Program (CHBP)

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves 

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training 

Special Provisions:

Source: Fannie Mae 
(effective June, 20, 1994)

This isFannieMae’s signature affordable housing product and is the 
basic program under the Community Lending products umbrella.

Purchase and non-cash refinances.

15 or 30 years; fixed rate, level payment, fully amortizing

StandardFannieMae loan limit.

100%

95%

33/38% income to debt

1% maximum; based on lender.
Based on lender.

Up to 35%; depends on financing structure.

Single Family,Fannie eligible condominiums anffUDs.

Appraisal ratings of “average” or “fair” for neighborhoods and 
improvements.
For properties older than 10 years and with LTV’s over 90%

Stable income for two full years; not required to have held the same job 
for two years.
Minimum of 5% of borrower’s own funds

Borrower’s cost or througlFannie-approved party (ncld. 3% seller)

Requires Residential Mortgage Credit Report. Alternative sources may 
be used in lieu of traditional credit.

None

Permanent Buy downs permitted; temporary are not.

Yes, up to 20% of mortgage amount.

Yes

Interested parties or sellers may pay up to 3% of closing costs if 
LTVs are over 90%, or 6% foiLTVs under 90%.
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Program C H B P

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
Interest R ate 7.95%
Loan to Va lue R atio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 95%

Down Payment $4.1 90
O riginatlon Fee $796
Discount Points (1.5 avq) $1 .1 94
Other Closing Costs $2.31 7
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $1,194

Total U p-F ro n t Costs $9,691

Mortgage Amount $79.61 0

Mortgage Payment $581
Taxes $108
Insu ra nee $33
Utilities $134
Average Maintalnence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total M onthly Payment $1 .090

Income Obligation Ratio 38%
Affordable Income $34,433

U FI % (Family of 4) 81%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41,300

Loan Term 30
Interest Rate 10.10%
Loan to Value Ratio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 95%

Down Payment $2,065
Origination Fee $392
Discount Points (2.0 avg) $785
Other Closing Costs $1.874
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $589

Total Up-Front Costs $5,704

Mortgage Amount $39,235

Mortgage Payment $347
T axes $115
Insurance $16
Utilities $105
Average Maintalnence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total Monthly Payment $768

Income Obligation Ratio 38%
Affordable Income $24,238

M FI % (Family of 4) 65%
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Fannie Mae Community Home Buyers Program 
with 3/2 Option

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:
Home buyer Training 
Special Provisions:

Source: Fannie Mae 
(effective June, 20, 1994)

A low down payment loan imdeFannieMae’s CHBP umbrella. This 
loan allows borrowers to provide only 3 percent of the down payment, 
while allowing the other 2 percent as a gift, grant or unsecured loan 
fiom a third party. Also, a higher debt ratio is allowed. Maybe 
combined with otheiFannieMae products.

Purchase or Non-Cash refinances only

15 or 30 years

StandardFannieMae amount.

100%

95%

33/38% income to debt (not to exceed 40% debt)

1% maximum; based on lender.
Based on lender.

Up to 35%; depends on finance structure.

Single Family,Fannie eligible condominiums anffUDs.

Appraisal ratings of “average” or “fair” for neighborhoods and 
improvements.
For properties older than 10 years and with LTV’s over 90%

Stable income for two lull years; not required to have held the same job 
for two years.
Minimum of 5%. For 3/2 Option minimiun of 3% from borrower’s 
fimds and 2% fromFannie approved third party.ificldg. 3% seller)
From borrower’s resources or from dFannie approved third party.

Requires Residential Mortgage Credit Report. Alternative sources may 
be used in lieu of traditional credit.
No

No

Yes, up to 20% of mortgage amoimt.
Yes
Interested parties or sellers may pay up to 3% of closing costs IfTVs 
are over 90%, or 6% foiLTVs under 90%.
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P ro g ra m C H B P
W ith 3/2 O ption

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
In te re St R a te 7.95%
Lo a n to Va lu e R a tio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 97%

Down Payment $2,51 4
O rig in a tio n Fee $813
Discount Points (1.5 avg) $1 .21 9
Other Ciosing Costs $2,317
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage insurance Premium $1 .21 9

Total Up-Front Costs $8,082

Mortgage Amount $81 .286

Mortgage Payment $594
Taxes $108
insura nee $33
U tilitie s $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthiy Debt $200

Total M onthly Payment $1 .1 03

Income O b ligation R a llo 38%
Affordable income $34,841

M FI % (Fam lly of 4) 82%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 ,300

Loan Term 30
interest Rate 1 0.1 0%
Loan to Vaiue Ratio 97%
Combined Loan to Vaiue 97%

D own Payment ' $1 .239
0 rigination Fee $401
Discount Points (2.0 avg) $801
Other Ciosing Costs $1 .874
Cash R eserves $0
Mortgage insurance Premium $601

Total Up-Front Costs $4,915

Mortgage Amount $40,061

M ortgage Payment $355
Taxes $115
insu ra nee $16
U tilitie s $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthiy Debt $150

Total M onthly Payment $775

Income Obligation Ratio 38%
Affordable Income $24,480

MFI % (Family of 4) 66%
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Fannie Mae FannieNeighbors

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Undenvriting Requirements:
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training 

Special Provisions:

Source: Fannie Mae 
(effective June, 20, 1994)

FannieNeighbors adds flexibility by removing the income limits if the 
home the borrower wishes to purchase is located in a designated central 
city or in an eligible low-income or minority census tract. It can be 
combined with most other FNMA Community Lending products.

Purchase and non-cash refinances.

15 or 30 years; fixed rate, level payment, fully amortizing

StandardFannieMae loan limit.

Removes borrower income limit for loans in eligible areas.

95%

33/38% income to debt

1% maximum, based on lender.
Based on lender.

Up to 35%; depends on financing structure.

Single Family,Fannie eligible condominiums anffUDs.

Appraisal ratings of “average” or “fair” for neighborhoods and 
improvements.
For properties older than 10 years and with LTV’s over 90%

Stable income for two lull years; not required to have held the same job 
for two years.
Minimum of 5% of borrower’s own funds

t

Borrower’s cost or througlf annie-approved party (ncld. 3% seller)

Requires Residential Mortgage Credit Report. Alternative sources may 
be used in lieu of traditional credit.
None

Permanent Buy downs permitted; temporary are not.

Yes, up to 20% of mortgage amount.

Yes

Interested parties or sellers may pay up to 3% of closing costs IfTVs 
are over 90%, or 6% foiLTVs imder 90%

64



Prog ram Fannie Neighbors

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Lo a n Te rm 30
Interest R ate 7.95%
Loan to Value R atio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 95%

Down Payment $4,1 90
O rigina tion Fee $796
D is count Points (1.5 avg) $1 ,1 94
Other Closing Costs $2,31 7
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $1 ,1 94

Total Up-Front Costs $9,691

Mortgage Amount $79,61 0

Mortgage Payment $581
Taxes $108
Insurance $33
U tilitie s $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total M onthly Payment $1 ,090

Income Obligation Ratio 38%
Affordable Income $34,433

M FI % (Family of 4) 81%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 ,300

Loan Term 30
Inte re st R a te 10.10%
Loan to Value R a tio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 95%

Down Payment $2,065
O rlq In a tio n Fee $392
Discount Points (2.0 avg) $785
Other Closing Costs $1 ,874
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $589

Total Up-Front Costs $5,7 0 4

M o rtg age Amount $39,235

Mortgage Payment $347
Taxes $115
In su ra n ce $1 6
U tilitie s $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthly Payment $768

Income Ob lip a tio n Ra tio 38%
A ffo rd a b le In c o m e $24,238

M FI % (Family of 4) 65%
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Fannie Mae Community Home Buyers Program 

Start-Up Mortgage
Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves 

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

Source: Fannie Mae 
(effective June, 20, 1994)

This mortgage is under the Community Lending umbrella and is 
specially-tailored to first-time home buyers. It is a 30-year, fixed-rate 
mortgage that gradually increases its monthly payment over the first 
several years. Loan payments will “step-up” 2 percent until they are 
fully amortizing (between 4-8 years under prevailing interest rates). 
After the loan is amortized the payments are fixed for the loan term.

Purchase and non-cash refinances.

30 years; fixed rate (not below 5.5%)

StandardFannieMae loan limit.

100%

95%

33/36% income to debt

1% maximum, based on lender.
Based on lender.

Single FamilyJ7annie eligible condominiums anffUDs.

Appraisal ratings of “average” or “fair” for neighborhoods and 
improvements.

For properties older than 10 years and with LTV’s over 90%

Stable income for two full years; not required to have held the same job 
for two years.
Minimum of 5% of borrower’s own funds

Borrower’s cost or througlFannie-approved party (ncldg. 3% seller)

Requires Residential Mortgage Credit Report. Alternative sources may 
be used in lieu of traditional credit.

One month payment reserve is required.

Permanent Buy downs permitted; temporary are not.

Yes, up to 20% of mortgage amount.

Yes
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Program S ta rt-U p

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
Into rest R a te 7.95%
Loan to Vaiue Ratio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 95%

Down Payment $4,190
Origination Fee $796
Discount Points (1.5 avg) $1,194
OtherClosing Costs $2 ,3 1 7
Cash Reserves $445
Mortgage Insurance Premium $1,194

To ta 1 Up-Front C o sts $1 0,1 36

Mortgage Amount $79 .6 1 0

Mortgage Payment $535
Taxes $ 1 08
In s u ra n ce $33
Utilities $ 1 34
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

T ota 1 M 0 n th ly Pa ym ent $ 1 ,044

Income O b lig a tio n R a tio 36%
Affordable Income $34 ,795

M FI % (Fam lly of 4) 8 1 %

* Start-UD oavments step up 2% every vearover
four years. (I.E. payment at 92% first year)

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 ,300

Loan Term 30
In te re St R a te 10.10%
Loan to Va lue R atio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 95%

Down Payment $2,065
O rig ina tio n Fee $392
Discount Points (2.0 avg) $785
OtherClosing Costs $1 .874
Cash Reserves $445
Mortgage Insurance Premium $589

Total U p-F ro n t Costs $6,149

Mortgage Amount $39,235

Mortgage Payment $319
Taxes $115
In su ra n ce $1 6
Utilities $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $ 1 50

Total M onthly Paym ent $740

Income 0 b lig a tio n Ra tio 36%
Affordable Income $24,659

M FI % (Fam lly of 4) 66%
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Fannie Mae Community Home Buyers Program 

Fannie 97
Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves 

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:
Home buyer Training

Source: Fannie Mae 
(effective June, 20, 1994

A low down payment loan undeFannieMae’s CHBP umbrella. This 
loan allows borrowers to provide only 3 percent of the down payment, 
and family members, nonprofit groups, or govermnent agencies are 
eligible to pay the closing costs. Also, a higher debt ratio is allowed. 
May be combined with Lease-Purchase, Community Seconds, Magnet 
3/2 Employer-Assisted, and Community Land Trust Programs.

Purchase

25 or 30 years; fixed rate 

StandardFannieMae amoimt.

100%

97%

33/38% income to debt (25yr) or 28/36 (30yr)

1%, based on the lender.
Based on the lender.

Up to 35%; depending on financing struemre.

Single FamilyJ^annie eligible condominiums anffUDs.

Appraisal ratings of “average” or “fair” for neighborhoods and 
improvements.

For properties older than 10 years and with LTV’s over 90%

Stable income for two full years; not required to have held the same job 
for two years.
Minimum of 3% of borrower’s own funds

Fannie-approved third party (family, nonprofit, 3% seller contributions 
or goverrunent agency).

Requires Residential Mortgage Credit Report. Alternative sources may 
be used in lieu of traditional credit.
One month payment is required

Permanent Buy downs permitted; temporary are not.

Yes, up to 22% of mortgage amount.
Yes
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P ro g ra m Fannle97

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
interest R ate 7.95%
Loan to Value Ratio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 97%

Down Payment $2,51 4
0 rigination Fee $813
Discount Points (1.5 avg) $1 ,21 9
Other Closing Costs $2,31 7
Cash Reserves $594
Mortgage Insurance Premium $1 .21 9

Total Up-Front Costs $8,676

M o rtg ag e Amount $81,286

M 0 rtg a g e Payment $594
Taxes $108
Insurance $33
U tilities $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total M onthly Paym ent $1 .1 03

Income 0 bligation Ratio 36%
Affordable Income $36,776

MFI % (Fam lly of 4) 86%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 .300

Loan Term 30
Interest Rate 1 0.1 0%
Loan to Va lue R atio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 97%

Down Payment $1 .239
0 rigination Fee $401
Discount Points (2.0 avg) $801
Other Closing Costs $1 .874
Cash Reserves $355
Mortgage Insurance Premium $601

Total Up-Front Costs $5,270

M ortgage Amount $40,061

Mo rtg age Payment $355
Taxes $115
Insurance $16
U tilitie s $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthly Pa ym ent $775

Income Ob lig a tio n Ra tio 36%
Affordable Income $25,840

MFI % (Fam lly of 4) 70%
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Fannie Mae Community Home Buyers Program 

Lease-Purchase Mortgage Loans
Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves 

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

Source: Fannie Mae 
(effective June, 20, 1994

A mortgage loan that enables non-profit organizations to purchase a 
home - the non-profits lease the home to lower income families with an 
option to buy. The families are allowed to live in the home while they 
save for a down payment; part of the rent isscrowed for the down 
payment and closing costs.

Mortgage for home purchase; generally refinances are permitted.

15 or 30 years, fixed-rate, level payments; (see below for Lease 
Purchase Terms)
StandardFannieMae amount.

100%

95%, (up to 97% with Faimie97)

33/38% income to debt (28/36 witlFannie 97)

1% maximum, based on the lender.
Based on the lender.

Up to 35%; depends on financing structure.

Single FamilyJFannie eligible condominiums anffUDs.

Appraisal ratings of “average” or “fair” for neighborhoods and 
improvements.

For properties older than 10 years and with LTV’s over 90%

Stable income for two full years; not required to have held the same job 
for two years.
Minimum of 5%. For 3/2 Option minimum of 3% from borrower’s 
funds and 2% fromFaimie-approved third party. i(icldg. 3% seller)

From borrower’s resources or from d?annie-approved third party.

Requires Residential Mortgage Credit Report. Alternative sources may 
be used in lieu of traditional credit.
One month if primary mortgage is Fannie97 or Start-Up.

Permanent - yes, temporary - no

Yes, up to 20% of the mortgage amount.

Yes
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Lease-Purchase Terms 

Non-profit Eligibility:

Lease-Purchase Agreement:

Tenant Prequalifications:

The non-profit must establish the following:
• Has audited financial statements showing that it has unrestricted 

cash flows or unencumbered reserves, exclusive from rental 
income from finance^jroperites, to meet either (1) 10 percent of 
pm for a minimum of six months; or (2) total PITl payments for 
the single largest mortgage for a minimum of six months.

• Demonstrated the ability to meet the minimum down payment 
requirement.

• Demonstrated two year track record and has experienced staff.
• Has developed a program for offering home finance and 

maintenance counseling.
• Has corporate authority to enter in mortgage financing and a lease- 

purchase agreement.
• Has demonstrated evidence of local community support for its 

lease-purchase program.

Under the agreement between a non-profit and tenant, the tenant may 
assume the first mortgage within a set period of time and meeting 
certain agreed-upon conditions. The assumption or sales price of the 
home is generally established when a family begins renting. The rent is 
set to meet all the non-profit’s operating costs for the property, as well 
as an amount to be set aside in a savings account for the eventual down 
payment. Theescrowed amount must be enough for the tenant to meet 
a 5 percent (or 3 percent with a Fannie97 or with a 3/2 option 
mortgage).

Tenants must beprequalfied under the underwriting guidelines listed 
above. The lender must alsqjrequalify each tenant for the mortgage 
assiunption before closing the eligible non-profit’s mortgage loan. An 
option is to have the lender form a tenant/purchaser approval committee 
to prequalify tenant/purchasers, with the lender serving in an advisory 
capacity, provided the committee conducts thprequalifications as 
required^ the lender. The tenant must bcEqualifiedby the lender 
inunediately prior to mortgage assumption.
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P ro g ra m Lease-Pure base
w Ith C H B P

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
Interest R a te 7.95%
Loan to Value R atio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 95%

D own Paym ent $0
O rig in a tio n Fee $796
D isco u n t P 0 in ts (1.5 avg) $1 .1 94
OtherClosing Costs $2 .3 1 7
C ash R eserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $1 .1 94

Total U p-F ro n t Costs $5,501

Mortgage Amount $79,61 0

Mortgage Payment $581
Taxes $ 1 08
1 n s u ra nce $33
U tilitie s $ 1 34
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total M on thlv Pa ym ent $ 1 ,090

Income Obliaation Ratio 38%
Affordable Income $34,433

U FI % (Fam lly of 4) 81 %

* Lease period assumed over four years; rental
paym ent Includes PITIand down payment.
Rentalpayment = $673 (78% MFI) I

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 ,300

Loan Term 30
Inte rest R ate 10.10%
Loan to Value Ratio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 95%

Down Payment $0
Origination Fee $392
Discount Points (2,0 avg) $785
OtherClosing Costs $1 ,874
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $589

Total U p-Front Costs $3,639

Mortgage Amount $39,235

M ortgage Payment $347
Taxes $115
Insurance $16
U tilities $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthly Paym ent $768

In COm e O b lia atlon R a tio 38%
Affordable Income $24,238
MFI % (Fam lly of 4) 65%

* Lease oeriod assumed over four years: rental
navment Includes PITI and down payment.
Rental oavm ent = $521 (69% MFI) 1
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Magnet 3/2 Employer-Assisted Housing Mortgage Loans

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

Source: Fannie Mae 
(effective June, 20, 1994

The Magnet 3/2 program was designed to assist employers who have 
difficulty recruiting or retaining employees because of a lack of 
affordable housing in their areas. Each Magnet 3/2 transaction has two 
parts; (1) grant, loan or loan guarantee from the employer, and (2) a 
traditional mortgage, which may be delivered lEatmieMae on a 
negotiated basis

Home purchase

15 to 30 years; fixed rate, level payment, fully amortizing 

StandardFannie amount 

100%

95%; with CHBP up to 100% CLTV if a portion of the down payment 
and/or closing costs is secured, grant-like financing.
33/38%; 28/36% with 30-year Fannie97.

1% maximum, based on the lender.
Based on the lender

Up to 35%; depends on LTV and financing structure.

Single Family,Fannie eligible condominiums anffUDs.

Appraisal ratings of “average” or “fair” for neighborhoods and 
improvements.
For properties older than 10 years and with LTV’s over 90%

Stable income for two full years; not required to have held the same job 
for two years.
3%, employer pays 2% as a grant, direct, deferred-payment or 
forgivable loan, guarantee of lender-financed loan.
100% of closing costs may be financed (i.eCommunitySeconds)

Requires Residential Mortgage Credit Report. Alternative sources may 
be used in lieu of traditional credit.
One month payment is required with Farmie97

Permanent Buy downs permitted; temporaiy are not.

Yes, up to 20% of the mortgage amount.

Yes
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P rog ram Magnet 3/2

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
Interest R ate 7.95%
Loan to Value Ratio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 97%

Down Paym ent $2,51 4
0 rigination Fee $813
Discount Points (1.5 avp) $1 ,21 9
Other Closing Costs $2,31 7
Cash R ese rve s $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $1 ,21 9

Total Up-Front Costs $8,082

Mortgage Amount $81 ,286

Mortgage Payment $594
Taxes $108
Insura nee $33
U tilities $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total M onthly Payment $1 ,1 03

Income O b ligation Ratio 38%
Affordable Income $34,841

MFI % (Fam tiy of 4) 82%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 ,300

Loan Term 30
Interest Rate 1 0.1 0%
Loan to Value Ratio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 97%

Down Payment $1 .239
0 rigination Fee $401
Discount Points (2.0 avg) $801
Other Closing Costs $1 .874
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $601

Total Up-Front Costs $4,91 5

M o rtg ag e Amount $40,061

Mortgage Payment $355
Taxes $115
Insurance $16
U tilities $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthly Payment $775

in com e 0 blig a tio n Ra tio 38%
Affordable Income $24,480

MFI % (Family of 4) 66%
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Magnet 5 Employer-Assisted Housing Mortgage Loans

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

The Magnet 5 program was designed to assist employers who have 
difficulty recruiting or retaining employees because of a lack of 
affordable housing in their areas. It is not considered a commimity 
lending product, but it can be combined with othjtannieMae products 
(i.e. Community Secondsf annieNeighbors, etc.) to be considered a 
community lending product.

Home purchase

Based on conventional mortgage terms, however the type of employer 
assistance determines whiclFannie mortgages are eligible to be 
combined with primary mortgage.

StandardFannie amount

100%; Not combined withFannie CHBP there are no limits

95%; with CHBP up to 100% CLTV if a portion of the down payment 
and/or closing costs is secured, grant-like financing.
28/36%; withFannie product 33/38% - 38% may be exceeded with 
strong compensating factors.
1% maximum, based on the lender.
Based on the lender.

Up to 35%; depends on LTV and financing structure.

Single Family, FNMA eligible condominiums anHUDs.

Appraisal ratings of “average” or “fair” for neighborhoods and 
improvements.
For properties older than 10 years and with LTV’s over 90%

Stable income for two full years; not required to have held the same job 
for two years.
5%, employer may add housing benefit as grant, direct, deferred- 
payment or forgivable loan, guarantee of lender-financed loan.
100% of closing costs may be financed (i.eCommunitySeconds)

Requires Residential Mortgage Credit Report. Alternative sources may 
be used in lieu of traditional credit.
One month payment is required witFannie Start-up Mortgage

Permanent Buy downs permitted; temporary are not.

Yes, up to 20% of the mortgage amount.

Yes

Source: Fannie Mae(effective June, 20, 1994
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Prog ram Magnets

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

L 0 a n T e rm 30
Interest R ate 7.95%
Loan to Value R atio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 95%

Down P aym ent $4.1 90
0 riqination Fee $796
Discount Points (1.5 avg) $1 .1 94
Other Closing Costs Finance by Em p
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $1 ,1 94

Total Up-Front Costs $7,374

M o rtg ag e Amount $79,61 0

M 0 rtg a g e Payment $581
Taxes $108
insura nee $33
U tilities .. $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthiy Debt $200

Total M on thiy Payment $1 .090

In com e 0 blip a tIo n Ra tio 38%
Affordable Income $34,433

MFI % (Fam lly of 4) 81%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 .300

Loan Term 30
Interest R ate 10.10%
Loan to Value Ratio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 95%

Down Payment $2,065
0 rigination Fee $392
Discount Points (2.0 avg) $785
Other Ciosing Costs F by Employer
Cash R e se rve s $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $589

Total Up-Front Costs $3,831

Mo rtg age Amount $39,235

Mo rtg age Payment $347
Taxes $115
Insurance $16
U tilities $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M 0 nth !y Payment $768

Income O blip a tio n Ratio 38%
Affordable Income $24,238

MFI % (Family of 4) 6 5%
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FHA 203(b) 30 Year Fixed Rate Mortgage

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount: 

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Premium:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

FHA mortgage insurance allows a home buyer to make a modest down 
payment and obtain a private lender mortgage with special underwriting 
criteria. FHA (HUD) insures the loan and pays the lender if the 
borrower defaults on the mortgage. Because the lender is protected in 
case of default, it can offer more liberal mortgage terms.

Purchase, construction or reflnance of first-time home

15 - 30 year term, fixed, level payments

Single - $114,000; Duplex - $128,000; etc.

Sufficient to support housing expense - mortgage, installment accounts 
and fixed deductions.

Lower of: 97.5% or 97% for first $25K and 95% for remainder

29/41% income to debt; may not be exceeded w/o significant 
compensating factors.

1% maximum, based on the lender.
Based on the lender.

2.25% up-front, 0.5% monthly, 90-95% LTV for 12 years, 95-100% 
LTV for life of the loan.
One to four family detached, FHA or VA approved condos 

HUD-approved appraisal.

FHA inspection on home repairs only.

Sufficient to support housing expense

3-5% paid by borrower; sweat-equity included from completing 
appraisal requirements.
100% of closing costs may be financed.

Satisfactory credit rating

No, but borrower must have strong compensating factors.

No

Is allowed from government agency or non-profit group.

No

Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development
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P ro g ra tn F H A 203(b)

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
Interest R ate 8.29%
Loan to Value Ratio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 99%

Down Paym ent $4,1 90
0 rip in a tio n Fee $833
Discount Points (0.5 avp) $417
Other Closing Costs $781
Cash R eserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $1 ,875

Total Up-Front Costs $8,095

Mortgage Amount $83,31 1

Mortgage Payment $628
Taxes $108
In sura nee $35
U tilities $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total M onthly Payment $1 ,1 39

Incom e 0 blig a tio n Ra tio 41 %
Affordable Income $33,349

M FI % (Family of 4) 78%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 ,300

Loan Term 30
In te re st R a te 9.92%
Loan to Value R a tio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 1 00%

Down Payment $2,065
O rig in a tio n Fee $413
Discount Points (1.8 avg) $744
Other Closing Costs $820
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $929

Total Up-Front Costs $4,971

Mortgage Amount $41 ,306

Mortgage Payment $360
Taxes $115
Insu ra nee $1 7
U tllltles $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthly Payment $782

Income Obligation Ratio 41 %
Affordable Income $22,875

M FI % (Family of 4) 62%
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FHA 251 30 Year Adjustable Rate Mortgage

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount: 

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Premium:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:
Special Provisions:

FHA mortgage insurance allows a home buyer to make a modest down 
payment and obtain a private lender mortgage with special underwriting 
criteria. The adjustable rate will offer a borrower a rate below the 
current market; negative amortization is not permitted; and methods of 
calculating the interest rate preclude sudden and unaffordable turns in 
monthly repayments.

Purchase, or refinance of first-time home

30 term; (see below imder Special Provisions for interest rainfo)

Single - $114,000; Duplex - $128,000; etc.

Sufficient to support housing expense - mortgage, installment accounts 
and fixed deductions.

Lower of: 97.5% or 97% for first $25K and 95% for remainder

29/41% income to debt; may not be exceeded w/o significant 
compensating factors.
1%; lender determined 
Varies, currently -

2.25% up-front, 0.5% monthly, 90-95% LTV for 12 years, 95-100% 
LTV for life of the loan.
One to foin- family detached, FHA or VA approved condos

HUD-approved appraisal

Yes

Sufficient to support housing expense

3-5% paid by borrower; sweat-equity included from completing 
appraisal requirements.
100% of closing costs may be financed.

Satisfactory credit rating

No, but borrower must have strong compensating factors.

No

Is allowed from government agency or non-profit group.

No
Lender negotiates interest rate; indexed to Treasury bond; may not 
increase more than 1% in a year, or 5% over life of loan
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P ro g ra m F H A 25 1

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
Interest R ate 6.37%
Loan to Value Ratio 95%
Combined Loan to Vaiue 99%

Down Payment $4,190
O rig in a tio n Fee $833
Discount Points (1.0 avg) $4 17
OtherClosing Costs $78 1
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $1 .875

Total Up-Front Costs $8,095

M o rtg ag e A m o u n t $83,31 1

Mortgage Payment $51 9
Taxes $1 08
In s u ra n c e $34
U tilitie s $134
Average Maintainence $34
A ss u m e d M 0 n th ly Debt $200

Total M onthly Payment $ 1 ,030

Incom e O b lig a tio n R a tio 4 1 %
A ffo rd a b ie In co m e $30,145

M FI % (Fam lly of 4) 7 1 %

•Maximum interest rate 10.35%.thepavmentwouid
be $740 or 96% MFIM995). 1

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $4 1 ,300

Loan Term 3 0
Interest Rate 8.96%
Loan to Value R a tio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 100%

Down Payment $2 .065
O rig in a tio n Fee $4 13
D is c 0 u n t P o in ts (2.0 avg) $826
O th e r C lo sin g C o sts $820
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $929

Total U p -F ro n t C osts $5,054

M o rtg age Amount $4 1 .306

Mo rtg age Payment $33 1
Taxes $ 1 1 5
Insurance $ 1 7
U tilitie s $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $ 1 50

Total M onthly Payment $753

Income Obligation Ratio 4 1 %
Affordable Income $22 .030

M FI % (Fam lly of 4) 59%

'Maximum interestrate 15.10%, the payment would
be S952 or 93% MFi(1 990). 1
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Portland Habitat for Humanity

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:
Commitment Fees:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements:
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves:

Assumable?:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

Source: Portland Habitat for Humanity

A program which provides home ownership opportunities to low- and 
very low-income home buyers. They do this through a combination of 
volunteer labor and donated materials, and sell their homes for no profit 
and no interest. Habitat families must provide 400 hours of sweat 
equity towards their home purchase.

First-time Home buyers for existing or new construction units.

20 years; self-amortizing, level payments

Avg. $45,000; varies according cost of property (usually donated), and 
rehabilitation costs.

50% MFI; avg. $20,000 for family of four.

95%; 1% cash, and 400 hours of sweat equity

25 / 40%; flexible, but mxist show ability to pay

No
No
No

100% of the structure value (donated land cost is not included)

Habitat homes; single-family and duplex 

Habitat appraisal 

Habitat inspection

Must demonstrate ability to pay and one year steady employment.

1% cash, and 400 hours sweat equity 

No closing costs.

Residential Mortgage Credit Report. Alternative credit sources are 
acceptable.
No cash reserve, down payment held as escrow until home owner 
begins mortgage payments.
No

No

No

Through Habitat
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Prog ram Habitat for
H u m a n ity

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $45,000

Loan Term 30
Interest Rate 0.00%
Loan to Value R atio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 99%

Down Payment $450
Origination Fee $0
Discount Points (0 avg) $0
Other Closing Costs $0
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $0

Total Up-Front Costs $450

Mortgage Amount $44,550

MortgagePayment $124
Taxes $108
Insurance $18
U tilities $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total M onthly Payment $618

Income Obligation Ratio 40%
Affordable Income $1 8,553

M FI % (Family of 4) 43%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $25,000

Loan Term 30
Interest R ate 0.00%
Loan to Value R atIo 95%
Combined Loan to Value 99%

Down Payment $250
O riq in a tio n F e e $0
Discount Points (0 avg) $0
Other Closing Costs $0
Cash R e se rves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $0

Total Up-Front Costs $250

Mortgage Amount $24,750

M ortgage Paym ent $69
Taxes $70
In su ra n ce $10
Utilities $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthly Payment $438

Income O b ligation Ratio 40%
Affordable Income $1 3,1 30

M FI % (Family of 4) 3 5%
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U.S Bank - HomePartners

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves 

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

Source: USBanCorp

HomePartners U.S. is a fixed rate, high LTV, portfolio loan product 
designed to provide low- and moderate-income borrowers with 
enhanced opportunities for home ownership.

Mortgage for home purchase.

30 years, fixed-rate, level payments

$207,000

100%

95% (Closing costs and prepaid may be financed up to 100%) 

36/40% (may not be exceeded

2%
No

No coverage is required.

Single Family, manufactured housing, condominiums aidJDs. 

Yes

For properties older than 10 years and with LTV’s over 90%

Stable income for two full years; not required to have held the same job 
for two years. Follow FNMA/FHLMC underwriting guidelines

Minimum of 5% and/or $1,000. Third party contributions up to 5% 
maximiun, or a loan secured by collateral.

Closing costs and prepaid items that have not been paid by the seller or 
borrower can be finaneed with the loan up to max CLTV of 100%.

Requires Residential Mortgage Credit Report. Alternative sources may 
be used in lieu of traditional credit, but must have no late payments for 
12 consecutive months preceding the mortgage.
Tax and insurance reserves.

No

No

Yes
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P ro g ra m H o m e P a rtn e rs

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
In te re St R a te 7.95%
Loan to Value Ratio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 98%

Down Payment $4.1 90
0 riq ina tlo n Fee $1 .636
Discount Points (1.5 avg) $0
0 th e r C lo sing Co sts $781
Cash Reserves $1 41
Mortgage Insurance Premium $0

Total Up-Front Costs $6,7 4 8

Mortgage Amount $81 .81 1

Mortgage Payment $597
Taxes $108
Insu ra nee $33
U tilitie s $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total M onthly Payment $1,107

Income Obligation Ratio 40%
Affordable Income $33,208

M FI % (Family of 4) 78%

* Income obllaatlon ratio may be maximum of 45%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 ,300

Loan Term 30
Interest R ate 10.1 0%
Loan to Value Ratio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 99%

Down Payment $2,065
O rig ina tio n Fee $820
Discount Points (2.0 avg) $820
Other Closing Costs $0
C ash R eserves $141
Mortgage Insurance Premium $0

Total Up-Front Costs $3,847
■

M ortgage Amount $41 .01 5

Mortgage Payment $363
Taxes $115
Insurance $33
U tilities $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthly Payment $800

Income O bligetion Ratio 40%
Affordable Income $24,008

MFI% (Family of 4) 65%
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First Interstate 15 & 30 Year Mortgage Assistance Program

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

A flexible First Interstate portfolio program for low- and moderate- 
income home buyers. This program serves as the standard affordable 
loan for the bank’s range of portfolio programs.

First-time Home buyers

15 and 30 years, fixed, level payments

$300,000

Borrower’s is 80% or less of area median income or
unit in low-mod census tract or inc. <150% in minority tract
97%

33/38% - may be 40/45% with strong compensating factors

$250, fee rolled into mortgage.
Rate scale from -2 to 3 points, fee rolled into mortgage.

FNMA standard

Single-family, FNMA approved condos anffUDs 

Appraisals meeting “average” or “fair” condition of area.

Structures over 20 years or deficiencies noted in appraisal.

Stable income over past two years; nontraditional income upon 
verification is acceptable.
Borrower must pay 3% or a grant/gift from FNMA approved third 
party.
May be a gift from an interested party.

FNMA standards 

FHA/FNMA standard 

No

Subordinate financing from government agency or nonprofit group is 
acceptable under certain restrictions.

Yes

Source: First Interstate Bank, Northwest Region
Residential Loan Services
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Program MAP
30-Year

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
Interest Rate 7.95%
Loan to Value Ratio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 97%

Down Payment $2,514
0rigination Fee $250
Discount Points (1.5 avg) $1,219
Other Closing Costs $2,317
Cash Reserves $594
Mortgage Insurance Premium $1,219

Total Up-Front Costs $8,113

Mortgage Amount $81,286

Mortgage Payment $594
T axes $108
Insurance $33
Utilities $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total Monthly Payment $1,103

Income Obligation Ratio 45%
Affordable Income $29,421

M FI % (Family of 4) 69%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 .300

Loan Term 30
Interest R ate 1 0.1 0%
Loan to Value Ratio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 97%

Down Payment $1 ,239
O rigination Fee $250
Discount P0ints (2.0 avg) $801
Other Closing Costs $1 ,874
Cash Reserves $355
Mortgage Insurance Premium $601

Total Up-Front Costs $5,119

Mortgage Amount $40,061

Mortgage Payment $355
Taxes $115
Insurance $16
U tilities $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthly Payment $775

Income Obligation Ratio 45%
Affordable Incom e $20,672
MFI % (Family of 4) 56%
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First Interstate 5/1 & 7/1 Adjustable Rate Mortgage Assistance Program

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount: 

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

A First Interstate portfolio product for low- and moderate-income 
buyers. This program uses a floating rate that can be fixed after the first 
change date, up to and including the fifth (or seventh) change date. Rate 
changes are capped at 2% annually and 5% over the life of the loan.

First-time Home buyers

30 year term; adjustable, then fixed rate at .25% point cost.

$300,000

80%; upwards adjustment for family size; no limit for low-mod census 
tract, less than 150% MFI for tracts with 51% or more minority 
population

95%

33/38% (Max. ratio of 40/45% with strong compensating factors).

$250, rolled into the mortgage amount.
Rate scale from -2 to 3 points, fee rolled into mortgage.

FNMA standard.

Single-family residential, FNMA condos anftUDs

Appraisals of “average” or “fair” is acceptable.

Performed on properties 20 years or older, or when appraisal has noted 
unit deficiencies.

Stable income over past two years; nontraditional income upon 
verification is acceptable.
Borrower must pay 3% or a grant/gift from FNMA approved third 
party.
May be a gift firom an interested party.

FNMA standards 

FHA/FNMA standards 

No

Subordinate financing from government agency or nonprofit group is 
acceptable under certain restrictions.

Yes

Source: First Interstate Bank, Northwest Region Residential Loan Services
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P ro g ra m MAP
Adjustable

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
In te re St R a te 6.07%
Loan to Value Ratio 95%
Combined Loan to Vaiue 95%

Down Payment $4.1 90
O riq in a tio n Fee $796
Discount Points (1.5 avg) $1 .1 94
O th e r C iosin g C o sts $2,31 7
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage insurance Premium $1 .1 94

Total Up-Front Costs $9,691

Mortgage Amount $79,61 0

Mortgage Payment $481
Taxes $108
in su ra n ce $33
U tiiitie s $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthiy Debt $200

Total M onthly Payment $990

In com e O bliga tion R a tIo 38%
A ffo rd a b le In com e $31 ,259

H FI % (Fam lly of 4) 73%

* Closina Costs paid bv seller

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 .300

Loan Term 30
Interest R ate 8.36%
Loan to Value R a tio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 95%

Down Payment $2,065
O rig in a tio n Fee $392
Discount Points (2.0 avg) $785
Other Closing Costs $1 .874
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $589

Total Up-Front Costs $5,7 0 4

Mortgage Amount $39,235

Mortgage Payment $298
Taxes $115
In su ra nee $1 6
U tilities $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthly Payment $718

Income 0 blig a tio n R a tio 38%
Affordable Income $22,678

M FI % (Fam lly of 4) 61%
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Key Bank HomeAssist Program (HAP V)

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

Source: Key Bank

The HomeAssist Loan Program is designed to help low- to moderate- 
income families to buy a home by providing a 2% down payment grant 
to the cost of the home. This is a Key Bank portfolio investment 
program.

Mortgage for home purchase.

10 to 30 years, fixed-rate, level payments 

$100,000 

80%

97% for single unit structure, 95% for two unit structures, 80% for three 
to four unit structures.
33/41%

2%
Rate scale; may be rolled into mortgage.

No coverage is required.

Owner-occupied 1-4 unit family dwellings, condominiums JRJDs.

Yes, standard FNMA guidelines.

Yes

Stable income for two full years; not required to have held the same job 
for two years. Follow FNMA/FHLMC underwriting guidelines

3%, may be provided by third party through gift, secured or unsecured 
loan. Key Bank provides other 2%.

Closing costs and prepaid items that have not been paid by the seller or 
borrower may be a gift from third party.

Standard FNMA credit guidelines.

One month PlTl.

No

No

Yes
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Program Horn eA ssist

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
Inte rest R ate 7.95%
Loan to Value Ratio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 97%

DownPayment $2,51 4
0 rig In a tio n Fee $ 1 ,626
□ Iscount Points (1.5 avg) $1 ,21 9
Other Closing Costs G ifted
Cash Reserves $454
Mortgage Insurance Premium $0

Total U p -F ro n t Costs $5,813

Mortgage Amount $81 ,286

Mortgage Payment $594
Taxes $108
Insurance $0
U tilitie s $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total M onthly Payment $1 ,070

Income 0 blig a tio n R a tio 41 %
Affordable Income $31 ,320

M FI % (Family of 4) 73%

‘All fees set at a maximum off.75%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 ,300

Loan Term 30
Inte re st R ate 10.10%
Loan to Value Ratio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 97%

Down Payment $1 ,239
0 rig ina tio n Fee $801
Discount Points (2.0 avg) $801
Other Ciosing Costs G ifted
Cash R ese rves $454
Mortgage Insurance Premium $0

Total Up-Front Costs $3,295

M o rtg ag e Amount $40,061

M ortgage Paym ent $355
Taxes $115
Insurance $0
U tilities $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthly Payment $759

Income Obligation Ratio 41 %
Affordable Income $22,21 0

MFI % (Fam lly of 4) 60%
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Oregon Housing Bond Single-Family Mortgage Program

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:
Commitment Fees:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs

Cash Reserves:

Credit History:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:
Home buyer Training:
Special Provisions:

This program portfolios standard FHA-insured first mortgages, 
providing below-market interest rates to borrowers, using Oregon 
Revenue Bond proceeds. The most notable partner in Portland is 
NECDC who administers the HUD Nehemiah $15,000 soft second 
mortgage. However, the Program will portfolio other qualified 
borrowers.

First-time Home buyers for existing or new construction units.

15 or 30 year term

Existing Homes; $141,625 target areas 
New Construction: $257,363 target areas

$44,400, regardless of family size

95 - 97%

29/41%; may vary with compensating strength in borrower’s profile. 

1.75% maximum of all fees (origination and discount points)

Standard FHA guidelines

Single-family residential. Duplex - for sale by NECDC 

Appraisals through HUD Nehemiah Appraisal 

Standard FHA inspection

On case-by-case basis; preferably stable income over past two years.
At least one year income history with employer verification.
$1,000 minimum, FHLB DP assistance may add $3,000

Standard FHA guidelines

Standard FHA guidelines

Residential Mortgage Credit Report. In-files not acceptable.

No

Government agency or nonprofit group is acceptable.
Through NECDC
If property sold within first nine years after closing the borrower may be 
subject to an income tax surcharge.

Source: Oregon Housing and Community Services Dept. & Washington Mutual Lending Program
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Prog ram OR Revenue
Bond Portfolio

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
In te rest R a te 7.95%
Loan to Value Ratio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 99%

Down Payment $2,51 4
O rigination Fee $1 ,458
Discount Points (1.5 avg) $0
Other Closing Costs $781
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $1 ,875

Total Up-Front Costs $6,627

M o rtg ageAmount $83,31 1

Mortgage Payment $608
Taxes $108
Insura nee $35
Utilities $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Tota 1 M onth ly Payment $1 ,1 20

Income O bligation Ratio 41 %
Affordable Income $32,769

M FI % (Family of 4) 7 7%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 ,300

Loan Term 30
Interest Rate 1 0.1 0%
Loan to Value Ratio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 97%

Down Payment $1 ,239
0 rigination Fee $701
Discount Points (2.0 avg) $801
Other Closing Costs $1 ,874
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $901

Total Up-Front Costs $5,516

M o rtg age Amount $40,061

Mo rtg age Payment $355
Taxes $115
Insurance $17
U tilities $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthly Payment $776

Income 0 bligation Ratio 41 %
Affordable Income $22,699

M FI % (Family of 4) 61 %
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Fanne Mae Community Home Buyers Program 

Community Seconds Mortgage Loans

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount: 

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio: 

Mortgage Insurance Coverage: 

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Mortgage Insurance:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:
Home buyer Training 
Special Provisions:

Source: Fannie Mae

Community Seconds encourages partnerships among providers of 
affordable housing by adding a subordinate (secured) financing 
subsidized second mortgage to a primary FNMA fixed-rate first 
mortgage. Subsidies can be obtained from a variety of private and 
public sector grants, such as CDBG, UDAG or other federal funds.

Second Mortgage for home purchase and refinances

15 or 30 years, fixed-rate, level payments; matching primary mortgage

StandardFannieMae amount.

100%

95%, (up to 97% with Fannie97)

33/38% income to debt (28/36 witlFannie 97) - compensating factors 
may apply.

Based on primary mortgage.

Single Family,Fannie eligible condominiums anffUDs.

Appraisal ratings of “average” or “fair” for neighborhoods and 
improvements.

For properties older than 10 years and with LTV’s over 90%

Up to 35%; depending on financing structure.

Stable income for two full years; not required to have held the same job 
for two years.

Minimum of 5%. For 3/2 Option minimum of 3% from borrower’s 
funds and 2% froniFannie approved third party, ificldg. 3% seller)

From borrower’s resources or from a FNMA approved third party or 
unsecured loans from lender, or through Community Seconds loans. 
Requires Residential Mortgage Credit Report. Alternative sources may 
be used in lieu of traditional credit.
One month if primary mortgage is Famiie97 or Start-Up.

Permanent - yes, temporary - no

CorrununitySeconds may provide up to 20% of mortgage amount 
Yes
Interested parties or sellers may pay up to 3% of closing costs IfTVs 
are over 90%, or 6% foiLTVs under 90%
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Seconds
Year: 1995 w Ith C H B P

Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
In te re St Rate 7.95%
Loan to Value Ratio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 83%

Down Payment $1,190
O riq in a tio n Fee $696
Discount Points (1.5 avg) $ 1 ,044
0 th e r C lo sin q C o sts $317
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $ 1 ,044

T Ota! U p -F ro n t C o sts $4,2 9 1

Mortgage Amount $ 69 .6 1 0

M 0 rtg age Payment $508
Taxes $ 1 08
Insurance $28
U tilitie s $ 1 34
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $ 200

T Ota 1 M 0 n th ly Payment $ 1 .0 1 3

Income O b lip a tio n R a tio 38 %
Affordable Income $31 .997

U FI % (Fam lly of 4) 7 6%

‘Assumed Comm unItvSecondarant at SISK (S5K uofront)

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $ 41 ,300

Loan Term 30
In te re st Rate 10.10%
Loan to Value Ratio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 78%

Down Payment $ 65
Origination Fee $322
Discount Points (2.0 avg) $ 645
O th e r C lo sin g C o sts $874
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $484

T Ota! Up-Front Costs $ 2 ,3 8 9

Mortgage Amount $32 .235

Mo rtg age Payment $285
Taxes $ 1 1 5
In s u ra n ce $ 1 3
U tilitie s $ 1 05
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $ 1 50

T 0 ta 1 M 0 n th ly Payment $ 703

Income 0 b lip a tio n Ratio 38%
A ffo rd a b le Income $22,1 92

M F 1 % (Fam lly of 4) 6 0 %

Assumed Community Second orantatSlOK ($3K upfront)
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Nehemiah Second Mortgage Program

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:
Commitment Fees:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:
Home buyer Training:
Special Provisions:

This program provides a secured second mortgage through the federal 
Nehemiah program, administered locally by the Northeast Community 
Development Corporations (NECDC). With this fimding NECDC 
enables buyers to leverage a primary mortgage provided at below 
market rates, and underwritten by the State of Oregon, and, if they are 
qualified, for down payment assistance through the Federal Home Loan 
Bank of Seattle.

First-time Home buyers for existing or new construction imits.

No term; subject to recapture when change of ownership or use 

$15,000; subject to recaptiue under certain circumstance 

$44,400, regardless of family size 

N/A (see primary mortgage)

31/43%

No
No
No

Coverage of at least the loan amount. FHA mortgage premiums. 

Single-family residential. Duplex - for sale by NECDC 

Appraisals through HUD Nehemiah Appraisal 

Yes, by NECDC.

Meet primary mortgage guidelines (FNMA guidelines)

N/A (see primary mortgage)

N/A (see primary mortgage)

Residential Mortgage Credit Report. In-files not acceptable.

No

No

No
Yes
Through NECDC
If change of ownership or change of use then second mortgage subject 
to recapture. Recapture amount is 50 percent of sale proceeds after 
down payment and owner improvements, up to $15,000.
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Prog ram N ehem lah
with FHA 203(b)

Year: 1995
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
inte rest R a te 8.29%
Loan to Value R atio 95%
Combined Loan to Vaiue 82%

Down Payment $4,1 90
O rigination Fee $683
Discount Points (0.5 avq) $342
Other Ciosing Costs $781
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage insurance Premium $1 ,537

Total Up-Front Costs $7,533

M o rtg age Amount $68,31 1

Mortgage Payment $515
Taxes $108
insurance $28
Utiiities $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthiy Debt $200

Total M onthly Payment $1 ,020

Income Obligation Ratio 43%
Affordable Income $28,467

M FI % (Family of 4) 6 7%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 ,300

Loan Term 30
inte re st R a te 9.92%
Loan to Vaiue R a tio 95%
Combined Loan to Vaiue 64%

Down Payment $2,065
0 rig in a tio n Fee $263
Discount Points (1.8 avg) $474
Other Ciosing Costs $820
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage insurance Premium $592

Total Up-Front Costs $4,2 13

Mortgage Amount $26,306

M ortgage Paym ent $229
Taxes $115
insurance $1 1
U tiiitie s $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthiy Debt $150

Total M onthly Paym ent $645

Income Obligation Ratio 43%
Affordable Income $1 7,988

M FI % (Fam lly of 4) 48%
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Washington Mutual 0 Loan Option Program

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount: 

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:
Commitment Fees:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

This program supplement offers no loan fees or closing costs to the 
borrower on home purchase (and refinance) transactions. As a trade off, 
the loan will be offered at a rate higher than the Bank’s standard, full-cost 
loan. Waived fees include origination, appraisal, credit report, in-house 
settlement, title insurance, recording, inspection, among others. FHA or 
VA loans are ineligible, FNMA CHBP are eligible.

Assist first-time home buyers by waiving up-front fees.

10 to 30 years on fixed rate, and 15 to 30 oARMs

Allowed for loans up to $1,500,000.

Eligible for buyers under Wash. Mutual Conventional Loans (115%), and 
Community Home Buyer (100%). Not eligible for FHAA^A loans.

97% under Wash. Mutual program, or 95% under FNMA CHBP

33/38% (28/36% Fannie97 or Wash. Mutual 97% LTV MGIC)

No; refundable application fee due up-front.
No
Paid by borrower, varies by program.

100% withLTVs above 90% or borrower may use the Uninsured Option 
at a .25 point increase in interest rates.
Single-family, 2-4 imit buildings, FNMA approved condos adSJDs.

Yes

Yes

Same as the primary mortgage.

3 to 5%; third-party contributions may not exceed borrower’s costs.

None; except sellers’ costs are not waived.

Same as the primary mortgage (standard Credit Report).

Same as the primary mortgage.

Temporary buy downs allowed.

Subordinate financing is allowed.

Yes

Source: Washington Mutual, Community Development Department
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P rog ra m Zero Loan
O ption

Year: 1995 with C H B P
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
Interest Rate 8.05%
Loan to Value R atio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 95%

D own Paym enf $4,1 90
0 riqination Fee $796
Discount Points (1.5 avg) $1 .1 94
Other Ciosing Costs $1,175
C ash R eserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $1 ,1 94

Total Up-Front Costs $8,549

M o rtg age Amount $79,61 0

Mortgage Payment $587
Taxes $1 08
Insura nee $33
U tilitie s $1 34
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total Monthly Payment $1 ,096

Income Ob liq a tio n Ra tio 38%
Affordable Income $34,608

M FI % (Family of 4) 81%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 ,300

Loan Term 30
Interest R ate 1 0.50%
Loan to Value Ratio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 95%

Down Payment . $2,065
0 rigination Fee $392
Discount Points (2.0 avg) $785
Other Closing Costs $1,102
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $589

Total Up-Front Costs $4,933

M ortg ag e Amount $39,235

Mortgage Payment $359
Taxes $115
Insurance $16
U tilities $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthly Pa ym ent $779

Income Obligation Ratio 38%
Affordable Incom e $24,607

MFI % (Family of 4) 66%
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Project Down Payment

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:
Commitment Fees:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

Source: Portland Housing Center

Project Down Payment is a home ownership program assisting buyers 
with low-cost financing for down payment and closing costs. For low- 
income individuals the program also will provide a $15,000 
recapturable loan. The program requires home buyers to meet its 
income guidelines, live in Eastside Portland for at least 6 months and 
buy their first home in targeted neighborhoods.

Down payment assistance on home purchase.

Principalbuydown due at sale; 5 year down payment assistance loan.

$19,000 for persons earning less than 80% MFI ($15,00Buydown, 
$4,000 down payment at 5% interest); $4,000 at 5% interest for 
persons earning 81 to 100% MFI.
100% MFI (see above).

97% maximum

Based on primary lending product.

None
None
None

Based on primary lending product.

Standard FNMA properties.

Based on primary lending product.

Based on primary lending products.

Based on primary lending product.

2% firom borrower’s funds.

May be financed by Project Down Payment loan.

Standard FNMA guidelines.

Based on primary lending product.

$15,000 loan is a biry down.

Yes

Yes
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Program Project Down
P a y m ent

Year: 1995 w ith F H A 203(b)
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

L 0 a n T e rm 30
Inte rest R ate 8.2 9%
Loan to Value Ratio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 81 %

Down Payment $0
O rig in a tio n Pee $682
Discount Points (0.5 avg) $341
OtherClosing Costs DP loan covers
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $0

Total U p-Front Costs $ 1 ,023

Mortgage Amount $68,21 7

Mortgage Payment $590
Taxes $108
In s u ra n ce $0
U tilities $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total M onthly P aym ent $1 ,066

Income Obligation Ratio 41 %
A ffo rd a b ie In c o m e $31 ,21 1

M FI % (Fam lly of 4) 73%

* M onthly pavm ent $925 for first five years, after
down oaym ent assistance ioan is paid off then the
m onthly payments will be $759 (65% MFI).

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 ,300

Loan Term 30
In te re St R a te 9.92%
Loan to Value Ratio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 99%

Down Payment $0
O riq in a tio n Fee $ 4 0 7
D is c 0 u n t P 0 in ts (1.8 avg) $ 733
O th e r C lo s in g C o sts $ 2 6 5
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $917

T Ota 1 U p -F ro n t C os ts $ 2 ,3 2 2

M o rtg age Amount $40,735

Mortgage Payment $ 43 1
Taxes $ 1 1 5
Insurance $ 1 7
U tilitie s $ 1 05
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $ 1 50

T Ota! M onthly Payment $852

Income Obligation Ratio 4 1 %
Affordable Income $24,932

M F 1 % (F am lly of 4) 67%

• M onthly paym ent $857 for first five years, after
down D a V m e n t a s s ista n ce loan is paid offthen the
monthly pavm ents will be $782 (76% MFI).
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Emanuel Hospital Neighborhood Home Ownership Program (ENHOP)

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

Special Provisions:

The ENHOP provides forgivable loans to qualified employees of 
Legacy Health Systems who wish to purchase a primary residence 
within LegacyEmanuel’s immediate neighborhoods. Loans can be used 
for down payments, pre-paid reserves, and closing expenses, and are 
secured by a second trust deed of the property. Employees make only 
interest payments through a payroll deduction.

Second mortgage for home purchase.

5 years, fixed rate (8.5%), level interest-only payments

10% or $5,000, whichever is less.

None

Based on primary mortgage.

Based on primary mortgage.

Based on primary mortgage / lender.
Based on primary mortgage / lender.

Based on primary mortgage / lender.

Maximum home price of $85,000

Based on primary mortgage.

Based on primary mortgage.

Able to qualify for a mortgage.

Borrower must pay at least 2% of down payment.

Based on primary mortgage.

Based on primary mortgage.

Based on primary mortgage.

Based on primary mortgage.

Based on primary mortgage.

Based on primary mortgage.

Up to 20% of the loan’s original principal balance may be forgiven each 
year with employment in good standing.

Source: Emanuel Hospital, Legacy Healthcare Systems
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Program ENHOP

Year: 1995 with FHA 203(b)
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
Interest R ate 8.2 9%
Loan to Value R atio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 81 %

Down Payment $0
O riqination Fee $675
Discount Points (0.5 avg) $337
Other Closing Costs $781
Cash R eserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $0

Total Up-Front Costs $1,7 9 3

Mortgage Amount $67,468

Mortgage Payment $611
T axes $108
Insurance $0
Utilities $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total Monthly Payment $1,088

Income Obligation Ratio 41 %
Affordable Income $31,839

MFI % (Family of 4) 75%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 .300

Loan Term 30
Interest Rate 9.92%
Loan to Value R atio 97%
Combined Loan to Value 65%

Down Payment $0
O rigination Fee $266
Discount Points (1.8 avg) $480
Other Closing Costs F
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $0

Total Up-Front Costs $746

Mortgage Amount $26,644

Mortgage Payment $335
Taxes $115
Insurance $0
U tilitie s $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthiy Payment $739

Income Obligation Ratio 41 %
Affordable Incom e $21 ,633
MFI % (Family of 4) 58%

103



Network for Affordable Housing Down Payment Assistance Grant

Program Summary:

Loan Purpose:

Loan Term:

Maximum Loan Amount:

Maximum Income:

Loan to Value Ratio:

Income to Debt Ratio:

Origination Fee:
Discount Points:

Mortgage Insurance Coverage:

Eligible Properties:

Appraisal:

Inspection:

Underwriting Requirements: 
Income:

Down Payment:

Closing Costs:

Credit History:

Cash Reserves:

Buy downs:

Subordinate Financing:

Home buyer Training:

Source: Key Bank

The Network for Oregon Affordable Housing (NOAH))rogramis 
designed to assist below median income families by contributing 1% of 
the sales price of the home, up to a maximum of $650 to the down 
payment..

Mortgage for home purchase.

10 to 30 years, fixed-rate, level payments 

Per FHA guidelines.

100%

Per FHA guidelines.

Per FHA guidelines.

Based on primary mortgage / lender.
Based on primary mortgage / lender.

Based on primary mortgage / lender.

Owner-occupied 1-4 unit family dwellings, condominiums fiUDs. 

Based on FHA guidelines.

Based on FHA guidelines.

Sufficient to support housing expenses.

Grant of first $650, borrower pays rest of down payment.

Based on primary mortgage.

Standard FHA / FNMA credit guidelines.

Based on primary mortgage.

Based on primary mortgage.

Based on primary mortgage.

Based on primary mortgage.
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Prog ram NOAH Down
Paym ent

Year: 1995 with F H A 203(b)
Median Home Price (North) $83,800

Loan Term 30
Interest Rate 8.29%
Loan to Va lue R atio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 99%

D own Paym ent $3,540
O rigination Fee $0
Discount Points (0.5 avg) $0
Other Closing Costs $781
Cash Reserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $1 .875

Total Up-Front Costs $6,196

M o rtg ag e Amount $83,31 1

Mortgage Payment $628
Taxes $108
Insurance $35
Utilities $134
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $200

Total M onthly Payment $1 .1 39

Income 0 blip atio n Ratio 41 %
Affordable Income $33,349
MFI % (Family of 4) 78%

Year: 1990
Median Home Price (North) $41 ,300

Loan Term 30
Interest R ate 9.92%
Loan to Va lue R atio 95%
Combined Loan to Value 1 00%

Down Payment $1 ,41 5
O rigination Fee $0
DiscountPoints (1.8 avg) $498
Other Closing Costs F
C ash R eserves $0
Mortgage Insurance Premium $929

Total Up-Front Costs $2,842

Mortgage Amount $41 .306

Mortgage Payment $360
Taxes $115
Insurance $17
U tilitie s $105
Average Maintainence $34
Assumed Monthly Debt $150

Total M onthly Pa ym ent $782

Income O bligation Ratio 41 %
Affordable Income $22,875
MFI % (Family of 4) 6 2%
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Summary of Program Outcomes Using North Portland Information

Program CHBP CHBP
With 3/2 Option

FannieNeightx>rs Start-Up Fannle97 Lease-Purchase 
with CHBP

Up-Front Costs /1395 $9,691 $8,082 $9,691 $10,136 $8,676 $5,501
% of Home Price 12% 10% 12% 12% 10% 7%

Up-Front Costs /1990 $5,704 $4,915 $5,704 $6,149 $5,270 $3,639
% of Home Price 14% 12% 14% 15% 13% 9%

Minimum MFI /1995 81% 82% 81% 81% 86% 81%
Minimum MFI 11990 65% 66% 65% 66% 70% 65%

Program MAP
30-Year

MAP
Adjustable

HomeAssist OR Revenue
Bond Portfolio

Habitat for 
Humanity

HomePartners

Up-Front Costs /1996 $8,113 $9,691 $5,813 $6,627 $450 a Vi 11

% of Home Price 10% 12% 7% 8% 1% 8%
Up-Front Costs /1990 $5,119 $5,704 $3,295 $5,516 $250 $3,847
% of Home Price 12% 14% 8% 13% 1% 9%

Minimum MFI /1995 69% 73% 73% 77% 43% 78%
Minimum MFI f 1990 56% 61% 60% 61% 35% 65%

Program Magnet 3/2 Magnets FHA 203(b) FHA 251 ftCommunttvS'; ? j'N«hemlah^ ;
{##SecondaM<4! with FHA 20^^

Up-Front Costs /1995 $8,082 $7,374 $8,095 $8,095 .533
% of Home Price 10% 9% 10% 10%

Up-Front Costs /1990 $4,915 $3,831 $4,971 $5,054 $<213
% of Home Price 12% 9% 12% 12% a6sl#a»sS!»:‘*sio%

Minimum MFI /1995 82% 81% 78% 71% 67%
Minimum MFI /1990 66% 65% 62% 59%

Program <::-2:emiLoan'!''M
VrtJfSaoji
V^jwRhCWBP/-1^’'

: Pro|tctOown 
t Faymbftt*-5'''- 
;^FW203(b)‘

rvr/'iafHOPr^ii:;
with FHA 203(b)

,NOAH Down/ 
Payment 

with FHAat^b)
’•'vV'/'; 4‘;„£'rtd'

Average * 
Mortgage 
Programs 1' Frograms- ,

\ ..V’*’. i
Up-Front Costs /1996 $8,549 '.$1,023 . , '$1,793 $6,196 $8,028 S*»:#MS$4.898

% of Home Price J' 10% ... ,r? >,"1% j, 1', ’^-•'<--H2% •'a%.i4/X‘4'evv^,cs7,'7% 10%
Up-Front Costs/1990 V ^ 54J333 ...$2,322 V ’5v'ivv^'$^46 V . $3,842 $4,909

% of Home Price ":t:12% ^ r’. \ --xA* 2% i;™.'7>',7% 12%
V"' Vr ^ 'if

Minimum MFI/1995 81% ■•C 73% V ,J- -75% 78% 76%
Minimum MFI/1990 -v-'J 66% 67% "•< •4.-%,-'-,' ..68% .-.*,-.'■','•4- f 62% 64% mmmmiAxxBin,

* Excluding Habitat for Humanity

Source: Lending Guidelines
Table 15: Program Summary
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Analysis

Analysis of the mortgage lending programs documents two countervailing trends that have shaped 
the pool of qualified home buyers: general housing price appreciation as income growth has 
remained stagnant, and the decline in interest rates since 1990. The effect has been that these 
countervailing trends have only recently resulted in an Affordability Gap for most low-income 
borrowers throughout the whole market. Individual analysis of the mortgage programs generally 
supports that conclusion.

The minimum qualified borrower in 1995, on average, had an income $33,306, or 78% MFI. This 
is fourteen percentage points higher since 1990, when the minimum income was 64% MFI, or 
$23,774. However, there are some notable exceptions. Local lending portfolio programs allow 
buyers to qualify at just below 70% MFI in 1995 and still minimize up-ffont costs as compared to 
government-insured programs. Conventional financing is currently available to buyers at just over 
80% MFI in 1995.

Increasing up-front costs to the borrower is another significant factor in excluding many families 
from buying a home. The response on the part of home buyers has been to gravitate towards loan 
programs offering higher Loan-To-Value ratios (LTVs), and third-party gifts thereby lowering 
down payments. The Study data has observed this trend: on average in 1990 cash costs were 
$4,909, or 12 percent of the home price, by 1995 cash costs had fallen to $8,028, or 10 percent of 
the home price. As buyers have gravitated to higher LTV loans and up-front costs are financed 
the higher monthly mortgage payments are to the borrower, thereby again raising the minimum 
qualified income level.

For example, using a hypothetical case of a simplified Community Home Buying Program loan:

Yean 1995
Base
Line

Closing Cost 
Financed

Low DPI
Close Cost Fin.

Median Home Price (North) . $83,800 $83,800 $83,800
Loan to Value Ratio 95% 95% 97%
Combined Loan to Value 95% 98% 100%

Down Payment $4,190 $4,190 $2,514
Closing Costs (F=Financed) $2,317 F F

Total Up-Front Costs $9,691 $7,374 $5,698

Mortgage Amount $79,610 $81,927 $83,603

Total Monthly Payment $1,090 $1,107 $1,120

Income Obligation Ratb 38% 38% 38%
Affordable Income $34,433 $34,967 $35,354

MFI % (Family of 4) 81% 82% 83%
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This Study more closely examines a federally-funded, and local home buyer assistance program, 
and a State-sponsored portfolio program. These types of mortgage enhancements, termed home 
buyer assistance programs by the Study, are currently less costly in terms of process and 
resources. The main effect of these programs is to lower the up-front costs for low-income 
borrowers. They have little effect on lowering the qualified income of borrowers. In 1990 these 
programs allowed borrowers at 60% MFI to qualify, versus 64% without this assistance. In 1995 
that margin had narrowed as programs only allowed borrowers to qualify at 75% MFI, versus 
78% MFI. As housing prices and/or interest rates rise these programs will require greater public 
subsidy to maintain low-income affordability. The are two notable exceptions: the Nehemiah 
second mortgage program, and Project Down Payment.

The Nehemiah Program

The Nehemiah program, through its $15,000 secured second mortgage, allows for 1995 
borrowers at 67% MFI to become home owners in homes constructed or rehabilitated through the 
Nehemiah program in the Northeast Portland target area. The program, under the direction of 
Northeast CDC will have developed over 160 units by the end of 1996. This program has been 
very successful in developing superior homes which have attracted many moderate-income 
minorities, especially African-Americans, back into low-income neighborhoods.

Project Down Payment

Project Down Payment has thrown a wider net across the City by recently restructuring their 
assistance to provide not only a $4,000 low-interest down payment loan, but by allowing low- 
income families to qualify for a $15,000 second mortgage loan. The down payment assistance 
lowers the up-front costs to the borrower to only 2% of the purchase price, and the minimum 
income is lowered to 73% MFI. In its design this program may be considered the most effective 
in negotiating the trade-off of lower up-front costs with higher monthly costs. Due to the recent 
restructuring the program should be monitored to gauge its effectiveness.

Oregon Single Family Mortgage Program

Finally, the Oregon Housing Bond Single Family Mortgage Program increases affordability 
through subsidizing lower interest rates on FHA and conventional products. As noted throughout 
this Study, interest rates have played a key role in determining housing affordability for low- 
income families. A distinct advantage of this program is that it has been able to assist a significant 
number of home buyers: 1,489, from 1992 to 1996, or worth over $93 million in loans.2 The 
program enhances prevailing interest rates by lowering the market rate, rather than continually 
increasing its subsidy over time. While clearly not a program that allows very low-income buyers 
to access home ownership opportunities, it has the ability to enhance loan products in the local 
market. Over 90% of the loans bought by the State enabled families below 78% MFI to become 
home owners, and 37% of the State’s portfolio, 546 loans, have allowed families just below 60% 
MFI to become homeowners
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Loan Program Summary

It is evident that despite the best attempts by bankers and home buyer assistance programs to 
respond to housing market changes, the pool of qualified buyers has changed since 1990. As 
noted in the Housing Market Profile, the decline in interest rates has been the prime factor in 
retaining moderate-income families’ ability to buy housing in Portland. The Study shows the 
extent of that change — the minimum qualified buyer for home ownership in 1995, on average, 
must earn 78% of MFI, or 75% MFI with a home owner assistance program, as compared to 64% 
MFI in 1990.

Lenders have responded to this situation in a variety of ways Lowering up-ffont costs has had a 
mixed success by allowing cash-constrained families to finance, or in some cases have fees 
waived, or granted. Flexible underwriting criteria has been another response, however this has 
only marginally expanded affordable home ownership opportunities. More often, flexible 
underwriting criteria means that stronger moderate-income candidates are qualified.

The most successful methods at providing low-income affordable home ownership opportunities 
have been through the use of Oregon’s portfolio program, and home ownership assistance 
programs. The Oregon Housing Bond, Nehemiah, and Project Down Payment have benefited 
low-income borrowers the most. These types of subsidy programs deserve more attention, but if 
housing prices and/or interest rates rise deeper public investment will be needed.

Overall this Section finds:

• The definition of “affordable” home ownership is rapidly changing; from families at or 
below 80 % MFI to families above the traditional federal guidelines. Currently, low 
interest rates are the primary reason that low-income families can find affordable 
housing.

• Home buyer assistance programs increase affordability by lowering the minimum MFI 
by 3-4 percentage points. Several of these programs, Nehemiah, and Project Down 
Payment, with their deeper subsidy, have successfully preserved low-income home 
ownership opportunities. However, as housing prices and/or interest rates rise, these 
programs will no longer be able to serve low-income borrowers without greater public 
subsidy.

The Oregon Single Family Mortgage Program has been effective in providing a margin of 
affordability to many low- and moderate-income borrowers. This program, in 
combination with the various home buyer assistance programs, could provide 
significant affordability opportunities.

1 H.L. Kibbev. How to Finance a Home in the Pacific Northwest (Lake Oswego, OR: Panoply Press, 
1991/95), p. 216-236.
2 Information was made available by Oregon Housing and Community Services Department, as of July 1, 
1996.
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Data Forecast

The historical trends in Portland’s demographic profile, housing and mortgage lending 
markets have revealed a fundamental change in the City’s population and housing profile.
This change has been widely acknowledged in not only the data and analysis contained in the 
previous sections, but also in the experiences of a variety of consumers, program officers and 
lenders. This Study is intended to give shape to those changes, and allow policy makers to 
understand the underlying market structure.

This section will look ahead to forecast some of the primaiy factors in Portland’s 
transformation. Metro’s baseline forecast is used as a model for the section. The analysis 
will use 1990 and 1995 base data to forecast a variety of factors from 1995 to 2000. The 
forecast, and base data were generated as a part of Metro’s Region 2040 project and new 
econometric forecasting models.1

Limitations of Forecasting Data

A forecast is a guess and not a scientific fact. Using statistical methodology only allows 
forecasters to know how much of a guess they are making, rather than allowing them to 
make a better guess. Another limitation is the further your forecast is removed from the 
present, the more likely you are to be wrong. Keeping this in mind, this section is limits the 
forecast to the year 2000, and 2005 in some instances. In addition, the Study uses simple, 
straightforward methods of extrapolating data from Metro’s forecast for the purpose of 
identifying macro trends.

Recently, a Study completed by the Center for Urban Studies at Portland State University 
(PSU) argues that model deficiencies may have biased Metro’s forecast data, allowing for 
fiirther error. After reviewing the arguments of the PSU report, any deficiencies of the Metro 
model are of a relatively minor nature in the context of this Study. As the Metro model is 
only in its draft form and will be calibrated in the coming months to address the PSU report’s 
criticisms, the Study uses Metro’s forecasts with an eye to future revisions.

Data Forecast

Population

The four-county Portland metropolitan region has experienced significant in-migration since 
the late-1980s to the present time. On average population growth has averaged 2.5% a year 
since 1990.2 Two of the top attractors to this region have been the quality of life and a 
robust economy. As the Portland metropolitan region’s emergence as a major manufacturing 
center of high-technology products and research cools into a long-term industry rather than a 
new growth sector, population expansion should begin to plateau. Another constraint to 
population expansion in the region is the Urban Growth Boundary, which defines the outer 
limit of residential expansion. Portland’s geography also presents limits on the ability of the
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City to accept population growth. Zoning limitations on infill development, unit 
reconfiguration, and the lack of buildable land (especially true in older established 
neighborhoods) limits population growth.

Metro’s forecast demonstrates that in the short-term growth will continue to expand rapidly; 
but it may begin to moderate over the long-term, demonstrating the region’s growth 
limitations. In 1990, the Portland-Vancouver PMSA regional population was 1,479,700, and 
by 1994 it was 1,565,800, or a 5.8 percent increase. Metro predicts that from 1994 to 2000 
the population growth will double to 12.2 percent, but will moderate to 8.4 percent from 
2000 to 2005. (Figure 10) Roughly less than one percent of this growth is headed for 
Vancouver, and Clark County, Washington.

Population Forecast
_ _ (1990-2005)
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Source: 2015 Regional Forecast and Urban Development Patterns, Metro 1996
Figure 10: Population Forecast

The City of Portland will exhibit the greatest slow-down in population growth. From 1990 
to 1995 the City added 59,602 new residents, or 13.7%. As the region grows by over 12% 
from 1995 to 2000, Portland will only add 32,170 new individuals, or a growth rate of 6.5%. 
This growth rate wall diminish by half again in the first part of the next century, 2000 to 2005. 
(See Figure 10)

At first glance this reduction in the rate of growth may demonstrate a slow-down in new 
families seeking housing in the Study Areas, however the significant trends of reverse 
commuting (city to suburb) have been coalescing over the past several years. It is yet too 
early to tell whether this trend will continue to impact the housing market with continuing 
high demand. Simply said, the demand for the limited housing supply in the Study Areas, 
being the most affordable in the City, may not experience an explicit decrease over the next 
ten years.
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Income

The average spending power of Portland Metropolitan residents has decreased over the past 
several years as income growth has lagged behind inflationary price appreciation. After 
correcting for market basket inflation there has been a slight decline in income over the early 
1990s, with only a slight increase in the past two years. According to Metro this expansion 
will continue, following historical trends, as the region’s economic activity develops. In the 
year 2000 forecast real per capita income rises 22.7% from 1990 to 2005, or 3.8% per year.

The Study uses a logarithmic estimation technique to calculate the growth of median family 
income.3 The forecasting of median family income using this technique does not constitute a 
statistically significant forecast methodology. Rather, these figures should be used as an 
indicator of income growth over the next decade.

Median Family Income Forecast
Logrithmic Forecast, Avg. Inflatton Rate = 2.8%
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Source: 2015 Regional Forecast and Urban Development Patterns, Metro 1996
Figure 11: Income Forecast

Income appreciation should follow historic trends. This translates into a continued widening 
of the income gulf currently found in the region’s high, middle and low income structure. 
Income growth, over the past several years, has appreciated faster for upper-income 
individuals than for middle, or low-income individuals. For low-income individuals this is 
especially difficult as wages have stagnated and public subsidies have not kept pace with 
inflation.4 Middle and lower-income individuals have been able to substitute cheaper 
consumption products for the loss of real income growth ~ witness the success of WalMart, 
and other “mega” stores. However, this strategy has not off-set substantial housing price 
appreciation.
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While the real income growth forecast shows appreciation for the Portland MSA, without 
real change in the skill/education level of low-income residents the widening gap between 
income classes will not change. Without positive changes in public subsidy growth, or a 
moderation of housing price appreciation, income differentials will continue to widen 
between income groups. This will result in increasing affordability problems for low- and 
moderate-income home buyers.

Housing Prices

The determination of a housing price is a negotiation between the seller and the buyer, each 
player having an array of factors influencing the final settlement. Thus, there are serious 
limitations on an accurate mode of housing prices. Rather forecasts are almost exclusively 
extensions of observed values. Over the past several years housing prices have appreciated 
faster than inflation throughout the region. From 1990 to 1995, housing prices appreciated 
49.5%; adjusted for inflation, it was still a substantial 24.3%.

In Portland there has been much discussion regarding the probability of this trend continuing 
throughout the next decade. These deliberations are locked in a political struggle over the 
whether Portland’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) should be expanded to allow for further 
residential development. This Study does not attempt to accurately forecast housing prices 
over the next ten years. It simply uses a simple trend line generated by the average housing 
price appreciation since 1995 to estimate housing prices in 2000 and 2005.

Median Housing Price
Logrithmic Forecast, Avg. Inflation Rate = 2.8%
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Figure 12: Housing Price Forecast
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In 1988, the beginning of the current up-swing in housing prices, the median housing price 
for the City was $69,120, by 1995 housing prices had risen to $135,250, or an appreciation 
of 95.7 percent. The same logarithmic trend techniques are used to derive future housing 
prices from 2000 to 2005 housing prices. This technique creates a baseline trend and is a 
device used to merely indicate likely housing price growth.

Data Forecast Summary

Over the next ten years, the City of Portland should experience a continuation of historic 
trends since its economic emergence in the late 1980s. This means that population should 
continue to rise with moderating in-migration, and expanding natural increase. Income 
growth is predicted to rise over the next few years, but stay well with in the norm for the 
region’s historical trends. This includes the structural trend of upper-income and 
educated/skilled workers having an expanding income, and lower-income and lesser 
educated/skilled workers having lesser income growth. Similarly, housing prices will 
moderate, but generally follow historical trends, thereby increasing the affordability gap for 
moderate- and low-income families.

■ Metro Regional Growth Management and Data Services.Urban Growth Report: Discussion Draft 
(Portland, OR: Metro, March, 1996), p. 1. The data was made available by Sonnf onder. Senior 
Urban Land Use Economist at Metro’s Data Services Division.

2. Metro Regional Growth Management and Data Services.The 2015 Regional Forecast and Urban 
Development Patterns. (Portland, OR: Metro February, 1996), p. 17.

3‘ Calculates an exponential curve that fits the data and returns an array that describes the curve. The 
equation for the curve is:

y = (b*(mlAxl)*(m2Ax2)*_) or y =b*mAx;

where the dependent y-value is a function of the independent x-values. The m-values are bases 
corresponding to each exponent x-value, and b is a constant value. Note that y, x, and m can be vectors. 
The array that LOGEST returns is {mn,mn-l,...,ml,b}. (Microsoft Excel Windows 95, Microsoft 
Corporation, Redland, WA)

4- Oregon Employment Department. 1996 Regional Economic Profile: Portland PMSA (Salem. OR: 
State of Oregon, 1996), p. 33-38.
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The Affordability Gap: Barriers to Home Ownership

This last section is a synthesis of issues raised throughout the Study and is a first step for 
reassessing home ownership in Portland. This Study does not prescribe a course of action to 
solve the Affordability Gap dilemma for policy-makers and advocates. Rather, it provides a 
framework for further policy discussion and programmatic action. The barriers to home 
ownership described in this section are a function of the author’s observation, and not an 
exhaustive, or definitive list of issues that concern housing advocates, the City or lenders.

This section examines three types of barriers to home ownership that contribute to the 
Affordability Gap.' Demographic Barriers, Housing Market Barriers, and Lending Barriers.

DEMOORAFNIC BARf^lERS TO HOME OWNERSHIP

The shifting demography of the City of Portland has induced significant changes in the ability 
of individuals and families to purchase a home. This is especially true of low-income families 
struggling with appreciating housing prices and stagnating incomes. Demographic barriers to 
housing are especially difficult for policy-makers and advocates, because they require long
term solutions, and are often caused by forces beyond local control. However, in the case of 
Portland demographic changes are at the core of the current shift away from housing 
affordability for low-income families. Demographic barriers to first-time home ownership 
include:

• Low Wage Potential for Low-Income Families

A common view of the current Affordability Gap experienced by low-income families is 
that the current disequilibrium of income and housing price is a short-term phenomenon. 
The difficulty in this theory is that there is a continuing differential of income growth 
within the region. The wage income of the educated, skilled class will expand with the 
economic fortunes of the region, while the income of the less educated/skilled will 
continue to stagnate.

Without the ability of low-income individuals to meet educational, and skill requirements 
necessary for participation in the region’s economic expansion they will continue to 
experience a dislocation of income and market basket prices. Avenues for further 
discussion are: exploring the wage/education/skill requirements of living wage industries; 
and enhancing the marketability of low-income individuals to regional industries by 
developing greater access to skill development and job opportunities.
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Increasing Housing Demand

Currently, the region’s high technology and international trade economies are well 
positioned to continue their expansion. In the recent past native Portland residents have 
had to compete with refugees from California’s failed Cold War economy of defense 
industries, and the collapse of its inflationary land and housing market. This represents 
just one possible flow of new in-migration. There has been relatively little migration from 
the South, East Coast and other parts of the United States. However, as Portland and 
Seattle continue to grow there may be more in-migration from other areas of the country. 
This will in turn increase the competition for housing within the mostly affordable Study 
Areas.

As demographic changes to the region have occurred there has been a parallel transformation 
in the Portland housing market. Increased demand for housing has resulted in a significant 
price appreciation. This has been especially true of the Study Areas. While the interactions of 
the housing market are too complex for this summary, the Study has tracked two main 
barriers: limited housing supply, and the appreciating home prices.

• Limited Supply of Affordable Housing

The dense nature of Portland’s Study Areas, competition for available land, combined 
with restrictive zoning and building laws, have resulted in an inelastic supply of land and 
housing units. This has limited the ability of developers and residents to alter this supply, 
even through aggressive infill development. For the low-income residents the housing 
supply that is left is dwindling and is approaching, if not already at, the end of its 
economic life. Housing in such a state will soon be unfinancable.

Increasing the supply of affordable housing may partly be resolved by affordable housing 
development community development corporations (CDCs). However, without 
increased non-profit and for-profit affordable housing development capacity and a 
fundamental shift away from rental housing and towards home ownership, the needs of 
low-income first-time home buyers will not be met.

• High Home Prices

The interaction of increasing demand and limited supply has resulted in appreciating home 
prices in the Study Areas. This price appreciation is the basic element, after income, in 
determining affordability for low-income individuals. The most common approach to 
reduce the Affordability Gap would be to enhance low-income buyer’s purchasing ability 
through subsidized interest rates, down payment, and second mortgage assistance. 
However, policy makers must also look at the underlying issues discussed in the 
Demographic Barriers section; namely the continued creation of living wage jobs through 
directed economic development.
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However, as prices continue to rise in the near future the ability of limited public subsidy 
to enhance low-income buyers will diminish. Public entities will need to explore flexible 
and innovative subsidy methods, two of which are recapture and retention models. 
Subsidy Recapture would “recycle” city subsidies through by sharing with assisted home 
owners any realized equity appreciation on sale. Subsidy Retention preserves affordable 
units by restricting prices on future sales, forcing the homes to be resold as a price 
affordable for low- and moderate-income home buyers. While there is some controversy 
in these methods they may offer viable alternatives to preserve affordable housing in times 
of the current rapid market appreciation.

Another avenues for preserving for affordable housing is through the control of the many 
individual components involved in the home purchase transaction. Housing advocates, 
the local government and lenders need to assess the impact on affordability on a number 
of these components. These include: underwriting and process costs imposed by 
institutions; rising interest rates (discussed below); up-front costs (also discussed below); 
the quality of the home; and the practice of determining the credit risk.

A model of factors leading to higher home prices is too complex to mention here. But, 
just as housing prices have dramatically increased in the past several years, they will again 
fall in the future according to larger cyclical movements. When will they fall is still up for 
debate; some believe the current economic profile ensures healthy growth (and higher 
housing prices) well into the next century. Policy makers need to further examine these 
factors to gauge the effectiveness of future affordable housing policies and programs.

The interaction of the housing market and the consumer is the province of the mortgage 
lenders. The lending decision is not the relatively simple transaction of buyer and seller.
There is a multitude of diverse factors involved in each transaction and subsequent lending 
decision. Among these are the availability of credit in national capital markets, the economies 
of regions, the general perception of risk, as well as the interactions of individuals. These 
factors never rest for long in equilibrium and this Study has attempted to highlight a number 
that have proved or will prove to be barriers to home ownership.

• Increasing Interest Rates

An important factor in the home buying decision is the level of interest rates, or the cost 
of borrowing money. The drop of interest rates since 1990 has supported the capital- 
intensive economic expansion of Portland’s regional economy in the early 1990s, and the 
subsequent appreciation in the home mortgage markets. However, decreasing interest 
rates are cyclical in nature, and current trends and forecasts predict a moderate rise in 
interest rates. Marginally income-constrained families have secured homes by the drop in 
interest rates, making their monthly payments just affordable in an appreciating market.
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A slight increase of interest rates will begin to push these families out of the housing 
market. This will prove a new barrier to home ownership for income-marginal families.

High Up-Front Costs

The purchase of a home is the largest single transaction in the lives of most families. The 
monthly costs involved in this transaction have an enormous impact upon the on-going 
financial circumstances of families on limited budgets. These costs are manageable if a 
family’s income remains stable, often at the expense of other elastic or inelastic needs. 
However, in purchasing a home there are a number of “cash” hurdles that a family must 
overcome. They often make the purchase of a home out of reach for moderate, and low- 
income buyers, and define the cash-constrained consumer. In an appreciating housing 
market these costs become more significant in barring prospective home buyers.

The difficulty in raising up-front cash for low-income borrowers has not been lost on the 
lending community. A number of new products have been created or modified to allow 
for down payment assistance, third-party gifts, no or limited fee loans, or the financing of 
closing costs in the mortgage. Despite these efforts, up-front cash costs will continue to 
be a higher and higher barrier to home ownership as income growth stagnates and 
housing appreciation and interest rates climb. There needs to be further discussion of 
methods of decreasing up-front cash costs to low-income consumers without placing 
further burdens on their borrowing ability.

High Monthly Housing Costs

The mortgage payment is the costliest factor in the monthly housing costs to low-income 
borrowers, but is only one in a number of other elements. These include property taxes, 
mortgage insurance, utilities, and maintenance costs. The components to mortgage costs, 
interest rates, up-front cash, etc. have been discussed above as barriers to home 
ownership. The other elements of monthly housing costs have also had an impact on 
upon the ability of low-income borrowers to become home owners.

Mortgage insurance has received more prominent attention in the last several years as a 
component in creating affordable housing. While not necessarily a first-time borrower 
afibrdability issue, the facilitation of mortgage insurance cancellation for eligible low- 
income borrowers may enhance long-term affordability. Other subsidized mortgage 
insurance strategies should also be considered.

Utility and maintenance costs are often related in lesser quality housing. A major cause of 
utility appreciation is the poor quality of major housing systems such as plumbing, 
roofing, siding. However, this poor quality is not limited to systems affecting 
weatherization ~ it includes other major system problems. While the City of Portland 
currently has programs related to housing weatherization, and repair there needs to be 
further discussion of how to coordinate existing and planned programs by community
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development corporations, utility companies and other participants in order to augment 
services to low-income home owners and home buyers.

Conclusion

In 1990 The Oregonian’s Blueprint for a Slum proved a watershed in Portland’s recognition 
of home ownership issues in low-income neighborhoods. The articles highlighted the needs 
for lenders to expand their knowledge of low-income/ethnic borrowers, and to provide 
greater opportunities for these populations to obtain flexible mortgage financing. The 
consequence has been a new range of home ownership education classes, local lender 
portfolio programs, reformulation of City policy, and establishment of nonprofit home buyer 
assistance organizations.

However, as shown by this Study, the underlying demographic, housing market and 
economic factors of the Portland metropolitan region have dictated current home ownership 
opportunities for low- and moderate-income buyers. The result has been an Affordability 
Gap; where low-income families can no longer afford housing that was available to them 
several years ago. The exact point at which the housing market generated an Affordability 
Gap is debatable, but the effects of this Gap are unfortunately becoming more evident.

This Study should be used as a reference for further political and policy discussions. There is 
no easy prescription for Portland. Affordable home ownership is a fluid definition in this 
market, and large potions of traditional low-income home buying populations are now priced 
out of the market without significant public/private subsidy. However, low-income home 
ownership will continue to be an important issue, and worthy of careful attention and frank 
discussion. It is an issue at the core of Portland’s high quality of life - for all its residents.
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Appendix I: Housing Affordability Equations

North Portland 1964 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1995
Average Home Price $37,100 $37,600 $31,700 $41,300 $54,400 $72,400 $83,800

Effective Interest Rate 12.4% 10.0% 9.0% 10.3% 7.9% 6.6% 7.4%
Loan - to - Value Ratio 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0%

Payment (30 Yr) $373 $313 $242 $352 $375 $440 $552

Monthly
Property Tax (per $000s) $104 $105 $89 $115 $128 $109 $108
Mortgage Insurance (per $000s) $15 $15 $13 $16 $22 $29 $33
Utilities (per month SF detached) $84 $84 $84 $84 $84 $149 $149
Average Malntainence $35 $35 $35 $35 $35 $35 $35

100% MFI
Median Family Income $28,800 $31,150 $35,100 $37,100 $39,400 $42,300 $44,400
Housing Budget (month) $720 $779 $878 $928 $985 $1,058 $1,110
Mortgage Budget $483 $540 $657 $677 $717 $736 $784

Affordable Mortgage $45,562 $61,572 $81,855 $75,532 $98,875 $115,038 $113,061
Mortgage ExcessZ(Gap) $10,317 $25,852 $51,740 $36,297 $47,195 $46,258 $33,451
Payment Excess/(Gap) $109 $227 $416 $325 $342 $296 $232

80% MFI
Median Family Income $23,040 $24,920 $28,080 $29,680 $31,520 $33,840 $35,520
Housing Budget (month) $576 $623 $702 $742 $788 $846 $888
Mortgage Budget $339 $384 $482 $491 $520 $525 $562

Affordable Mortgage $31,971 $43,809 $60,004 $54,831 $71,692 $81,990 $81,060
Mortgage Excess/(Gap) ($3,274) $8,089 $29,889 $15,596 $20,012 $13,210 $1,450
Payment Excess/(Gap) ($35) $71 $240 $140 $145 $85 $10

50% MFI
Median Family Income $14,400 $15,575 $17,550 $18,550 $19,700 $21,150 $22,200
Housing Budget (month) $360 $389 $439 $464 $493 $529 $555
Mortgage Budget $123 $151 $219 $213 $224 $207 $229

Affordable Mortgage $11,584 $17,165 $27,228 $23,780 $30,918 $32,418 $33,060
Mortgage Excess/(Gap) ($23,661) ($18,555) ($2,887) ($15,455) ($20,762) ($36,362) ($46,550)
Payment Excess/(Gap) ($251) ($163) ($23) ($138) ($150) ($233) ($323)



Appendix I: Housing Affordability Equations

Northeast Portland 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1995
Average Home Price 555,400 552,500 549,800 564,200 584.600 5102,700 5114,500

Effective Interest Rate 12.4% 10.0% 9.0% 10.3% 7.9% 6.6% 7.4%
Loan - to • Value Ratio 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0%

Payment (30 Yr) 5558 5437 5380 5547 5582 5624 5755

Monthly
Property Tax (per 5000s) 5155 5147 5139 5179 5199 5154 5148
Mortgage Insurance (per 5000s) 522 521 520 525 533 541 545
Utilities (per month SF detached) 584 584 584 584 584 5149 5149
Average Maintainence 535 535 535 535 535 535 535

100% MFI
Median Family Income 528.800 531.150 535.100 537.100 539.400 542.300 544.400
Housing Budget (month) 5720 5779 5878 5928 . 5985 51,058 51.110
Mortgage Budget 5424 5492 5600 5604 5634 5679 5732

Affordable Mortgage 540.056 556.155 574,671 567,385 587,429 5106.061 5105,580
Mortgage Excess/(Gap) (512,574) 56,280 527.361 56,395 57,059 58,496 (53.195)
Payment Excess/(Gap) (5133) 555 5220 557 551 554 (522)

80% MFI
Median Family Income 523.040 524.920 528.080 529,680 531,520 533.840 535.520
Housing Budget (month) 5576 5623 5702 5742 5788 5846 5888
Mortgage Budget 5280 5337 5424 5418 5437 5467 5510

Affordable Mortgage 526.464 538,392 552.820 546.684 560,246 573,013 573,580
Mortgage Excess/(Gap) (526,166) (511,483) 55,510 (514,306) (520.124) (524,552) (535.195)
Payment Excess/(Gap) (5277) (5101) 544 (5128) (5146) (5157) (5244)

50% MFI
Median Family Income 514,400 515.575 517.550 518.550 519.700 521.150 522,200
Housing Budget (month) 5360 5389 5439 5464 5493 5529 5555
Mortgage Budget 564 5103 5161 5140 5141 5150 5177

Affordable Mortgage 56.077 511.748 520,044 515.633 519,472 523,441 525,580
Mortgage Excess/(Gap) (546,553) (538.127) (527^66) (545.357) (560.898) (574,124) (583,195)
Payment ExcessZ(Gap) (5493) (5334) (5219) (5406) (5441) (5474) (5577)



Appendix I: Housing Affordability Equations

Southeast Portland,. 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1995
Average Home Price $49,100 $48,100 $48,200 $59,200 $84,600 $96,600 $109,700

Effective Interest Rate 12.4% 10.0% 9.0% 10.3% 7.9% 6.6% 7.4%
Loan - to - Value Ratio 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0% 95.0%

Payment (30 Yr) $494 $401 $368 $504 $582 $587 $723

Monthly
Property Tax (perSOOOs) $137 $134 $135 $165 $199 $145 $142
Mortgage Insurance (per $000s) $19 $19 $19 $23 $33 $38 $43
Utilities (per month SF detached) $84 $84 $84 $84 $84 $149 $149
Average Maintainence $35 $35 $35 $35 $35 $35 $35

100% MFI
Median Family Income $28,800 $31,150 $35,100 $37,100 $39,400 $42,300 $44,400
Housing Budget (month) $720 $779 $878 $928 $985 $1,058 $1,110
Mortgage Budget $444 $506 $605 $620 $634 $690 $741

Affordable Mortgage $41,951 $57,755 $75,306 $69,164 $87,429 $107,868 $106,750
Mortgage Excess/(Gap) ($4,694) $12,060 $29,516 $12,924 $7,059 $16,098 $2,535
Payment Excess/(Gap) (WO) $106 $237 $116 $51 $103 $18

60% MFI
Median Family Income $23,040 $24,920 $28,080 $29,680 $31,520 $33,840 $35,520
Housing Budget (month) $576 $623 $702 $742 $788 $846 $888
Mortgage Budget $300 $351 $429 $434 $437 $479 $519

Affordable Mortgage $28,360 $39,992 $53,455 $48,463 $60,246 $74,820 $74,750
Mortgage Excess/(Gap) ($18,285) ($5,703) $7,665 ($7,777) ($20,124) ($16,950) ($29,465)
Payment Excess/(Gap) ($194) (WO) $62 (570) ($146) ($108) ($204)

50% MFI
Median Family Income $14,400 $15,575 $17,550 $18,550 $19,700 $21,150 $22,200
Housing Budget (month) $360 $389 $439 $464 $493 $529 $555
Mortgage Budget $84 $117 $166 $156 $141 $162 $186

Affordable Mortgage $7,973 $13,348 $20,679 $17,412 $19,472 $25,249 $26,749
Mortgage Excess/(Gap) ($38,672) ($32,347) ($25,111) ($38,828) ($60,898) ($66,521) ($77,466)
Payment Excess/(Gap) ($410) ($284) ($202) ($348) ($441) ($426) ($537)



Appendix II: Closing Cost Calculation

Appraisal Fee 
Credit Report 
Underwriting Fee 
Tax Service Fee 
Flood Hazard Report 
Mortgagee's Title Insurance 
Interest Payment 
Tax Reserve*

Tax Prorates*
Escrow Fee 
Recording Fees

TOTAL
FHA Allowable Finance Amount 
Buyer's Cost

1990 1990

Conventional FHA

1995 1995

Conventional FHA

$350 $300 $450 $400

$65 $65 $75 $75

$200 $200 $300 $300

$57 N/A $67 N/A

$15 $15 $25 $25

$150 $150 $180 $180

N/A N/A N/A N/A

$690 $690 $648 $648

$115 $115 $108 $108

$207 $207 $419 $419

$25 $35 $45 $55

$1,874 $1,777 $2,317 $2,210

$957 $1,429
$820 $781

* Assumed Sale May 15th, six months till tax 
due.



Appendix III: Further Research Questions

Demographic Profile

1. Data indicates the macro stagnation of income growth in the City of Portland, however, 
there is little evidence showing which income level (e.g. upper, middle, moderate, low- 
income) has been most impacted, or if there are differential growth rates by income level. 
Also, what has been the impact of the in-migrants on the lack of income growth.

2. Further study needs to be directed to cross-sectional and time-series examinations of 
differential wage rates between workers in a range of service industries, and workers in 
high-technology, “cognitive” industries. Cross-sectional analysis will allow for a snap
shot of wage differentials; while the time-series analysis will show income growth by 
industry. Central questions include: is there a quantitative difference between service 
industry workers and high-technology workers; and do high-technology workers have a 
higher potential for a “living wage”.

3. Finally, the minimum education and skill level for workers should be determined for a 
variety of industries paying a living wage, in order to direct public and private efforts into 
more focused programs for low-income residents.

Housing Market Profile

1. Gentrification has become a touchstone for describing change in Portland’s neighborhood 
housing markets. Further research should focus on creating a workable definition of 
gentrification, as it relates to the events taking place in the City’s housing market.

2. The impact of gentrification upon low- and moderate-income families is a subject that 
needs further investigation. Analysis of the effects of gentrification (defined by a study 
described above) on low-income owners, buyers and renters would document the specific 
factors that public programs should focus upon for effective and efficient programs.

HMDA Profile

1. A useful study would be to examine the individual Loan Application Records (LAR) that 
are used to create the HMDA aggregation tables used in this Study. The LAR records 
could provide information on the income, and racial applicants for homes in low-income 
areas, by their income, and “sending” geography, where particular types of applicants are 
searching for homes, and other factors determining lending patterns. This would be 
particularly useful to support or discount the “Cascade Effect” theory described in the 
Housing Market Section.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

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

Ordinance No. 96-647B 

Introduced by
Executive Officer Mike Burton

WHEREAS, the Metro Council adopted regional goals and objectives entitled "Regional 
Urban Growth Goals and Objectives" by Ordinance No. 95-625A in December 1995; and

WHEREAS, the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO) contain 
integrated goals and objectives describing a desired urban form entitled the "2040 Growth 
Concept"; and

WHEREAS, RUGGOs are the regional policy basis for regional implementation 
measures to be adopted in a regional framework plan by December 1997; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council initiated a new functional plan for early implementation 
of the 2040 Growth Concept prior to adoption of any regional framework plan component in 
Resolution No. 96-2288 consistent with RUGGO Objectives; and

WHEREAS, a recommendation from the Metro Policy Advisory Committee for an early 
implementation functional plan entitled "Urban Growth Management Functional Plan" has been 
received by the Metro Council consistent with RUGGO Objectives; now, therefore.

THE METRO COUNCIL HEREBY ORDAINS:

1. The text, tables and maps included in Exhibit "A" attached and incorporated 
herein entitled the "Urban Growth Management Fimctional Plan" is hereby adopted as a 
functional plan pursuant to ORS 268.390.

2. The Urban Growth Management Functional Plan complies with the Regional 
Urban Growth Goals and Objectives and applicable statewide land use planning goals, rules and 
statutes based on the record of this legislation before this Council as summarized in Exhibit "B".

1996.
ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of.



ATTEST:

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

I:\DOCS#07.P&D\04-2040I.MPL\03UGMFNC.PLN\20400RD.DFT
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Metro

Date:, October 18,1996

To: Metro Council
'U^

From: Larry Shaw, Office of General Counsel

Subject: Hearing Draft of Urban Growth Management Functional Plan

This Metro Council draft is dated October 24,1996, the date of the scheduled hearing. The draft 
includes amendments to the Growth Management Committee draft adopted in work sessions on 
Octobers, 10 and 17:

Kvistad #2, 3 
McCaig #1,2,3 
McFarland #2
McLain #2,2A, 3,4,6, 7, 8A, 9,10 
Monroe #1,2 .
Morissette #3 
Washington #1,2

Consistency changes include:
• "local governments" to "cities and counties;" and
• "expected capacity" to "calculated capacity;" and
• "employment" to "jobs" in Title 1 (consistent with Table 1); and
• "housing unit," "households" to "dwelling units" in Title 1 (consistent with Table 1).

Maps for "Employment and Industrial Areas" (as amended) and "Open Spaces" are being 
prepared.

jep
l:\DOCS#07.P&D\04-2040I.MPL\03UGMFNC.PLN\COUNCIL1.018



This is a working draft to be reviewed by 
MTAC & TPAC, MPAC and JPACT, the 
Metro Growth Management Committee 
and the full Metro Council

Urban Growth 

Management
Functional Plan

Metro Staff Draft completed 2/14

MTAC/TPAC Draft completed 

4/19/96

MPAC Working Draft 
Completed 7/11/96

Metro Growth Management 
Draft completed 8/23/96

Metro Council Draft 

10/17/96□ Adopted
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Introduction

Metro was created after a vote of the citizens of the region as an elected regional government 
responsible for addressing issues of metropolitan concern 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 an 
elected seven member Council which determines region-wide policies. In addition, Metro has 
an elected Executive Officer to. enforce Metro ordinances and execute the policies of the 
council.

The Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) is comprised of local government elected 
officials and appointed citizens from throughout the region and was created to advise the 
regionally elected Metro Council on matters of metropolitan concern. MPAC has 
recommended specific policies to be included in a new functional plan to be adopted by the 
Metro Council as soon as practicable. Early implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept is 
intended to take advantage of opportunities now and avoid 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 concern that have 
significant impact upon the orderly and responsible development of the metropolitan area. The 
functional plan establishes regional policies, which will apply to all 24 cities and 3 counties 
within the Metro region. The legal form of 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 adopted 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 “recommendations” 
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 
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 amendmenuo
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

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)l , when adopted, will serve as the primary 
transportation policy implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept. However, ear y 
implementation land use policies in this functional plan are integrated with early 
implementation transportation policies derived from • preparation of the 1996 Regiona 
Transportation Plan, and consistent with the Metro 2040 Growth Concept.

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, the 
Plan is structured so that local jurisdictions may choose either performance standard 
requirements or prescriptive requirements. The intent of the requirements is to assure that 
cities and counties have a significant amount of flexibility as to how they meet requirements. 
Performance standards are included in aHmost titles. If local jurisdictions demonstrate to 
Metrojhat they meet the performance standard, they have met thate requirement of the title. 
Standard methods of compliance are also included in the plan to establish one very specific 
way that jurisdictions may meet 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 by this functional plan.
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1 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 scheduled to bewB amended in 19976.
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70 REGIONAL FUNCTIONAL PLAN REQUIREMENTS

71
72

TITLE 1: REQUIREMENTS FOR HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT
ACCOMMODATION

73 Section 1. Intent

74 State law and Metro eCode require that the Metro urban growth boundary (UGB) have
75 sufficient capacity to accommodate the expected growth for 20 years. It is Metro policy to
76 minimize the amount of urban growth boundary expansion required for the expected population
77 and employment growth by the year 2017 consistent with all Statewide Goals. To accomplish
78 further that policy, it is beneficial and desirable for Metro to require actions intended_to
79 increase the capacity of land available for development of land within the UGB. Increasing the
80 capacity of land within the UGB will includes increasing-in requiring changes for appropriate
81 locationsJn both the rate of development permitted per acre (zoned density) and the rate at
82 which housing and employment are actually built within the UGB. Development consistent
83 with the design types of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept will focus these efforts. As a mattej;
84 nf rftPinnal nolicv. Eeach city and county must contribute its fair share to increasing the
85 development capacity of land within the UGB.

86 Metro will work with local jurisdictions to develop a set of region-wide communion
87 development code provisions, standards and other regulations which local lurisdictions may
88 adorn that will heln implement the 2040 Growth Concept and this Functional Plan. Includedjn
89 this project will be a review of development standards in support of smaller lots and more
90 . flexible use of land, strategies to encourage land assembly, more flexible .zoning_and
91 improvements in the nre-application process to ensure timely and thorough review andjq
92 provide for early involvement bv the public to address neighborhood concerns and assure
93 community acceptance of these changes. ^

94 Section 32. Methods to Increase Calculated CapacityExpcctcd Capacity Required for
95 ” AH Cities and CountiesLocol Govcmmeftts

96 All cities and counties within Metro are required to include within their comprehensive plans
97 and implementing ordinances the following provisions;

98 A. All zones allowing residential use shall include a minimum density standard that
99 which provides that no innH nnn ftorinion development application, including a

100 partition or subdivision, may be approved unless the proponed action development will
101 provide that no less-than result in the building of 80 percent or more of the maximum
102 number of dwelling units per net acre permitted for development are-opproved-for
103 ripvplopment hv the zoning designation for the site. No comprehensive plan provision,
104 implementing ordinance or local process (such as site or design review) may be applied
105 and Of no condition of approval may limit development be imposed that would have the
106 less than 80 percent of the maximum permitted density.
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107 For high density zones with maximum permitted zoned density higher than 37 dwelling
108 units per net acre, the minimum residential density may be 30 dwelling units per net
109 acre^ if that density-is-consistent with'the-torget-densities listed in subsection B, belo\\1T
110 This minimum density standard does not apply (1) outside the urban growth boundary,
111 (2) inside areas designated as open space on the attached Open Spaces Map, and (3)

113 zoned density does not include the density bonus for zones that allow them.

114 R. Cities and counties shall not prohibit partitioning or subdividing inside the Metro urban
115 growth boundary where existing lot sizes are two or more times that of the minimum
116 lot size in the development code.

117 Section 3. Design Tvne Boundaries Reouiremenl

118 For each of the following 2040 Growth Concept design types, city and county comprehensive
119 g|^l_l^in_^£_l^lgd|^_l£_in£lMd£:lh|=^£uMinii_2£:ii£b_|E||i=d|||siini4=^=====^:======^
120 consistent with the general locations shown on the 2040 Growth Concept Map:

121 Central Citv--Downtown Portland is the Central City which serves as the major regional center,
122 an employment and cultural center for the metropolitan area.

123 Regional Centers--Nine regional centers will become_the focus of compact development,
124 rftHftvp1oj|2^TTRnt^ndJ^gh-qualitv transit service and multimodal street networks.

125 .StatinnjroTTTnTiinities-jjodes^of^evelopment centered approximately one-half mile around a
126 light rail or high capacity transit station that feature a high-quality pedestrian environment.

127 provided in town centers with compact
128 d|y§l£g^§n|^4===i==i=l==

129 Main Streets-Neighborhoods will be served bv main streets with retail and service developments
130 served bv transit.

131 CnTTiHorc--A2nnp^^^gond^^Qiia1jt^ transit lines, corridors feature a high-Qualitv pedestrian
132 environmentconyenient access to transit, and somewhathigher than current densities.

133 Emplovmenl_^reas—Various types of employment and._some_residential development are

135 Industrial Areas-Industrial area are set aside primarily for industrial activities with limited
136 supporting uses.

137 Inner Neighborhoods-Residential areas accessible to jobs and neighborhood businesses with
138
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Outer Neiplihnrhoods—'Residential neighborhoods farther away from large employment centers 
with larger lot sizes and lower densities are outer neighborhoods.

Sepfinn 4. Reouiremenfs to Increase Canacitv If Recent Develonment At LoW DeilSitX

DA. Review All cities and counties shall determine whether actual built densities for housing- 
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 
permitted zoned densities for housing units and omploymenHiuring that period. This 
comparison shall be conducted-using the-following methodsr

-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

Employment porformancc shall be measured by -comparing -the actual
jurisdiction wide increase during the years 1990 lOOS-Vi'ith the jurisdiction wide 
increase-listed in Table-1-—This shall-include only those developments' that 
received approval under the implementing ordinances during this periedr

B. 4,-------If the /-npnnipr rairnintlnnr rpflppt thnt. during comparison 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 
iiirindir44ftp city nr county shall also demonstrate that it has considered and adopted at 
least two of the following methods to increase capacity:

a. Financial incentives for higher density housing;
b. Provisions permitting additional density beyond that generally allowed in 

the zoning district in exchange for amenities and features provided by the 
developer;

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

regulations; and
f. ------ Adoption of an average rcsidential-donGity standardr

Section 45. Pormin«^tJ)e^mination of Calculated Capacity of Housing Units
and JobsE-mployment

The purpose of this review section is to require each city and county within the Metro region to 
determine the bSM|ing::_ini_^fflEi=^===L=caPaci^y i||_existing comprehensive plans and 
implementing ordinancest-to accomnwdato housing and omploymont and-to determine calculated

See definitions.
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175 capacity for dwelling units and jobs by the method in this section, and increase_calculatgd
176 capacity, if necessary, to achieye the functional plan capacities in Table 1 .whether omendmenfe
177 to existing-plQns-ore-i'iecessarjMo-eomply with Section 2 of-this-T-itier Each city and county
178 within the Metro region is hereby required to complete the following steps:

179 A. Ros iew ■the-permitted-capaoity-of itG-current-comprehensive-plan, and calculate-the
180 expected-capacity of-houoing-unitG and employment by the year-2017 firom the plarh
181 Determine the calculated capacity of dwelling units and jobs by the year 2017 using the
182 zoned capacity^ of its current comnrehensiye plan and imnlementina ordinances.

183 1. Cities and counties shall use Metro estimates of yacant land, and land likely to
184 redeyelop, unless the^=h|^ local govemment-ltes data that theyh belieyes is more
185 accurate. In this case, the local govemmentch^^LgoMnl^ niay proyide Metro the
186 following:

187

188

189

190

191

192

193

194

195

196

197

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

than the Metro estimate of yacant and redeyelopable land;
c. The database from which the aboye were deriyed;
d. The database of committed deyelopment lands.

Cities and counties may use their data, subject to acceptance by the Metro 
Council or its designee, after Metre the Executive_Offlcer determines that the 
city or county data is may be more accurate than the Metro data. The Executiye 
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 Executiye Officer 
to be less accurate than Metro data.

198
199
200 
201

202
203
204
205
206
207

208
209
210

In estimating—expected__deIe^iniQg=Jbg--£§lgul^gd capacity of existing 
comprehensiye plans and implementing ordinances, local governments cities and 
counties shall not Gstimate expeoted use a calculated capacity for dwelling units of 
at more than 80 percent of maximum permitted zoned residential density, unless:

a. Actual experience in the jurisdiction since 1990 has shown that 
deyelopment 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 deyelopment at greater than 80 percent 
of maximum permittedjgngdlgiMgn^ density.

JurisdictionsCities and counties calculating capacity through the use of density 
bonus proyisions may consider transfers, including off-site transfers, only upon 
demonstration that preyious approyals of all density transfers within the past 5

See Title 10, Definitions, “I'erffiitta! /on^^^den^ijyetipueity' and caj^ulat^capacity."
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B.

years have resulted in an average of at least 80 percent of maximum permitted 
zoned densities actually being built.

44. The capacity calculation shall used only those development types that are a 
oermitted-UGe allowed in the development code. Any discretionary decision 
must not diminish the permitted zoned density if it is to be counted as a part of 
expectedcalculated capacity; and

«
3^5. 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 erewth the calculated capacity 
within the plan period;rffiid

Calculate the increases in expected-housingdwelling units and cmploymentjg^ capacities 
by the year 2017 from any proposed changes to the current comprehensive plans and 
implementing ordinances that must be adopted to comply with Section 23 of this Title 
and add the increases to the calculation of expected capacities.

Determine the effect of each of the following on expec-ted calculated capacities, and 
include pffprt-in tho-colculntinn of expected anv resulting increase or decrease in 
calculated capacities:

1. Required dedications for public streets, consistent with the Regional Accessibility 
Title;

3.

4.

5.

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

Landscaping, setback, and maximum lot coverage requirements;

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=ggDM density;

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 zoned density.

AD. If anv of the expected calculated capacitiesv cstimates-dovclopod-undcr Soction-4 are 
determined to be less than anv of the city’-s or county^ target hettswedwelling unit and 
iobcmplosTnent capacities in Table 1, either jurisdiction-wide or in mixed-use areas, or 
both, then the city or county shall comply with the performance standards in Section 3^ of 
this Title by amending its comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances to increase 
its expected calculated capacitiesv. as needed, to comply with the required calculated 
capacities required capaeitieG in Table 1.
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246 GE. F.xcentinns tn the Section 6.B requirement that target capacities be demonstrated-eafi
247 may be requested according to Title 8 if a city or county determines that any expected
248 calculated capacity requirement in Table 1 cannot be achieved after implementation of
249 Section 2. 3 and 4 policies to increase expected capacities.

250 If the-overage-of-actuQl-built densities for 1990 1995-wqo Icos-than 80-pcrcent-of
251 permitted- densitiesr cities -and counties must-address the reasons ■ for not ochievHflg
252 higher-densities in calculating'their expected capacitiesT

253 Section 36. Local Plan Accommodation of Expected Growth Capacity for Housing and
254 Employment—Performance Standard

255 All cities and counties within Metro shall demonstrate that:

256 BA. The gigyi|lgn|_methods ond-plan requiredments set-forth in Sections 23 through-6 of
257 this Title have been adopted—m1—feHewed_jn£lMd|d__in_£g^2=====l===^====i=
258 implementing ordinances: and that

259 AB. Thpir—7oninp>nnd-other-regulations Using the computation method in Section 5,
260 including the minimum residential density provisions required in Section 2. that
261 calculated capacities will achieve the target capacities will-permit the-target capaeity for
262 housingdwelling units and full-time and part-time lobs employment contained in Table 1
263 in the Appendix to this plan, including both jurisdiction-wide expected capacities-r-es
264 well-as and capacities for mixed-use areas; and that

265 C. Effective measures have been taken to reasonably assure that the expectedcalculated
266 capacities will be built for housingdwelling units and cmplovmentiobs; and that

267 D.. Expected development has been permitted at locations and densities likely to be
268 achieved during the 20-year planning period by the private market or assisted housing
269 programs, once all new regulations are in effect.

270 Section 7. Design Type Density Recommendations

271 BA. For the area of each of the 2040 Growth Concent design types, the following average
272 densities for housing and employment are recommended to cities and counties:

273 Central City - 250 persons per acre
274 Regional Centers - 60 persons per acre
275 Station Communities - 45 persons per acre
276 Town Centers - 40 persons per acre
277 Main Streets - 39 persons per acre
278 Corridor - 25 persons per acre
279 Employment Areas - 20 persons per acre
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280

281

282

283

284

285

286

287

288

B.

Industrial Areas - 9 employees per acre
Inner Neighborhoods -14 persons per acre 
Outer Neighborhoods - 13 persons per acre 
Employment-Areas—H-persons-per-aere

.The-boundaries-of-the-area for-each^esign type. including-Industriol Areas.-shnll-be
determined by the city or county-consistent-with the generaHoeations shown-on-the
2040 Growth Concept Map.- For any area designated as n-neighborhood area,' the-plans
bnd implementing ordinances-shall-not-permit-a-tar-get density-equal to-or greater-than
the-target-density-for-ony-non-neighborhood design-typer

289
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292

293

294

295

296

297

298

299

300

301

302

303

304

305

306

307

308

309

310

311

312

313

314

315

Cities-and counties-shall-not-prohibit-partitioning-or subdividing-inside the Metro urban
growth-boundary-where-existing lot-sizes-ore-tsvo-or more-times that of the minimum
lot size-in the-develepment-cbder

Cities and counties shall not prohibit the construction of at least one accessory unit
within any detached single family dwelling that is permitted to be built in any zone
nside the urban growth boundary. • Reasonable regulations of accessory units may
nchide1_hiit_arej^ limited to. size, lighting, entrances aiid owner occupancy of the

primary unit, but shall not prohibit rental occupancy, separate access, and fall kitchens
in the accessory units.

Metro-will work—with-local-jurisdictions-to—develop a set of region wide-community
development code-provisionsr standarde-and other-regulations which-local jurisdictions-may
adopt-that will-helpTmplement-the 2040 Growth Concept and-this Functional Plan. Included-4n
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—und
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
community acceptance of-these-changesr

&----- Review whether-actual built densitiGO during 1090 1095 svere-less-than 80-percent-of
permitted densities. -Tbe 1990 1905-actual-built densities ■withiiv-itsjurisdiotion-shall-be
compared-^vith pennitted densities Tor-housing units ond employment during-that-period;
This comparison shall be conducted using-the-following-methedsT

------ Residential and employment developments-to-be analyzed-shall be those whiel^
were pennitted by a land use action and-consti-ueted-cluring-the-period-rrom l 99Q
to 1995, and-residential density-shall-be measiired-in-households per-net
developed-aerer4- -

2^------ Employment perfonnance shall-be measured by comparing the actual jurisdiction-
wido increase-tUiring the "years 1990 1905 with-the-jurisdiction svide-increase

See definitions.
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316

317

318

319

320

listed in Table 1.—^Ids- shall-inelude only tliose developments-that—received
approval-under the implementing-ordinances diu'ing-this period.-

If the-nvoruge of-ftetunl-built-densities-for 1990 1995 was-less-than "SO-percent of
permitted densities,-cities and countios-miist-address tlie-reasons for-not achieving-higher
d en si t i es-i n-c q1 c u 1 at in »-thei r expected capacities.

321 Section-5;---- Re<tulrement to Increose-Expcctcd-Gnpncity

322 A:----- If the expected capacity eotimates-developed-under Section 4 are less thun-the-cit;>,:s-or
323 county;s-target-ltoitsing-flnd-employment capacities in Table 1, either jurisdiction wide or
324 in mixed use areas, or both,-then the city or-county-shall-comply-with Section 2 of this
325 Title by-omending-its-eomprehensive-plans and implementing ordinances to-incrcnse its
326 • expected capacity to comply with the required-copacities in Table-!-:

327 &:----- A ■ capacity-calculation—inc-luding-omendments- to-increase-copacity shall-bo made
328 according to the some methodology-the-jtirisdictioivHtsed in Section 4. The jurisdiction
329 shall—de<nonstrute-at least the following ■in-calculating- capacities- for-ltousing-and
330 employment;

331

332

333

334

335

336

The capacity'calculation-used-only-those development-types that are-a permitted
use in-the-developmont code. Any discretionary-decision-must not-diminish the
permitted-density-if-iHs-to-he-eounted-os a part of expected'capncity:-and

■ Expected-capacity has been-detemnned-by-accounting-for-nll-devclopmcnt code
requirements thnt may-has'e the-effeet-of reducing capacity;-including those listed
in Section 4r€-above;-and

337

338

339

340

341

342

343

-Gities-and counties—i»-PQordination-with-special districts, have reviewed their
public-facility capacities-and plans to.-assure-that planned-puhlic-faGilities cun-be
provided;-to-aocommodute-gro\vth-withinthe plan-j^eriod,Hind

-If-the-eTipacity-oaleulationG-renect that, during the period-1990-1995, uctual built
densities were less than-80-pereent-of permitted-densities, the jurisdiction shall
nlso-danonstrate-that it -has -considered-tHHl-odopted -at-lenst-t wo of-the following
methods to-increose-eapacityT

344

345

346

347

348

349

350

351

352

ftr

br

er-

dr
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Financial incentives for-higher-density housing;-
Provisions ponnitting-ndditionnl-density-beyond-thnt-generally allowed-ii>
the zoning distriet-in-ex-ehunge for umenities-qnd-Teatures-provided by-the
developer-;
Removal-or-eQsing-of-npprovtd-strHKlards or procedures:
Redevelopment and infill strategies;
Authorization of iHursing-types-net- previousl^^-tdlosved-by-the plan-or
regulations; and

-Adoption-of an av'eregee'esidentiid-density-stondordv
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'353
354
355'

ExceptioiiG can be requested according to Title S if a-citjr or county dotorminoG llmt-nny
expected capacity-requirement in Tnblo 1 ennnot be acliieved ■alter implemontution-of
pelicieG to increaGe-expeeted-capaoities:11
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356 TITLE 2: REGIONAL PARKING POLICY

Section 1. Intent357

358 The State’s Transportation Planning rRule calls for per capita reductions vehicle miles
359 traveled per capita and restrictions on construction of new parking spaces as a means of
360 responding to transportation and land use impacts of growth. The Metro 2040 Growth Concept
361 calls for more compact development as a means to encourage more efficient use of land, promote
362 non-auto trips and protect air quality. In addition, the federally mandated air quality plan
363 adopted hv the state relies on the 2040 Growth Concept fully achieving its transportation
364 objectives. Notably, k the air quality plan relies upon reducing vehicle trips per capita and
365 related parking spaces through minimum and maximum parking ratios. This title is provided-te
366 addresses these r,fntHtoFv state and federal requirements and preserves the quality of life of the
367 region.

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

375 Section 2. Performance Standard

376 A. Local Govemments;^itigg;^4=i£MSliii are ^ere^y recluired to adept amendments, if
377 noceGGQiyr, to insure-that their comprehensive plans and implementing regulations^,!!
378 geg^m^Jg meet or exceed the following minimum standards;

379 1. Cities and counties shall Rfeouire ne more parking than the minimum as shown
380 on Regional Parking Standards Table, attached hereto; and

381 2. Cities and counties shall Eestablish parking maximums at ratios no greater than
382 those listed in the Parking Table and as illustrated in the Parking Maximum Map
383 for Zone A. The designation of the A end-B zones on the Parking Maximum Map
334 should be reviewed a^gi^g=^mglg!ign^Ohg-K§£i2D§LIsn52=======l======
385 every five three years thereafter. If 20-minute peak^_hour_transit_service-_lTas
386 become .available to an area within a one-quarter mile walking distance for bus

388 added to Zone A. If 20-minute peak hour transit service is no longer available to

390 walking distance for light rail transit, that area shall be removed from Zone A. end
391 if ncocooaiy, rcviGed-to-roncct changco in public transportation and in-pedcolrian
392 support from adjacent ncighborhoodo:—For all-urban-areaG-outoide-Zonc A, cities
393 and-c-ounticG shall CGtabliGh-parking-opacc maximums-no greater than-thooo holed
394 in Zone B in the Parking Table-and as illustrated in the-Parking Maximum mapr

Page 123—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan October 24, 19(X)



.395

396

397

398

399

400

401

402

403

404

405

406

407

408

409

410

411

412

413

414

415

416

417

418

419

420

421

422

423

424

425

426

427

428

Local govemmentoaQi|igUD4^gan|ig| should designate Zone A parking ratios in 
areas with good pedestrian access to commercial or cmplojinent areas (within 1/3 
mile walk) from adjacent residential areas.

3. Cities and counties shall Ensttfe establish-that an administrative or public hearing 
process for considering ratios for individual or joint developments_to allow_| 
variance adjustment for parking when^^dfivftlnpment annlication is received 
whjch=^a ;̂I^aiyn=|ggr2^il^£££D||^£|i£n=2£2^iD£JEi£ii:ii|^--

fr------in excess of the maximum parking ratios; or end
b-.------ less than the minimum parking ratios.

T^oogl-govemments Cities and counties may grant an adjustment variance from any 
maximum parking ratios or minimum parking-ratios through an adjuotment-or variance 
process.

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

C. Local-Governments Cities and counties 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.

D. 1 .ocqI governments Cities and counties shall monitor and provide the following data to 
Metro on an annual basis:

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

2 demonstration of compliance with the minimum and maximum parking
standards, including the application of any variances local -adjustments to the 
regional standards in this Title. Coordination with Metro collection of other 
building data should be encouraged.
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429 TITLE 3: WATER QUALITY AND FLOOD MANAGEMENT CONSERVATION

430 Section 1. Intent

431 To protect the beneficial uses and functional values of resources within the Water Quality and
432 Flood Management Areas by limiting or mitigating the impact on these areas from development
433 activities.

434 Section 2. Requirement

435 Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plans and implementing regulations
436 protect Water Quality and Flood Management Areas pursuant to Section 4. Exceptions to this
437 requirement will be considered under the provisions of Section 7.

438 Section 3. Implementation Process for Cities and CountiesLocol Governments

439

440

441

442

443

444

445

446

447

448

449

450

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

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

B. Demonstrate that the plans and implementing ordinances substantially comply with the 
performance standards, including the map, contained in Section 4. In this case, 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 all performance 
standards in Section 4.

451 Section 4. Performance Standards

452 A. Flood Mitigation. The purpose of these standards is to protect against flooding, and
453 prevent or reduce risk to human life and properties, by allowing for the storage and
454 conveyance of stream flows through these natural systems.

455 The plans and implementing ordinances of cities and counties shall be in substantial compliance
456 with the following performance standards:

457 1. Prohibit development within the water quality and flood management area; or

458 2. Limit development in a manner that requires balanced cut and fill; unless the
459 project is demonstrated, by an engineering study, that there is no rise in flood
460 ; elevation or that it will have a net beneficial effect on flood mitigation.
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461 3. Require minimum finished floor elevations at least one foot above the design
462 flood height or other applicable flood hazard standard for new habitable
463 structures in the Water Quality and Flood Management Area.

464 4. Require that temporary fills permitted during construction shall be removed.

465 B. Water Quality. The purpose of these standards is to protect and allow for enhancement
466 of water quality associated with beneficial uses as defined by the Oregon Water
467 Resources Department and the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality.'

468 The plans and implementing ordinances of cities and counties shall be in substantial
469 compliance with the following performance standards;

470 1. Require erosion and sediment control for all new development within the Metro
471 boundary as contained in the Metro Water Quality and Flood Management model
472 ordinance.

473 2. Require to the maximum extent practicable that native vegetation cover is
474 maintained or re-established during development, and that trees and shrubs in the
475 Water Quality and Flood Management Area are maintained. The vegetative cover
476 required pursuant to these provisions shall not allow the use of “Prohibited Plants
477 for Stream Corridors and Wetlands” contained in the Water Quality and Flood
478 Management Model Code adopted by the Metro Council.

479 3. Prohibit new uses of uncontained areas of hazardous materials as defined by DEQ
480 in the Water Quality and Flood Management Areas; and

481 C. Protect the long term regional continuity and integrity of Water Quality and Flood
482 Management Areas

483 Standards: Local jurisdictions shall establish or adopt transfer of density within
484 ownership to mitigate the effects of development in Water Quality and Flood
485 Management Areas, or through Transferable Development Rights (TDRs), which have
486 substantially equivalent effect as the Metro Water Quality and Flood Management Model
487 Ordinance.

488 Metro encourages local government to require that approvals of applications for
489 partitions, subdivisions and design review actions must be conditioned with protecting
490 Water Quality and Flood Management Areas with a conservation easement, platted as a
491 common open space, or through purchase or donation of fee simple ownership to public
492 agencies or private non-profits for preservation where feasible. Metro and cities and
493 countieslocal governments shall recognize that applications involving pre-existing
494 development within the Water Quality and Flood Management Areas shall be exempted
495 from the provisions concerning conservation easements and purchase or donation of fee
496 simple ownership to public agencies or private non-profits for preservation.

Page 153—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan October 24. 19%



497 Section 5. Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area

498 •

499

500

501

502

503

504

505

506

507

508

509

510

511

512

513

514 .

515 ■

516

517

518

519

520

521

522

523

524

525

526

527

528

529

530

531

532

533

534

A. The purpose of these standards is to conserve, protect, and enhance fish and wildlife 
habitat within the fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas identified on the water 
quality and flood management area map by establishing performance standards and 
promoting coordination by Metro of regional urban water sheds.

B. Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area Recommendations

These areas shall be shown on the Water Quality and Flood Management Area Map. 
Fishand Wildlife Habitat Conservation Habitat Areas generally include and/or go beyond 
the Water Quality and Flood Management Areas. These areas shown on the map are 
Metro’s initial inventory of significant fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas. Metro 
hereby recommends that local jurisdictions adopt the following temporary standards:

1. Prohibit development in the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Areas that adversely 
impacts fish and wildlife habitat.

Exceptions: It is recognized that urban development will, at times, necessitate 
development activities within or adjacent to Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Conservation Areas. The following Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation 
Mitigation Policy, except for emergency situations, applies to all the following 
exceptions:

A project alternatives analysis, where public need for the project has been 
established, will be required for any of the exceptions listed below. The 
alternatives analysis must seek, to avoid adverse environmental impacts by 
demonstrating there are no practicable, less environmentally damaging 
alternatives available. In those cases where there are no practicable, less 
environmentally damaging alternatives, the project proponent will seek 
alternatives which reduce or minimize adverse environmental impacts. Where 
impacts are unavoidable, compensation, by complete replacement of the impacted 
site’s ecological attributes or, where appropriate, substitute resources of equal or 
greater value will be provided in accordance with the Metro Water Quality and 
Flood Management model ordinance.

a.

b.

c.
d.

Utility construction within a maximum construction zone width 
established by governments.
Overhead or underground electric power, telecommunications and cable 
television lines within a sewer or stormwater right-of-way or within a 
maximum construction zone width established by cities and countiesleeel 
governments.
Trails, boardwalks and viewing areas construction.
Transportation crossings and widenings. transportation crossings and 
widenings shall be designed to minimize disturbance, allow for fish and
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535

536

537

538

539

540

541 
.542

543

544

545

546

547

548
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555

556

557

558

559

560

561

562

563

564

565

566

567

568

wildlife passage and crossings should be preferably at right angles to the 
stream channel.

2. 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.

3. 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.

4. 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.”

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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569
570
571

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.

572 Section 6. Metro Model Ordinance Required

573 Metro shall adopt a Water Quality and Flood Management Model Ordinance and map for use by
574 local jurisdictions to comply with this section. Sections 1-4 of this title shall not become
575 effective until 24 months after Metro Council has adopted a Model Code and map that addresses
576 all of the provisions of this title. Metro may adopt a Model Code and map for protection of
577 regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat. Section 5 of this title shall be implemented-by
578 adoption of new functional plan provisions.

579 Section 7. Variances

580 City and county comprehensive plans and implementing regulations are hereby required to
581 include procedures to consider claims of map error and hardship variances to reduce or remove
582 stream corridor protection for any property demonstrated to be converted to an unbuildable lot by
583 application of stream corridor protections.
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'584 TITLE 4; RETAIL IN EMPLOYMENT AND INDUSTRIAL AREAS

585 Section 1. Intent

586 It is the intent of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept that Employment and Industrial Areas contain
587 very-little supportive retail development. Employment and Industrial areas would be expected to
588 include some limited retail commercial uses primarily to serve the needs of people working or
589 living in the immediate emplowient-oreas; Employment or Industrial Areas: not larger market
590 areas outside the employment DreQ_Emglg;^gnLQlJMas^iL^g||- Exceptions-to-this-general
591 policy for-Employment and-Industrial-Areasoan be-made-for-certain-areos-ofr-kientiried-on-tho
592 Employment-and-Industrial-Areas-Map:

593 Section 2. Comprehensive Plan and Implementing Ordinance Changes Required

594
595
596
597
598

599
600 
601 
602
603
604
605
606
607
608
609
610 
611 
612
613
614
615

B.

_Cities and counties are hereby required to amend their comprehensive plans and 
implementing regulationSjJl^igiiii^ to prohibit retail uses larger than 50.000 60.000 
square feet of gross leasable area per building or business in the Employnient-and 
Industrial Areas speotfieatiy designated on the 2040-Growth—Concept attached 
Employment and Industrial Areas Map.

This subsection applies to city and county comprehensive plan designations and zoning
2^in|ng§|=|£kn£^i|d^4i2Jh|:j^^iy£:4M^:£fihi|_Eun£liQniLElini:whigh=|lig^_K|^
uses larger than 60.000 square feet of gross leasable area per_building_or_business_in
Employment Areas designated on the attached Employment and IndustriaLAreasJv4an^
These cities and counties are hereby required to amend their comprehensive plans_and
implementing regulations, if necessary, to require a process resulting in a land use
decisinn_f^any^retail uses larger than 60.000 square feet of gross leasable area per
building or business on those lands where such uses are currently allowed by any process.
Th£ji|ndi^l^LtheJ|n4ji£je£iimjo=aU2^jn^sMehjegiLM||sjhilLii£mre=01:|
demonstration in the record that adequate transportation facilities will be in place_al_the
time the retail use begins operation: and (21 a demonstration that adequate transportation
facilities for the other planned uses in the Emplovment_Ar.eas_are__inchided_in__the
applicable comprehensive plan provisions. If the city and county comprehensive plan

shall apply.

616
617
618
619
620 
621

C. City or countv comprehensive plan designations and zoning ordinances acknowledged by
the effective date of this Functional Plan which do not allow retail uses larger than 60.000
square feet of gross leasable area per building or business in Employment Areas
designated on the attached Employment and Industrial Areas Map shall continue to

the compliance procedures of Title 8.
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622 Section 3. Exceptions

623

624

625

626

627

628

629

630

631

632

633

634

635

636

637

Exceptions to this standard for Employment Areas may be included in local compliance plans 

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 tho Employment and Induotrial Aroao MQp,-sSpecific Employment er
Industrial Areas which already have substantially developed as retail ceatefs areas or 
which hr”" u— 1—"v nonipw are pronosed to be or have been
locally designated, but not acknowledged bv the effective date of this Functional Plan, as
retail areas, may allow new or redeveloped retail uses where adequate transportation
facilities raj^arntyjs demonstrated in local__cornDliance plans as provided in Title 8.
Proposed refinements to the-mappod areas may be-considered in local-compliance plans
as provided in Title 8.-

C. . primarily draw business_frornajTiarket area not more than 2.5 miles from
the site where adequate transportation facilities capacity is demonstrated in local
compliance plans as provided in Title 8.
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638 TITLE 5: NEIGHBOR CITIES AND RURAL RESERVES

639 Section 1. Intent

640 The intent of this title is to clearly define Metro policy with regard to areas outside the Metro
641 urban growth boundaiy. NO PORTION OF THIS TITLE CAN REQUIRE ANY ACTIONS
642 BY NEIGHBORING CITIES. Metro, if neighboring cities jointly agree, will adopt or sign
643 rural reserve agreements for those areas designated rural reserve in the Metro 2040 Growth
644 Concept with Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington County, and Neighbor City Agreements
645 with Sandy, Canby, and North Plains. Metro would welcome discussion about agreements with
646 other cities if they request such agreements.

647 In addition, counties and cities within the Metro boundary are hereby required to amend their
648 comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances within twenty-four months to reflect the rural
649 reserves and green corridors policies described in the Metro 2040 Growth Concept.

650 Section 2. Rural Reserves and Green Corridors

651 Metro shall attempt to designate and protect common rural reserves between Metro’s urban
652 growth boundary and designated urban reserve areas and each neighbor city’s urban growth
653 boundary and designated urban reserves, and designate and protect common locations for green
654 corridors along transportation corridors connecting the Metro region and each neighboring city.
655 For areas within the Metro boundary, counties are hereby required to amend their comprehensive
656 plans and implementing ordinances to identify and protect the rural reserves and green corridors
657 described in the adopted 2040 Growth Concept and shown on the adopted 2040 Growth Concept
658 Map. These rural lands shall maintain the rural character of the landscape and our agricultural
659 economy. New rural commercial or industrial development shall be restricted to the extent
660 allowed by law. Zoning shall be for resource protection on farm and forestry land, and very low-
661 density residential (no greater average density than one unit for five acres) for exception land.

662 For areas outside the Metro boundary, Metro shall encourage intergovernmental agreements with
663 the cities of Sandy, Canby and North Plains.

664 Section 3. Invitations for Intergovernmental Agreements

665 Metro shall invite the g|ljgg_an4^2yQyii^OOQ^~govemrnents outside the Metro boundary and
666 named in Section 1 of this title to sign an Intergoverrunental Agreement, similar to the draft
667 agreements attached hereto.

668 Section 4. Metro Intent with Regard to Green Corridors

669 Metro shall attempt to negotiate a Green Corridor Intergovernmental Agreement with Oregon
670 Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the three counties (Clackamas, Multnomah and
671 Washington) to designate and protect areas along transportation corridors connecting Metro and
672 neighboring cities.
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TITLE 6: REGIONAL ACCESSIBILITY

Section 1. 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 
use of alternative modes of transportation in order to avoid unacceptable levels of congestion. 
ond- to-insurc that-accoosibility by-alternative modoo io-ottraettver The continued economic 
vitality of industrial areas and intermodal facilities is largely dependent on preserving or 
improving access to these areas and maintaining reasonable levels of freight mobility inen 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 design tvpesland use components.

These regional standards will be linked to a series of regional street design concepts that fully 
integrate transportation and land use needs for each of the 2040 land use components. The 
designs generally form a continuum; a network of throughways (freeway and highway designs) 
will emphasize auto and freight mobility and connect major activity centers. Slower-speed 
boulevard designs within concentrated activity centers will balance the multi-modal travel 
demands for each mode of transportation, within-ef these areas. Street and road designs will 
complete the continuum, with multi-modal designs that reflect the land uses they serve, but also 
serving as moderate-speed vehicle connections between activity centers that complement the 
throughway system. While these designs are under development, ‘ it is important that 

.improvements in the most concentrated activity centers are designed to lessen the negative 
effects of motor vehicle traffic on other modes of travel. Therefore, the need to-implementation 
of amenity oriented boulevard treatment that better serves pedestrian, bicycle and transit travel in 
the central city, regional centers, main streets, town centers, and station communities is a key 
step in the overall implementation of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept.

It is intended that the entirety of these Title 6 standards will be supplemented bv the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTPi when the RTP is approved and adopted by the Metro Council.

Section 2. Boulevard Design

FoMRegional routes in the central city, regional centers, station communities, main streets and 
town centers are designated on the Boulevard Design Map. In general, pedestrian and transit 
oriented design elements are the priority in the central city and regional centers, station
communities, main streets and town centers.T-a All cities and counties within the Metro region
are-herehv- roQuired to shall implement or allow others to be-implemented boulevard design 
elements as improvements are made to these facilities including those facilities built by ODOT 
or Tri-Met. Each jurisdiction shall adept-amendments, if necessary, to ensure-that their 
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances, if necessary, to require consideration or 
installation of the following boulevard design elements when proceeding with right-of-way 
improvements on regional routes designated on the boulevard design map::—In genoraH
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713 pedestrian and tranoit orionted-design-eloniento ore the priority in tho central oity-ond regional
714 centersrstotion communitiesrowin-streets and town centers:.

715 A. Wide sidewalks with pedestrian amenities such as benches, awnings and special lighting;

716 B. Landscape strips, street trees and other design features that create a pedestrian buffer
717 between curb and sidewalk;

718 C. Pedestrian, crossings at all intersections, and mid-block crossings where intersection
719 spacing is excessive;

720 D. The use of medians and curb extensions to enhance pedestrian crossings where wide
721 streets make crossing difficult;

722 E. Accommodation of bicycle travelBikewavs:

723 F. On-street parking;

724 G. Motor vehicle lane widths that consider the above improvements;

725 H. Use of landscaped medians where appropriate to enhance the visual quality of the ,
726 streetscape.

727 Section 3. Design Standards for Street Connectivity

728 The design of local street systems, including “local” and “collector” functional classifications, is
729 generally beyond the scope of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). However, the aggregate
730 effect of local street design impacts the effectiveness of the regional system when local travel is
731 restricted by a lack of connecting routes, and local trips are forced onto the regional network.
732 . Therefore, the followingRT-P-will-inelttde design and performance options are intended to
733 standards for connectivity-aimed-ot improvemg local circulation in a manner that protects the
734 integrity of the regional system.

735 Local jurisdictions within the Metro region are hereby required to amend their comprehensive
736 plans and implementing ordinances, if necessary, to comply with or exceed one of the following
737 options in the development review process:

738 A. Design Option. Cities and counties shall ensure that their comprehensive plans,
739 implementing ordinances and administrative codes require demonstration of compliance
740 with the following:

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

742 a. encourage pedestrian and bicycle travel by providing short, direct public
743 right-of-way routes to connect residential uses with nearby existing and
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745

746
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b.

C.

e.

f. 
g-

B.

planned commercial services, schools, parks and other neighborhood
facilities; and .toe
include no cul-de-sac streets longer than 200 feet, and no more than 25
dwelling units on a closed-end street system except where topography 
barriers such as railroads or freeways, or environmental constraints such_as
major streams and rivers, prevent street extension, and
provide bike and pedestrian connections on public easements or nght-ot- 
way when full street connections are not possible, with spacing between 
connections of no more than 330 *>vrTt whftre topography, bamers 
siip.h as railroads or freeways, or environmental constraints such as ma]or
streams and rivers, prevent street extension; and

; consider opportunities to incrementally extend and connect local streets in 

primarily developed areas; and
serve a mix of land uses on contiguous local streets; and
support posted speed limits; and . , r r
consider narrow street design alternatives that feature total nght-of-way ot 
no more than 46 feet, including pavement widths of no more than 28 feet 
curb-face to curb-face, sidewalk widths of at least 5 feet and landscaped 
pedestrian buffer strips that include street trees; and 

h. limit the use of cul-de-sac designs and closed street systems to situations 
where topography, pre-existing development pottems-or environmental 
constraints prevent full street extensions.

2 For new residential and mixed-use development, all contiguous areas of vacant 
and primarily undeveloped land of five acres or more shall be identified by cities 
and counties and the following will be prepared.

A map that identifies possible local street connections to adjacent developing 
areas. The map shall include street connections at intervals of no more than 66U 
feet, with more frequent connections in areas planned for mixed use or dense
development.

Performance Option. For residential and mixed use areas, cities and counties shall 
nnr.nro .that amend their comprehensive. plans, implementing ordinances and 
administrative codesi__i£_necessaryJ_jto require demonstration of compliance with 
performance .Wt.ria in the following manner. Cities and counties shall develop local 
street design maps-er-standards in text or maos or both_with street intersection spacing t 
occur at intervals of no less than eight street intersections_per mile.r-t.Jhe number ot 
street inf^rc^rrinns should be greatest in the highest density 2040 Growth Concept desi.gn
tvpes.cuimcGtionD coordinated and consiotent svith inoroaoed-dcnoity and mixed land usesr
Lo^ street designs for new developments shall satisfy betl^the following additional

criteria:

1 Performance .Criterion; minimize local traffic on the regional motor vehicle 
system, by demonstrating that local vehicle trips on a given regional facility do
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•785 not exceed the 1995 arithmetic median of regional trips for facilities of the same
786 motor vehicle system classification by more than 25 percent,

787 2. Performance Criterion: everyday local travel needs are served by direct,
788 connected local street systems where: (1) the shortest motor vehicle trip over
789 public streets from a local origin to a collector or greater facility is no more than
790 twice the straight-line distance; and (2) the shortest pedestrian trip on public right-
79 1 of-way is no more than one and one-half the straight-line distance.

792 Section 4. Transportation Performance Standards

793 A. Alternative Mode Analysis

794 1, Mode split will be used as the key regional measure for transportation
795 effectiveness in the Central City, Regional Centers and Station Communities.
796 Each jurisdiction shall establish an alternative mode split target (defined as non-
797 gjj2gl£_Q££yg|n£;^^|hi£li-g|^gn^|OEi_i|_i=Ei=i===S====ill=E====Ei=L==
798 percentage of-oll-nen Single Occupant Vehicle modes
799 of transportotien) for each of the central city, regional centers and station
800 communities within its boundaries. The |l||^|li^mode split target shall be no
801 less than the regional targets for these Region 2040 Growth Concept land use
802 components to be established in the Regional Transportation Plan).

N_

803 2. Cities and countiesLocal Governments which have Central City, regional centers
804 and station communities shall identify actions which will implement the mode
805 split targets. These actions should include consideration of the maximum parking
806 ratios adopted as part of Title 2, Section 2, Boulevard - Design of this title, and
807 transit’s role in serving the area.

808 B. Motor Vehicle Congestion Analysis

809 1. T .pypil-ftOf-fiService fLOSI is a measurement of the use of a transportation facility
810 following tables^|in£Xg^|l^£§|^i£g niay
811 be incorporated into local comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances to
812 replace current methods of determining motor vehicle congestion on regional
813 facilities, if ^_£il^_2L:c9Unt^=d|te^m||_lh|L.this change is needed to permit
814 Title 1. Table 1 capacities Metro 2010 Growth-Gonoopt implementation-in the
815 Central City, Regional Centers, Town Centers, Main Streets and Station
816 Communities:

817 General Performance Standards (using LOS*)

Preferred Acceptable Exceeds
Mid-Day one-hour C or better D E or worse
Peak two-hour E/E or better F/E F/F or worse
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818

819

820 
821 
822

823

824

825

826

827

828

2.

*LeveI-of-Service is determined by using either the latest edition of the Highway 
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, cities and 
countieslocal go^'ommonts 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.

829 C. Congestion Management

830
831
832
833

834

^I-i-£it^-£L£gMDl^j£-^^^ldJ|lgi£=^^gIghgn|ixg-B||nJ£-§^Pnor~to recommending a 
significant capacity expansion to a regional facility, or-inoluding-such Dn-expansion-in-Q 
eity-or county comprehonoivo plan, the following actions shall be applied, unless the 
capacity expansion is includedadeQuatGlv nddrensod in the Regional Transportation Plan:

1. To address Level of Service:

835

836

837

838

839

840

841

842

843

a. Transportation system management techniques
b. Corridor or site-level transportation demand management techniques
c. Additional roadsvQym^tor^ghMe capacity to parallel facilities, including 

the consideration of a grid pattern consistent with connectivity standards 
contained in Title 6 of this plan

d. Transit service improvements to increase ridership

2. To address preservation of stfeetmotor vehicle function:

a. Traffic calming
b. StfeetMotor vehicle function classification

844

845

846

847

848

3. To address or preserve existing street capacity
« I

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.

Page 263—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan October 24, 1966



TITLE 6, EXHIBIT A
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849 TITLE 7: AFFORDABLE HOUSING

850 Section 1. Intent

851 RUGGO Objective 17 requires Metro-to-use-Q4%ir-shared-strategy to meet-liousing needs, which
852 inoludes-liousing-densities supportive of-“dc>,olopment-of-the-regionai-transportatk)n-system and
853 designated-oenters-ond-corridors,” like Title I, above. |haLMgiI£j4£EL=:=Li=M=Li==i§^=^
854 meetine the housing needs of the urban DopulajionJn^ities^nd^ountiesJ^ased^n^aLjubreg^^
855 analysis. A "fair share" strategy will include ('ll a diverse range of housing types available
856 within cities and counties inside the UGB: Ql specific goals for low and moderate rate housme
857 to ensure that sufficient and affordable housing is available to households of all income levels
858 that live or have a member working in each jurisdiction: HI housing densities and costs
859 supportive of adopted public policy for the development of the regional transportation system
860 and designated centers and corridors: and Ml a balance of jobs and housing within the region and
861 subreeions.

862 Title 1 of this functional plan requires cities and counties to change their zoning to accommodate
863 development at higher densities in locations supportive of the transportation system. Two other
864 parts of the “fair share” strategy are addressed here: (1) encouraging use of tools identified to
865 improve availability of sufficient housing affordable to households of all income levels; and (2)
866 encouraging manufactured housing to assure a diverse range of available housing types.

867 Section 2. Recommendations to Improve Availability of Affordable Housing

868 Accordine to HUD standards, housing is affordable if the resident is paving no more than one-

870 clearly demonstrate that there exists a shortage of housing affordable to low and moderate
871 io££mejg|2gli=in:mosti:ifngljlL£ili|§jn4gounliesi_M|lro:^g2gmendsih|LgiyiUn4^gMntie|
872 increase their efforts to provide for the housing needs of households of all income levels that live
873 or have a member working in each jurisdiction and that they consider implementation of some or
874 all ofTthe following tools and approaches to facilitate the development of affordable housing:
875 are recommended-to-begin-to meet the need for suffioient-and-affordable-housing:

876 A. Donate buildable tax-foreclosed properties to nonprofit organizations for
877 development as mixed market affordable housing.

878 B. Develop permitting process incentives for housing being developed to serve
879 people at or below 80% of area median income.

880 C. Provide fee waivers and property tax exemptions for projects developed by
881 nonprofit organizations serving people at or below 60% of area median income.

882 D. Create a land banking program to enhance the availability of appropriate sites for
883 permanently affordable housing.

Page 273—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan October 24. 1990



884

885

886

887

888

889

890

891

892

893

E. Consider replacement ordinances that would require developers of high-income 
housing, commercial, industrial, recreational or government projects to replace 
any affordable housing destroyed by these projects.

F. Consider linkage programs that require developers of job-producing development, 
particularly that which receives tax incentives, to contribute to an affordable 
housing flmd.

G. Commit locally controlled funds, such as Community Development Block Grants, 
Strategic Investment Program tax abatement funds or general fund dollars, to the 
development of permanently affordable housing for people at or below 60% of 
area median income.

894 H. Consider inclusionary zoning requirements, particularly in tax incentive
895 programs, for new development in transit zones and other areas where public
896 investment has contributed to the value and developability of land.

897 Section 3. Recommendations to Encourage Manufactured Housing

898 State housing policy requires the provision of manufactured housing inside all Urban Growth
899 Boundaries as part of the housing mix with appropriate placement standards. The following are
900 recommended to reduce regulatory barriers to appropriately placed manufactured housing:

901 A. Requirements for a minimum of five acres to develop a manufactured housing
902 park should be reviewed to consider a lesser requirement, or elimination of a
903 minimum parcel and/or lot size entirely.

904 B. Manufactured homes configured as duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, etc. should be
905 encouraged outside rhanufactured dwelling parks where zoning densities are
906 consistent with single story development.
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907 TITLE 8: COMPLIANCE PROCEDURES

908

909

910

911

912

913

914

915

916

917

918

919

920

921

922

923

924

925

926

927

928

929

930

931

932

933

934

935

936

937

938

939

940

941

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. 

A.

Compliance Procedures

B.

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.

ExemBtienG-fromExceptions 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.v 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 os to the existenoe of the factual-basis for the grant of any 
requested exception exemption.

1. Population and Employment Capacity. An exemption -from exception to 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, but is not 
limited to. the following:

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 I because substantial areas have prior 
commitments to development at densities inconsistent with Metro target; 
or
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'942

943

944

945

946

947

948

949

950

951

952

953

954

955

956

957

958

959

960

961

962

963

964

965

966

967

968

969

970

971

972

973

974

975

976

977

978

979

980

c, A demonstration that the householdsdwelline unit and en^plo^TOcntiob 
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 exemptioncg^geg|i£n under this subsection, a 
city or county shall also submit an estimate of the amount of 
IwuGeholdsdwelling units or ffliploymontiobs 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 exception based on the financial 
feasibility of providing public services, Metro, along with cities and countiesleeal 
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 exception to 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. 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 ap-adjustmentsv|g|ggg 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 exceptionexemption.

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
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981

982

983

984

985

986

987

988

989

990

991

992

993

994

995

996

997

998

999

1000 
1001 
1002

1003

1004

1005

1006

1007

1008

1009

1010 
1011 
1012 
1013

D.

quality of the stream and on flood effects. Findings shall be supported by 
evidence, including the results of field investigations.

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 o-mopped 
Emplovment-Qnd-jndustriQl-AfeQ an Employment Area to exempt existing or 
locally designated retail eenters areas, unacknowledged bv the date of this 
FungligniL£lin, where they can demonstrate thafc

Or The Employment and Industrial Areas Mmap overlooked included lands 
within Employment Areas having a substantially developed existing retail 
eenter area or a locally designated retail center: area pursuant to a 
ggmgi^en|iv£_gi^:^£^02M|^S^=h^=Jhe_^!§_2Ojli|_Eun£li£ML£|i!l

lgajg|LbuiMin£,oLbuiisiiiLQx
h. The requested retail area in an Employment.Area has been.found 10

appropriate for an exception based upon current or projected needs within

5. Rpomnal Arrpggihilitv Pifipt; nr rniinties mav 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 
thatnot 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' actlorH) Final land use decisions of cities and 
counties inconsistent with functional plan requirements are subject to immediate appeal 
for violation of the functional plan.

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 a compliance interpretation and conflict
resolution under RUGGO Objective 5.3.

1014 Section 3. Any Comprehensive Plan Change must Comply

1015 After the effective date of this ordinance, any amendment of a comprehensive plan or
1016 implementing ordinance shall be consistent with the functional-plon requirements of this
1017 functional plan "Containod in Titles 1 through-^. Metro shall assist cities and countiestho local
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1018

1019

1020

1021

1022

1023

1024

1025

1026

1027

1028

1029

1030

1031

1032

1033

1034

1035

1036

1037

1038

1039

1040

1041

1042

1043

1044

1045

1046

1047

1048

govcmment -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. 

A.

Compliance Plan Assistance

Any city or countvlocQl government may request of Metro a compliance plan which 
contains the following:

1.

2.

An analysis of the gity_qL-g£Mg^l0Cnl govcmrnent’o comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances, and what sections require change to comply with the 
performance standards.

Specific amendments that would bring the city or countyiurisdiction into 
compliance with the requirements of Sections 1 to 8, if necessary.

B. TiirinHictionsCities and counties 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.

Section 5. Compliance Interpretation Process

After the effective date of this ordinance. Metro shall provide a process for cities and counties
required bv this functional plan to change their plans to seek interpretations of the requirements
of this flinctional plan. Application for a compliance interpretation shall be made in writing to
the Executive Officer for preparation of a report and recommendation. The compliance
img£gtgtg|jon_2I2££|i_ill§ll=iD£li!d^_§=hi^^Ei=2ffi£iL===l=i===i==:================^=

Council. The Metro Council mav initiate a compliance interpretation on its own motion with or
wi|h2U|JD_|£2ii£=l£=

Section 6. Citizen Review Process

A citizen who has presented written or oral testimony at the local level on the interpretation issue
mav petition the Metro Council for a compliance interpretation. After hearing the citizen
petitinn_thej]]nii^^ initiate a compliance interpretation.
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1049 Section 7. Enforcement

1050 A.___ Prior to a final eefien decision to amend a comprehensive plan or implementing
1051 ordinance, a leeelgi|^!^L;coim|^ determination that a requirement of this functional plan should
1052 not or cannot be implemented shall may be subject to a compliance interpretation and the conflict
1053 resolution process provided for in RUGGO, Goal I at the request of the city or county.

1054 ^____City or county actions to amend a comprehensive plan or implementing ordinance in
1055 violation of this functional plan at any time after the effective date of this ordinance shall be
1056 subject to appeal or other legal action for violation of a regional functional plan requirement,
1057 including but not limited to reduction of regional transportation funding and funding priorities.

1058 C___ Failure to amend comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances as required by
1059 Section 1 of this Title shall be subject to any and all enforcement actions authorized by law.-Any
1060 • city-or-county-land use decision-made more-than 2^- months after the effective date-of-thH)
1061 ordinance that-is-ineonsistent-vi'ith the requirements of-this^notionol-plan io.oubjcct to appeal-for
1062 violQtioiH)f this funetional plan.-
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■:063 TITLE 9; PERFORMANCE MEASURES

1064

1065
1066
1067

1068

1069
1070
1071
1072
1073
1074
1075
1076
1077
1078
1079
1080 
1081 
1082

1083
1084
1085
1086
1087
1088
1089

1090

1091
1092

1093
1094

1095
1096

Section 1. Intent

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.

Section 2. Performance Measures Adoption

A. Within three months of the adoption of this functional plan, the Metro Executive Officer 
shall submit to the Council the Executive Officer’s recommendations fori-perfonnance
measures

1. —The-pgerformance measures wiHm be used in evaluating the process of the
region in implementation of this functional plan^ and

_____ 2. ■policy recommendationsPolicies for corrective action should the performance
measures not be aohieved.-indicate that the goals contained in the functional plan are not

In developing these performance measures and policies, t—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.

B. 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.

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;
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097
098 
.099

.100 
; 101

1102
1103

1104
1105

1106

1107

1108
1109
1110 
iin 
1112
1113

1114
1115
1116
1117

1118
1119
1120 
1121 
1122
1123

1124
1125

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;

6. Other measures that can be reliably measured and will measure progress in 
implementation in key areas.

7. . Cost of land based on lot nrices according to jurisdiction. Growth Concept design
type, and zoning: and according to redeveloped and vacant classifications.

The average vacancy rate for all residential units.

D. Use of the performance measures

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.

2. By March 1 of every other year beginning March 1, 19991998, 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 Council's policies.

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 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.

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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126 TITLE 10: DEFINITIONS

.127 Accessibility means the amount of time required to reach a given location or service bv any

.128

ij30 transportation (light rail, bus and other forms of public transportation'). bicycles and walking.

1131 Balanced cut and fill means no net increase in fill within the floodplain.

1132 Bikeway means separated bike paths, striped bike lanes, or wide outside lanes that
1133

1134 Boulevard Desinn means a design concent that emphasizes pedestrian travel, bicycling and the
1135 use of public transportation, and accommodates motor vehicle travel.

1136 Calculated Capacity means the number of dwelling units and jobs that can be contained in an
1137 area based on the calculation required bv this functional plan.

1138 rgjTarif^_^jTansinn;^means_constnicted_or_02erationaLirogrQygIIlgDts_to_the regional motor
1139 vphirlft^vstem that increase the capacity of the system.

1140 Comprehensive plan means the all inclusive, generalized, coordinated land use map and policy
1141 gtatement^^cities and counties defined in ORS 197.015(5).

1142 Connectivity means the degree to which the local and regional street systems in a given area
1143 are interconnected.

1144 Designated Beneficial Water Uses means the same as the term as defined by the Oregon
1145 Department of Water Resources, which is: an instream public use of water for the benefit of an
1146 appropriator for a purpose consistent with the laws and the economic and general welfare of the
1147 people of the state and includes, but is not limited to, domestic, fish life, industrial, irrigation,
1148 mining, rnunicipal, pollution abatement, power development, recreation, stockwater and wildlife
1149 uses.

1150 Design Type means the conceptual areas described in the Metro 2040 Growth Concept text and
1151 citv. regional centers, town
1152 centers, station communities, corridors, main streets, inner and outer neighborhoods, industrial
1153 areas, and employment areas.

1154 Development means any manmade change defined as buildings or other structures, mining,
1155 dredging, paving, filling, or grading in amounts greater than ten (10) cubic yards on any lot or
1156 excavation. In addition, any other activity that results in the removal of more than 10% of the
1157 existing vegetated area on the lot is defined as development, for the purposes of Title 3.
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1158 Exceptions;

1159

1160 
1161 
1162

1163

1164

a. Stream enhancement or restoration projects approved by cities and countiesieeet 
jurisdictions.
b. Agricultural activity.
c. . Replacement. Aadditions.—and alterations and accessory uses forte existing

structures and development that do not encroach into the Water Quality and Flood 
Management Area more than the existing structure or development.

1165 DBH means the diameter of a tree measured at breast height.

1166 DLCD Goal 5 ESEE means a decision process local governments carry out under OAR 660-23-
1167 0^

1168 Expcctod-Capacity-mcans the-amount of units that can-bc expected to be contained in an Brea.-

1169 Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area means the area defined on the Metro Water
1170 Quality and Flood Management Area Map to be completed and attached hereto. These include
1171 all Water Quality and Flood Management Areas that require regulation in order to protect fish
1172 and wildlife habitat. This area has been mapped to generally include the area 200 feet from top
1173 of bank of streams in undeveloped areas with less than 25% slope, and 100 feet from edge of
1174 mapped wetland on undeveloped land.

1175 Floodplain means land subject to periodic flooding, including the 100-year floodplain ^
1176 mapped by FEMA Flood Insurance Studies or other substantial evidence of actual flood events.

1177 Functions and Values of Stream Corridors means stream corridors have the following
1178 functions and values; water quality retention and enhancement, flood attenuation, fish and
1179 wildlife habitat, recreation, erosion control, education, aesthetic, open space and wildlife
1180 comdor.

1181 Goal 5-ESEE means a decision process local govomments carry-out under QAR 660 23-Q40r

1182 Growth Concept Map means the conceptual map demonstrating the 2040 Growth Concept
1183 design types attached to this plan in the Appendix as Exhibit-^.

1184 Hazardous materials means materials described as hazardous by Oregon Department of
1185 Environmental Quality.

1186 j^jg|§^§gtigg_Rggyj^|i£n|_^£in§_^^=^il^=£^^MnIj4=i========S===i========S===^
1187 ORS 197.015(1 n which includes zoning, land division or other ordinances which establish
1188 standards for implementing a comprehensive plan.

1189 Landscape Strip means the portion of public right-of-way located between the sidewalk and
1190 curb.
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■191 Level-of-Service (LOS) means the ratio of the volume of motor vehicle demand to the canacitv
192 of the motor vehicle system during a specific increment of time.

193 Local Trip means a trip 2Vi miles or less in length.

194 Median means the center portion of public right-of-wav. located hetweeTw^pjTn^mg^liT^r^i^

1196 incorporates left turn lanes for motor vehicles^tjntersectinTis^andjTTainr^arnp^gjTn^^

1197 Metro means the regional government of the metropolitan area, the elected Metro Council as the
1198 policy setting body of the government.

1199 Metro Boundary means the jurisdictional boundary of Metro, the elected regional government
1200 of the metropolitan area.

1201 Metro Urban Growth Boundary means the urban growth boundary as adopted and amended by
1202 the Metro Council, consistent with state law.

1203 Mixed Use means comprehensive plan or implementingjgpjilatinnsjhatjTernTjt_a_mixture_^
1204

1205 Mobility means the speed at which a given modej)ftigyeljTperatesjnj^specifiHncatinm

1206 Mode-Split Target means the individual percentage ofjTuhlic^rans|Tnrt^tinn^jedestria^

1208 Motor Vehicle means automobiles, vans. public andj[nTyatejTuseg^1^trucksJand^serTTj-jTiic^
1209 motorcycles and mopeds.

1211 methods of travel, including all forms of motor vehicles, public transportation, bicycles and
1212 walking.

1213 Narrow Street Design means streets with less than 46 feet of total right-of-wav and no more
1214

1215 Net Acre means an area measuring 43.560 square feet which excludes:

1216 (1) any developed road rights-of-way through or on the edge of the land; and

1217 (2) environmentally constrained areas, including any open water areas, floodplains,
1218 natural resource areas protected under statewide planning Goal 5 in the
1219 comprehensive plans of cities and counties in the region, slopes in excess of 25
1220 percent and wetlands requiring a Federal fill and removal permit under Section
1221 404 of the Clean Water Act. These excluded areas do not include lands for which

Page 255—Urban Growth Management Functional Plan October 24. 19%



1222 the local zoning code provides a density bonus or other mechanism which allows
17?^ the transfer of the allowable density or use to another area or to development
1224 elsewhere on the same site; and

1225 (3) all publicly-owned land designated for park and open spaces uses.

1226 Net Developed Acre consists of 43,560 square feet of land, after excluding present and future
1227 rights-of-way, school lands and other public uses.

1228 Perennial Streams means all primary and secondary perennial water ways as mapped by the
1229 U.S. Geological Survey.

1230 Performance Measure means a measurement derived from technical analysis aimed at
1231 determining whether a planning policy is, achieving the expected outcome or intent associated
1232 with the policy.

1233 Pcrmittod-Cnpocity-mcano the-liighoot amount of units that are pemiittod be-containod-in-<m
1234 oreo qg calculated from zoning-and other local jurisdietion rogulationsr

1235 Persons Per Acre means the intensity of building development bv combining residents per net
1236 acre and employees per net acre.

1238 Practicable means available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost,
1239 existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purpose.

1241 underdeveloped.

1242 Redevelopable Land means land on which development has already occurred which, due to
1243 present or expected market forces, there exists the strong likelihood that existing development
1244 will be converted to more intensive uses during the planning period.

1245 Regional Goals and Objectives are the land use goals and objectives that Metro is required to
1246 adopt under ORS 268.380(1 V

1247 Retail means activities which include the sale, lease or rent of new or used products to the
1248 general public or the provision of product repair or services for consumer and business goods.
1249 Hotels or motels, restaurants or firms involved in the provision of personal services or office
1250 space are not considered retail uses.

1251 Riparian area means the water influenced area adjacent to a river, lake or stream consisting of
1252 the area of transition from an hydric ecosystem to a terrestrial ecosystem where the presence of
1253 water directly influences the soil-vegetation complex and the soil-vegetation complex directly
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1254
1255

1256

1257

1258

1259
1260

1261
1262

influences the water body. It can be identified primarily by a combination of geomorphologic 
and ecologic characteristics.

SingWTirnilTa^v Vehicle fSOVl means private passenger vehicles carrying one occupant.

Shared-Ride means private passenger vehicles carrying more than one occupanL

measured between two points.

Target capacities means the capacities in Table 1 required to be demonstrated by cities and 
counties for compliance with Title 1, Section 2.

Target densities means the average combined household and employment densities established 
for each design type in the RUGGO 2040 Growth Concept.

1263 Top of Bank means the same as “bankfull stage” defined in OAR 141-85-010(2).

1264 Traffic Calming means street design or operational features intended to maintain a given
1265 motor vehicle travel speed.

1266 TTndprdpvp|ngpd_Parcels_means_those_parcels_o£jand_withJgss_than—10^-Of-^e net acreage
1267 developed with permanent structures.

1268 Vacant Land; Land identified in the Metro or local government inventory as undeveloped land.

1269 Variance means a discretionary decision to permit modification of the terms of an implementing
1270 ordinance based on a demonstration of unusual hardship or exceptional circumstance unique to a
1271 specific property.

1272 Water Quality and Flood Management Area means an area defined on the Metro Water
1273 Quality and Flood Management Area Map, to be attached hereto. These are areas that require
1274 regulation in order to mitigate flood hazards and to preserve and enhance water quality. This
1275 area has been mapped to generally include the following: stream or river channels, known and
1276 mapped wetlands, areas with floodprone soils adjacent to the stream, floodplains, and sensitive
1277 water areas. The sensitive areas are generally defined as 50 feet from top of bank of streams for
1278 areas of less than 25% slope, and 200 feet from top of bank on either side of the stream for areas
1279 greater than 25% slope, and 50 feet from the edge of a mapped wetland.

1280 Zoned Capacity means the highest number of dwelling units or jobs that are allowed to be
1281 contained in an area bv zoning and other city or county lurisdiction regulations.
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282

1283

1284

1285

1286

Table 1 - Target Capacity for Housing and Employment Units - Year 1994 to 2017

Dwelling Unit Job *
City or County Capacity1 Capacity Mixed Use Areas

Houoohotdp w el ling Job
Unit Caoacitv 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 County1 19,530 42,685 1,661 13,886

Multnomah County 3,089 2,381 0 0
Washington CountyJ 54,999 52,578 13,273 25,450 '

243,993 461,633

1 Based on Housing Needs Analysis. Applies to existing city limits as ol June, 1996. Annexations to cities would include the cit^assuming 
2responsibility for tiyehle ehnrn Tarnet Caoacilv previously accommodated in unincorporated county.

Torgol doncilioo.fof.mMixed use areas are: Central City - £^250 persons per acre; regional centers - gboirt.eO ppa; town centers 40 ppa.; station 
-communities - aboyti45 ppa.; main streets ^about^SS ppa.

Standards apply to the urban unincorporated portion of 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 sg 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: 

fRecommended)

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 (gsf)

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 
fsnaces/# of students and staff)

0.2 °-3 0.3

Tennis Racauetball 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 
(siDaces/number of seats)

0.3 0.4 0.5

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/Dental Clinic 3.9 4.9 5.9
Residential Uses _______ _-------------------------------------------------------------- -
Hotel/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-familv. townhouse, one bedroom 1.25 none none
Multi-familv. townhouse. two bedroom 1.5 none none
Multi-family, townhouse, three
bedroom

1.75 none none

1287
1288 
1289

1 Ratios for uses not included in this table would be determined by cities and countiestocul govefiHwents. In the event that a local government 
proposes a different measure, for example, spaces per seating area for a resuurant instead of gross leasable area. Metro may grant approval 
upon a demonstration by the local government that the parking space requirement is substantially similar to the regional sundard.
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Metro Councilor Don Morissette vote explanation (to be entered in the 

record)
Ordinance No. 96-647B 

October 24,1996

Today I have voted against the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. One of my 
goals when I campaigned for the Metro Council seat was to bring to public office my 
experience in business and home-building. My adult life has been spent providing 
families with shelter. I am very proud of that accomplishment. Economic benefit should 
not motivate our decision. I nor any of my companies own land outside the boundary. 
Freezing the boundary would increase the value of the land I own inside the boundary, 
(less supply)

I believe previous generations provided opportunities for the people living here now . I 
have been able to live in a region with good neighborhoods, good schools, the ability to 
get around easily and enough open space to play and enjoy nature close to home. I want 
to provide the next generation with the same opportunities.

This Functional Plan does not provide that chance. This Functional Plan is the “Zero 
Option”. The densities are too high. Approximately 43% of the states population lives 
and works on less than 1/3 of 1% of the total land in the state. Cramming people much 
close together will result in more congestion, more costly housing, more expensive 
consumer goods and more sprawl.

The level of service in Title 6 (Regional Accessibility) will guarantee traffic congestion. 
Each morning and evening the acceptable level of service (LOS) is E/F. In everyday 
language this means freeway traffic will be at or near capacity(E) or bumper to 
bumper(F). On arterials (typical speed 40 mph) E equates to 13 to 17 mph, F means less 
than 13 mph.. Not only will E/F levels of service gridlock cars, remember buses and 
trucks use the same roads.

Affordable housing for both middle class and low income families has reached a crisis in 
this region. In the last 5 years we have gone from one of the most affordable housing 
markets to one of the most expensive. Causing more people to need scarce housing 
subsidies. A 3% to 4% expansion of the urban growth boundary will not reduce housing 
costs, but will slow cost increases. The densities required by the Functional Plan target 
capacities in Table 1, will reduce the supply of existing affordable housing stock. I 
believe that we risk increasing housing costs until the market fails. It will cost cities and 
counties hundreds of thousands of dollars to comply with this plan. A plan that will 
spark so much controversy that the good parts may be thrown out with the bad.

The parking space restrictions in Title 2 and the size limits placed on retailers in Title 4 
will result in more costly consumer goods. I do not pretend to be an expert in retail. The 
experts who have testified have years of experience in the market. They have been



successful in providing consumer goods to the average citizen in a way they want it. 
Boutique shopping is wonderful, my wife loves it. But many citizens want reduced costs 
and the opportunity to do most of their shopping in one or two stops. Restricting large 
format retail limits citizens choices.

Because we are pushing density too hard, this plan will cause sprawl. Home buyers 
wanting a backyard or a garden space will purchase in Sandy, Canby, Woodbum, North 
Plains, Newberg, Estacada and other surrounding communities and commute to the 
region for their work. Not only will the roads be more congested, but our air shed will be 
degraded.

244,000 more housing units inside the UGB will require densities of 15 units to the acre 
for new construction. An example of what this means is that one new housing unit for 
every 2 existing homes in the UGB not just one more house in your neighborhood. Loss 
of open fields and farmland (Alpeiurose Dairy) inside the UGB is required to meet the 
density targets. Infill and redevelopment can be positive but this plan goes too far. It will 
gentrify (in other words many people living in north and northeast will not be able to 
continue living there due to costs) many neighborhoods. It will increase the costs of 
renting and purchasing homes and squeeze out low income residents.

Each of these restrictions limits choices for average citizens. Renters, homeowners and 
consumers will be affected. Low income families will be hurt first and housing subsidy 
dollars won’t be available to meet skyrocketing needs.

What is my solution? Balance. Balance is the key. Continue to use existing land better. 
Support increased density in appropriate locations, along light rail corridors, 
transportation corridors and in the Central City and Regional Centers. Add enough land 
to allow choices. Yes expand the UGB by 8,000 to 10,000 acres. Master plan the 
expansion areas, select the right sites and monitor the results. I support a compact urban 
form, but not as compact as the plan calls for. The Functional Plan and 2040 need to be 
more balanced.

The Functional Plan has become a political decision not a logical decision. It does more 
bad than good. I cannot in good conscience support a plan that I believe will bring such 
poor results. I hope when citizens are unhappy with the consequences of this decision 
they will remember my remarks.

(I want my no vote noted and a brief vote explanation included when Metro publishes 
Councilors names on the Functional Plan.)
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Re. PARKING RATIOS - ZONE B 

Dear Councilor J^AdstM^’ttVl.Vi___

At the October 24th Council Meeting, Amendment #8— to change Zone B parking 
ratios from “recommended” to “required”— was introduced and approved by the 
Council. Three arguments were used to justify the change. One, need to give 
direction to Jurisdictions to meet goals; second, don’t want a disincentive for 
development to occur in non-transit areas; and third, level the playing field (we 
assume this means between the CBD and the suburbs since this argument came from 
the CBD business community).

The Sunset Corridor Association members oppose changing the Zone B parking 
ratios from a “recommended” to “required” status until there is a reasonable level of 
transit service to work sites in Washington County. Requiring regional parking 
standards for areas that do not have alternative transportation modes while at the 
same time requiring the businesses in these areas to pay for service they are not 
getting is not equitable. Following are several factors that the business members of 
the Association believe are strong arguments for changing the Zone B parking ratios 
back to the “recommended” status at the November 7th council meeting.

• The regional transit system was and currently remains a hub and spoke system 
designed to serve the Portland Central Business District and some extended 
areas such as the Lloyd District. Current transit service is not designed to serve 
sites in the Washington County area. It is only in the last year that consideration 
has been given to serving the suburban work sites. As a result current transit 
service to points in Washington County is very limited. Almost non-existent. 
Thus the need for parking spaces become a critical factor for the work site.

LS4.S5 N.W. Greenbrier Parkway 
Suite 210

Beaverton. Oregon 97006 
(503)645-4410 Fax:614-8421



• If the question “recommended” versus “required” has to do with equity (level the playing field) then 
we would point out that for the past 26 years businesses in the suburbs have been contributing a 
payroll revenue tax to Tri-Met while receiving little to no direct service for those dollars. For 
example, a local firm with 2500 employees pays approximately one million a year in payroll revenue 
taxes to Tri-Met but receives little transit service. The argument is made that vehicles are removed 
fi-om the local roads as Washington County residents ride transit to the Central Business District, thus 
reducing road improvement needs and cost. That may be true but it does not help reduce parking 
space needs for those businesses located in an area with little or no transit service. It is an expensive 
investment with limited return to the businesses in this area. Less than 7% of the regional transit work 
trips by point of destination are made to Washington County employment locations. Washington 
County employers who pay 23% (1994) of the total payroll taxes end up with less than 7% of the 
regional transit commuters arriving at their work sites. Similarly Multnomah County employers who 
pay 63% of the total payroll taxes end up with 90% of the regional transit commuters arriving at their 
work site.

• Local efforts to expand transportation options have been made. Local jurisdictions and businesses 
have adopted policies to address the lack of alternative transportation modes. Resources, however, are 
limited. Some progress has been made. For example, in Washington County all local road 
improvements must include bikeway improvements. Businesses are also implementing telecommuting 
options, flexible work hours, carpooling and sharing of parking spaces; i. e Cornell Oaks Corporate 
Center and Tualatin Hills Park & Recreation District share parking spaces in an arrangement where the 
THPR District can use the business park’s parking spaces in the evening and weekends

• To argue that different standards will act as a disincentive to develop in and around station areas is a 
flawed argument. First, transit-oriented development standards and regulations for each LRT station 
area have been adopted by the effected jurisdictions- Beaverton, Washington County and Hillsboro- 
in an effort to increase transit ridership. That is happening— a good example is the Orenco station 
where an application has been approved for high density housing and retail. Others are in the planning 
stages. Secondly, and most importantly the station area development regulations, driven by the transit 
agency, are designed to continue the same hub and spoke system service. It is intended to capture 
ridership headed for the CBD. Requiring high density residential with some retail in and near the 
transit stations indicates a preference to serving the same pattern- the hub and spoke system. Without 
some shutte service from the stations to the suburban employment sites LRT will continue to primarily 
serve the CBD.

• In addition to the lack of alternative transportation modes there are forces in the market that are 
affecting parking needs. Firms, in a effort to achieve greater cost efficiencies are designing interior 
office space with more employees per square foot than in the past. This requires a commensurate 
increase in parking space, or at the best using existing standards.

The members of the Association strongly urge you to return to the “recommended” status for Zone B 
parking ratios that were agreed to on October 17. Currently a Transit Choices for Livability Committee is 
studying methods to increase transit service to meet the needs of the suburban communities. We have been 
participating in this discussion and the planning aspect of it. But until there are some answers and some 
resources to support those answers Zone B parking ratios should remain “recommended”. If parking is 
restricted without other alternatives for employees to access the workplace parking will occur in non
parking areas—along streets, landscaping, etc. The restriction of parking spaces alone will not have an 
effect on reducing parking. Thank you for considering our points.

Sincerely,

Betty Attebef 
Executive Dirfe

cc: SCA Board Members & Association Members 
Dick Waker, Transportation Chair



URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
McLain Amendment No. 13

(MPAC: Minimum Density Flexibility)

Title 1, Section 2.A, at Lines 98-113 of the October 24, 1996, draft of the Urban Growth 
Management Fimctional Plan is amended to read as follows:

"A. Cities and counties shall annlv a minimum density standard to all zones allowing
residential use as follows:

1. Provide that no development annlication: including a- partition or
subdivision, may be annroved unless the development will result in the
building of 80 percent or more of the maximum number of dwelling units
per net acre permitted by the zoning designation for the site.

b. Adopt minimum density standards that apply to each development
annlication that varies from the requirements of subsection La., above.
However, for the purpose of compliance with Table 1. only those dwelling
units that are allowed at the minimum density standard shall be counted
for compliance with the calculated capacities of Table 1.

The minimum density standard may be achieved by use of a small lot district
where an average lot size of 5000 to 6200 square feet allows flexibility within that
range on development applications, so long as the district remains in compliance
with the minimum density standard used to calculate capacities for compliance
with Table 1 capacities.

No comprehensive plan provision, implementing ordinance or local process (such
as site or design review') may be applied and no condition of approval may be
imposed that would have the effect of reducing the minimum density standard.

_For high density zones with maximum zoned density higher than 37 dwelling 
units per net acre, the minimum residential density may be 30 dwelling units per 
net acre.

_This minimum density requirement standard does not apply (1) outside the urban 
growth boundary, (2) inside areas designated as open space on the attached Open 
Spaces Map, and (3) inside areas designated as unbuildable on the attached Open 
Spaces Map. The maximum zoned density does not include the density bonus for 
zones that'allow them.
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URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
McCaig Amendment No. 8

(Title 2, Zone B Required)

Title 2, Section 2, of the October 24, 1996, draft of the Urban Growth Management Functional 
Plan is amended to change Zone B recommended parking ratios to required parking ratios as 
follows;.

at lines 382-383:
"... in the Parking Maximum Map. for Zone-At The designation of the-A and B zoneg... 

at lines 407-408:
"... the regional parking maximums provided for Zone A and Zone B."

The Regional Parking Standards Table is amended to omit "(Recommended)" from the Zone B 
column for Maximum Permitted Parking Ratios.
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URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
McCaig Amendment No. 5

(Title 4, Retail in Employment Areas)

In the October 24, 1996, draft of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, Section 2.B of 
Title 4 is amended as follows:

At Lines 599-615:

‘B. This subsection annlies to city and county comprehensive plan designations and zoning
ordinances acknowledged bv the effective date of this Functional Plan, which allow retail
uses larger than 60.000 square feet of gross leasable area per building or business in
Employment Areas designated on the attached Employment and Industrial Areas Map.
These cities and counties may continue to allow the extent and location of retail uses
allowed in Employment Areas on the effectiye date of this Functional Plan. If the city
and county comnrehensiye plan desienations and zoning ordinances which allow retail
uses larger than 60.000 square feet of gross leasable area per building or business in
Employment Areas haye not been acknowledged by the effectiye date .of this Functional
Plan, subsection 2.C. of this Title shall apply.”

kaj I:\DOCS#07.P&D\04-2040I.MPL\03UGMFNC.PLN\MCCAIG.#5
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URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
McLain Amendment No. 11

(Title 4 Clarification)

The October 24, 1996, draft of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, in Title 4, 
Section 2.B., is amended as follows:

at line 605:
.. for any new retail uses larger than 60,000 square feet...” 

at lines 607-611:
“The standards for the land use decision to allow any such retail uses shall require (1) a 
demonstration in the record that adequate-transportation facilities adequate to serve the retail use, 
consistent with Metro’s functional plan for transportation will be in place at the time the retail 
use begins operation; and (2) a demonstration that adequate-transportation facilities adequate to 
meet the transportation need for the other planned uses in the Employment Areas are included in 
the applicable comprehensive plan provisions.”
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URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
McCaig Amendment No. 6

(Title 4, Retail in Employment Areas; Exceptions)

In the October 24,1996, draft of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, Section 3 of 
Title 4 is amended to omit subsection C as follows:

At Lines 635-637:

-R-etait-uses-that-nrimarilv-draw-businesG-from-g raadggfcgggajlgljggie than 2.5 miles-from
the-site-where-gdeQuate-tranGPortation facilities—capacity is -demonstrated-in-local
complianoe-plans-as-provided-in-T-itle-8T”
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URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
McLain Amendment No. 12

(MPAC: Title 6 Street Connectivity Clarification)

Title 6, Section 3.B, at Lines 776-778 of the October 24,1996, draft of the Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan is amended as follows:

“Cities and counties shall develop local street design standards in text or maps or both with street 
intersection spacing to occur at intervals of no less than eight street intersections per mile except 
where tonogranliv. barriers such as railroads or freeways, or environmental constraints such as
major streams and rivers, prevent street extension.”

kaj I:\DOCS#07.P&D\04-2040I.MPL\03UGMFNC.PLN\MCLAIN.#I2



URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
Kvistad Amendment No. 6

(Compliance Extension Process)

Title 8 of the October 24,1996, draft of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, at Line 
1002, is amended to add a compliance extension process as follows:

‘C. The Metro Council mav grant an extension to time lines under this functional plan if the
city or countv has demonstrated substantial progress or proof of good cause for failing to
complete the requirements on time. Requests for extensions of the compliance
requirement in Section 1 of this Title should accompany the compliance transmittal
required in Section 2. A of this Title.

Subsections C and D become D and E, respectively.
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URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
McCaig Amendment No. 7

(Title 8, Interpretation Process Clarification)

Title 8, Sections 5 and 6 of the October 24,1996, draft of the Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan, at Lines 1037-1044, is amended to read as follows:

Section 5. Functional Plan Interpretation Process

The Metro Council may initiate a functional plan interpretation through whatever nrocedures it
deems appropriate on its own motion with or without an application. After the effective date of
this ordinance. Metro shall provide a process for cities and counties required by this functional
plan to change their plans to seek interpretations of the requirements of this functional plan. The
process shall provide, in addition to other requirements that the Metro Council may establish,
in the applications must state the specific interpretation requested: (2) the Executive Officer
shall seek comment fi'om interested parties, review the application and make an interpretation to
the Metro Council: (3) the Executive Officer's interpretation shall be final unless appealed to the
Metro Council by the applicant of any citizen or party who presented written comments to the
Executive Officer: f4) the Metro Council mav also on its own motion review an Executive
Officer interpretation before it becomes final.

Section 6. Citi?:cn Review Process
1

A citizen who has presented written or oral testimony to a city or countv on an issue of
application of this functional plan mav petition the Metro Council to initiate a functional plan
inteiTiretation or conflict resolution action.. After hearing the citizen petition and any response
Irom any affected cities and counties, the Metro Council may, as it considers necessary! decide
to:

1. Jnten>KLtlie„fmic,tLoiial-DlanLar

2. Initiate a functional plan interpretation using the process in Section 5 oTthis Title: or

3. Initiate the confliiajssQMcuiJimgsgSLJiLJKUG^^
potential inconsistencies between comprehensive plans and this functional plan: or

runctional plan requirement is scheduled.
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URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN 
McLain Amendment No. 14

(Consistency Amendments)

The October 24, 1996, draft of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan is amended as 
follows:

At line 144:
"The 1990-1995 actual built densities within cities and counties inside the urban growth 
boundary its juriodiction shall be compared..."

At lines 166-168, the word "and" should be moved up to the end of item "d" and a period placed 
at the end of item "e", due to the striking of item "f," as follows:

"d. Redevelopment and infill strategies: and
e. Authorization of housing types not previously allowed by the plan or regulationsit

rfnrl"

At line 379, the word "no" should remain m the sentence, as follows:
"1. Cities and counties shall Rrequire no more parking than ..."

At lines 392-394, sentence was not meant to be deleted, and should amended as follows:
",,. that area shall be removed from Zone A. For all urban areas outside Zone A, parking space 
maximums no greater than those listed in Zone B in the Parking Table and as illustrated in the 
Parking Maximmn map are recommended."

At line 396, the word "employment" should remain m the sentence, as follows:
"... areas with good pedestrian access to commercial or employment areas ..."

At line 989, the (subsection).letter "a." should remain in,-as follows:
"a. The Employment and Industrial Areas Mmap ovorlookedincluded lands ..."

At line 1.165, add:
"Development Application means an application for a land use decision, limited land decision
including expedited land divisions but excluding partitions as defined in ORS 92.010(7), and
ministerial decisions such as a building permit."
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"Motion to continue Ordinance 96-647^ as amended to the Council meeting on 
November 14,1996 for filial approval and adoption, and direct the Office of General Coimsel to 
prepare findings i for inclusion in the Ordinance and to present the complete record to the 
Council." V, 1

jep I:\DOCS#07.P&D\04-2040I.MPL\03UGMFNC.PLN\MOTIONT.EXT


