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INTRODUCTION

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

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

b) provide a policy framework for guiding Metro’s regional planning program, 
principally its development of functional plans and management of the region’s urban 
growth boundary; and

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

The RUGGO’s are envisioned not as a final plan for the region, but as a starting point for 
developing a more focused vision for the future growth and development of the Portland area. 
Hence, the RUGGO’s are the building blocks with which the local governments, citizens, and 
other interests can begin to develop a shared view of the future.

This document begins with the broad outlines of that vision. There are two principal goals, the 
first dealing with the planning process and the second outlining substantive concerns related to 
urban form. The "subgoals" (in Goal II) and objectives clarify the goals. The planning 
activities reflect priority actions that need to be taken at a later date to refine and clarify the 
goals and objectives further.
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BACKGROUND STATEMENT

Planning for and managing the effects of urban growth in this metropolitan region involves 24 
cities, three counties, and more than 130 special service districts and school districts, including 
Metro. In addition, the State of Oregon, Tri-Met, the Port of Portland, and the Boundary 
Commission all make decisions which affect and respond to regional urban growth. Each of 
these jurisdictions and agencies has specific duties and powers which apply directly to the tasks 
of urban growth management.

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

Nonetheless, few models exist for coordinating growth management efforts in a metropolitan 
region. Further, although the legislature charged Metro with certain coordinating 
responsibilities, and gave it powers to accomplish that coordination, a participatory arid 
cooperative structure for responding to that charge has never been stated.

As urban growth in the region generates issues requiring a multijurisdictional response, a 
"blueprint" for regional planning and coordination is critically need^. Although most would 
agree that there is a need for coordination, there is a wide range of opinion regarding how 
regional planning to address issues of regional significance should occur, and under what 
circumstances Metro- should exercise its coordination powers.

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

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

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

— the greatest growth in traffic and movement is within suburban areas, rather than 
between suburban areas and the central downtown district;

— in the year 2010 Metro projects that 70% of all "trips" made daily in the region will 
occur within suburban areas;

— currently transit moves about 3% of the travellers in the region on an average

3
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workday;

— to this point the region has accommodated most forecasted growth on vacant land 
within the urban growth boundary, with redevelopment expected to accommodate very 
little of this growth;

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

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

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

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

The challenge is clear: if the Portland metropolitan area is going to be different than other 
places, and if it is to preserve its vaunted quality of life as an additional 485,000 people move 
into the urban area in the next 20 years, then a cooperative and participatory effort to address 
the issues of growth must begin now. Further, that effort needs to deil with the issues 
accompanying growth—increasing traffic congestion, vanishing open space, speculative pressure 
on rural farm lands, rising housing costs, diminishing environmental quality — in a common 
framework. Ignoring vital links between these issues will limit the scope and effectiveness of 
our approach to managing urban growth.

Goal n provides that broad framework needed to address the issues accompanying urban growth.



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 
9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 
21 
22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

PLANNING FOR A VISION OF GROWTH IN THE PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA

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

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

An important step toward achieving this planned pattern of regional growth is the integration of 
land uses with transportation planning, including mass transit, which will link together mixed 
use uiban centers of higher density residential and commercial development.

The region must strive to protect and enhance its natural environment and significant natural 
resources. This can best be achieved by integrating the important aspects of the natural 
environment into a regional system of natural areas, open space and trails for wildlife and 
people. Special attention should be given to the development of inftastructure and public 
services in a manner that complements the natural environment.

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

Finally, the regional planning program must be one that is based on a cooperative process that 
involves the residents of the metropolitan area, as well as the many public and private interests. 
Particular attention must be given to the need for effective partnerships with lotal governments 
because they will have a major responsibility in implementing the vision. It is important to 
consider the diversity of the region’s communities when integrating local comprehensive plans 
into the pattern of regional growth.
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GOAL I; REGIONAL PLANNING PROCESS 

Regional planning in the metropolitan area shall:

I.i identify and designate areas and activities of metropolitan significance through a 
participatory process involving citizens, cities, counties, special districts, school 
districts, and state and regional agencies;

I.ii occur in a cooperative manner in order to avoid creating duplicative processes, 
standards, and/or governmental roles.

These goals and objectives shall only apply to acknowledged comprehensive plans of cities and 
counties when implemented through functional plans or the acknowledged uiban growth 
boundary plan.

OBJECTIVE 1. CmZEN PARTICIPATION

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

1.1 - Regional Citizen Involvement Coordinating Committee - Metro shall establish a 
Regional Citizen Involvement Coordinating Committee to assist with the development of 
its citizen involvement program and to advise the Regional Policy Advisory Committee 
regarding ways to best involve citizens in regional planning activities.

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

OBJECTIVE 2. REGIONAL POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

The Metro Council shall establish a Regional Policy Advisory Committee to:

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

2.ii serve as a forum for identifying and discussing areas and activities of 
metropolitan or subregional significance; and
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2.iii provide an avenue for involving all cities arid counties and other interests 
in the development and implementation of growth management strategies.

2.1- Regional Policy Advisory Committee Composition - The Regional Policy Advisory 
Committee (RPAC) shall be chosen according to the by-laws adopted by the Metro 
Council. The voting membership shall include elected officials of cities, counties, and 
the Metro Council as well as representatives of the State of Oregon and citizens. The 
composition of the Committee shall reflect the partnership that must exist among 
implementing jurisdictions in order to effectively address areas and activities of 
metropolitan significance, with a majority of the voting members being elected officials 
from within the Metro District boundaries.

2.2 - Advisory Committees - The Metro Council, consistent with the RPAC by-laws, 
shall appoint technical advisory committees, task forces, and other bodies as it and the 
Regional Policy Advisory Committee determine a need for such bodies.

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

OBJECTIVE 3. APPLICABILITY OF REGIONAL URBAN GROWTH GOALS AND 
OBJECTIVES

These Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives have been developed pursuant to ORS 
268.380(1). Therefore, they comprise neither a comprehensive plan under ORS 197.015(5) nor 
a functional plan under ORS 268.390(2). All functional plans prepared by Metrb shall be 
consistent wiA these goals and objectives. Metro’s management of the Urban Growth Boundary 
shall be guided by standards and procedures which must be consistent with these goals and 
objectives. These goals and objectives shall not apply directly to site-specific land use actions, 
including amendments of the urban growth boundary.

These Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives shall apply to adopted and acknowledged 
comprehensive land use plans as follows:

3.i A regional functional plan, itself consistent with these goals and objectives, 
may recommend or require amendments to adopted and acknowledged 
comprehensive land use plans; or

3.ii Tie management and periodic review of Metro’s acknowledged Urban 
Growth Boundary Plan, itself consistent with these goals and objectives, may 
require changes in adopted and acknowledged land use plans; or
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3.iii The Regional Policy Advisory Committee may identify and propose issues 
of regional concern, related to or derived from these goals and objectives, for 
consideration by cities and counties at the time of periodic review of their adopted 
and acknowledged comprehensive plans.

3.1 - Urban Growth Boundary Plan - The Urban Growth Boundary Plan has two 
components;

3.1.1 The acknowledged urban growth boundary line; and

3.1.2 Acknowledged procedures and standards for amending the urban growth 
boundary line.

Metro’s Urban Growth Boundary is not a regional comprehensive plan but a provision 
of the comprehensive plans of the local governments within its boundaries. The location 
of the urban growth boundary line shall be consistent with applicable statewide planning 
goals and these goals and objectives. Amendments to the urban growth boundary line 
shall demonstrate consistency only with the acknowledged procedures and standards.

3.2 - Functional Plans - Regional functional plans containing recommendations for 
comprehensive plaiming by cities and counties may or may not involve land use 
decisions. Functional plans are not required by the enabling statute to include findings 
of consistency with statewide land use planning goals. If provisions in a functional plan, 
or actions implementing a functional plan require changes in an adopted and 
acknowledged comprehensive land use plan, then that action may be a land use action 
required to be consistent with the statewide planning goals.

3.3 - Periodic Review of Comprehensive Land Use Plans - At the time of periodic 
review for comprehensive land use plans in the region the Regional Policy Advisory 
Committee:

3.3.1 shall assist Metro with the identification of functional plan provisions or 
changes in functional plans adopted since the last periodic review for inclusion 
in periodic review notices as changes in law; and

3.3.2 may provide comments during the periodic review, of adopted and 
acknowledged comprehensive plans on issues of regional concern.

3.4 - Periodic Review of the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives - If statute 
changes are made to ORS 197 to allow acknowledgement of these goals and objectives 
as the means for meeting the statutory requirement that these goals and objectives be 
consistent with statewide planning goals, then this section will apply. The Regional 
Policy Advisory Committee shall consider the periodic review notice for these goals and 
objectives and recommend a periodic review process for adoption by the Metro Council.

8
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OBJECTIVE 4. IMPLEMENTATION ROLES

Regional planning and the implementation of these Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives 
shall recognize the inter-relationships between cities, counties, special districts, Metro, regional 
agencies, and the State, and their unique capabilities and roles.

4.1 - Metro Role - Metro shall:

4.1.1 identify and designate areas and activities of metropolitan significance;

4.1.2 provide staff and technical resources to support the activities of the 
Regional Policy Advisory Comntittee;

4.1.3 serve as a technical resource for cities, counties, and other jurisdictions and 
agencies;

4.1.4 facilitate a broad-based regional discussion to identify appropriate strategies 
for responding to those issues of metropolitan significance; and

4.1.5 coordinate the efforts of cities, counties, special districts, and the state to 
implement adopted strategies.

4.2 - Role of Cities-

4.2.1 adopt and amend comprehensive plans;

4.2.2 identify potential areas and activities of metropolitan significance;

4.2.3 cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas and 
activities of metropolitan significance;

4.2.4 participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives.

4.3 - Role of Counties -

4.3.1 adopt and amend comprehensive plans;

4.3.2 identify potential areas and activities of metropolitan significance;

4.3.3 cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas and 
activities of metropolitan significance;

4.3.4 participate in the review and refinement Of these goals and objectives.
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4.4 - Role of Special Service Districts - Assist Metro with the identification of areas and 
activities of metropolitan significance and the development of strategies to address them, 
and participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives.

4.5 - Role of the State of Oregon - Advise Metro regarding the identification of areas and 
activities of metropolitan significance and the development of strategies to address them, 
and participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives.

OBJECTIVE 5. FUNCTIONAL PLANNING PROCESS

Functional plans are limited purpose plans, consistent with these goals and objectives, which 
address designated areas and activities of metropolitan significance.

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

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

5.2.1 The Regional Policy Advisory Committee may recommend that the Metro 
Council adopt findings designating an area or activity of metropolitan significance 
for which a functional plan should be prepared; or

5.2.2 The Metro Council may propose the preparation of a functional plan to 
designate an area or activity of metropolitan significance, and refer that proposal 
to the Regional Policy Advisory Committee.

Upon the Metro Council adopting factual reasons for the development of a new functional 
plan, the Regional Policy Advisory Committee shall oversee the preparation of the plan, 
consistent with these goals and objectives and the reasons cited by the Metro Council. 
After preparing the plan and seeking broad public and local government consensus, using 
existing citizen involvement processes established by cities, counties, and Metro, the 
Regional Policy Advisory Committee may propose the plan to the Metro Council for 
adoption. The Metro Council may act to resolve conflicts or problems impeding the 
development of a new functional plan should such conflicts or problems prevent the 
Regional Policy Advisory Committee from completing its work in a timely or orderly 
manner.

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

5.2.A) adopt the proposed functional plan; or

10
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5.2. B) refer the proposed functional plan to the Regional Policy Advisory 
Committee in order to consider amendments to the proposed plan prior to 
adoption; or

5.2. C) amend and adopt the proposed functional plan; or

5.2. D) reject the proposed functional plan.

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

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

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

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

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

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

5.3.4. a) amend the adopted regional functional plan; or

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

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

11
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OBJECTIVE 6. AMENDMENTS TO THE REGIONAL URBAN GROWTH GOALS 
AND OBJECTIVES

The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives shall be reviewed at regular intervals or at 
other times determined jointly by the Regional Policy Advispry Committee and the Metro 
Council. Any review and amendment process shall involve a broad cross-section of citizen and 
jurisdictional interests, and shall be conducted by the Regional Policy Advisory Committee 
consistent with Goal 1: Regional Planning Process. Proposals for amendments shall receive 
broad public and local government review prior to final Metro Council action.

6.1 - Impact of Amendments - At the time of adoption of amendments to these goals and 
objectives, the Metro Council shall determine whether amendments to adopted functional 
plMS or the acknowledged regional urban growth boundary are necessary. If 
amendments to adopted functional plans are necessary, the Metro Council shall act on 
amendments to applicable functional plans after refer^ of proposed amendments to the 
Regional Policy Advisory Committee. All amendment proposals will include the date 
and method through which they may become effective, should they be adopted. 
Amendments to the acknowledged regional urban growth boundary will be considered 
under acknowledged urban growth boundary amendment procedures incorporated in the 
Metro Code.

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

GOAL n: URBAN FORM

The livability of the urban region should be maintained and enhanced through initiatives which: 

n.i preserve environmental quality;

n.ii coordinate the development of jobs, housing, and public services and facilities; and

n.iii inter-relate the benefits and consequences of growth in one part of the region with 
the benefits and consequences of growth in another.

Urban form, therefore, describes an overall framework within which regional urban growth 
management can occur. Clearly stating objectives for urban form, and. pursuing them 
comprehensively provides the focal strategy for rising to the challenges posed by the growth 
trends present in the region today.

12
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n.l: NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

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

OBJECTIVE?. WATER RESOURCES

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

7.1 Formulate Strategy - A long-term stoategy, coordinated by the jurisdictions and 
agencies charged with planning and managing water resources, shall be developed to 
comply with state and federal requirements for drinking water, to sustain beneficial water 
uses, and to accommodate growth.

Planning Activities:

Planning programs for water resources management shall be evaluated to determine the 
ability of current efforts to accomplish the following, and recommendations for changes 
in these programs will be made if they are found to be inadequate:

— Identify the future resource needs of the region for municipal and industrial water 
supply, irrigation, fisheries, recreation, wildlife, environmental standards and aesthetic 
amenities;

— Monitor water quality and quantity trends vis-a-vis beneficial use standards adopted 
by federal, state, regional, and local governments for specific water resources important 
to the region;

— Evaluate the cost-effectiveness of alternative water resource management scenarios, 
and the use of conservation for both cost containment and resource management; and

— Preserve, create, or enhance natural water features for use as elements in nonstructural 
approaches to managing stormwater and water quality.

OBJECTIVES. AIR QUALITY

Air quality shall be protected and enhanced so that growth can occur and human health is 
unimpaired. Visibility of the Cascades and the Coast Range from within the region should be 
maintained.

8.1 Strategies for planning and managing air quality in the regional airshed shall be 
included in the State Implementation Plan for the Portland-Vancouver air quality

13
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maintenance area as required by the Federal Clean Air Act.

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

8.3 The region, working with the state, shall pursue the consolidation of the Oregon and 
Clark County Air Quality Management Areas.

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

Planning Activities:

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

— Outlines existing and forecast air quality problems;

— Identifies prudent and equitable market based and regulatory strategies for 
addressing present and probable air quality problems throughout the region;

~ Evaluates standards for visibility; and

— Implements an air quality monitoring program to assess compliance with local, 
state, arid federal air quality requirements.

OBJECTIVE 9. NATURAL AREAS, PARKS AND WILDLIFE HABITAT

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

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

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

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

9.2.2 A region-wide system of linked significant wildlife habitats should be 
developed.
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9.2.3 A Willamette River Greenway Plan for the region should be implemented 
by the turn of the century.

Planning Activities:

1) Inventory existing open space and open space opportunities to determine areas 
within the region where open space deficiencies exist now, or will.in the future, 
given adopted land use plans and growth trends.

2) Assess current and future active recreational land needs. Target acreages should 
be developed for neighborhood, community, and regional parks, as well as for 
other types of open space in order to meet local needs while sharing responsibility 
for meeting metropolitan open space demands.

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

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

OBJECTIVE 10. PROTECTION OF AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCE LANDS

Agricultural and forest resource land outside the urban growth boundary shall be protected from 
urbanization, and accounted for in regional economic and development plans.

10.1 Rural Resource Lands - Rural resource lands outside the urban growth boundary
which have significant resource value should actively be protected from urbanization.

10.2 Urban Expansion - Expansion of the urban growth boundary shall occur in urban
reserves, established consistent with Objective 15.3.

Planning Activities:

A regional economic opportunities analysis shall include consideration of the agricultural
and forest products economy associated with lands adjacent to or near the urban area.
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n.2: BUILT ENVIRONMENT

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

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

n.2.ii the provision of infrastructure and critical public services concurrent with the pace 
of urban growth;

n.2.iii the integration of land use planning and economic development programs;

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

H.2.V the continued evolution of regional economic opportunity; and

n.2.vi the creation of a balanced transportation system, less dependent on the private 
automobile, supported by both the use of emerging technology and the collocation of 
jobs, housing, commercial activity, parks and open space.

OBJECTIVE 11. HOUSING

There shall be a diverse range of housing types available inside the UGB, for rent or purchase 
at costs in balance with the range of household incomes in the region. Low and moderate 
income housing needs should be addressed throughout the region. Housing densities should be 
supportive of adopted public policy for the development of the regional transportation system 
and designated mixed use urban centers.

Planning Activities:

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

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

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

However, it is now time to develop a new regional housing policy that directly addresses 
the requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 10, in particular:

1) Strategies should be developed to preserve the region’s supply of special needs

16



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 
9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 
21 
22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

and existing low and moderate income housing.

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

3) Housing Affordability - A housing needs analysis shall be carried out to assess 
the adequacy of the supply of housing for rent and/or sale at prices for low and 
moderate income households. If, following that needs analysis, certain income 
groups in the region are found to not have affordable housing available to them, 
strategies shall be developed to focus land use policy and public and private

, investment towards meeting that need.

4) The uses of public policy and investment to encourage the development of 
housing in locations near employment that is affordable to employees in those 
enterprises shall be evaluated and, where feasible, implemented.

OBJECTIVE 12. PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES

Public services and facilities including but not limited to public safety, water and sewerage 
systems, parks, libraries, the solid waste management system, stormwater management facilities, 
and transportation should be planned and developed to:

12.i) minimize cost;

12.ii) maximize service efficiencies and coordination;

12.iii) result in net improvements in environmental quality and the conservation 
of natural resources;

12.iv) keep pace with growth while preventing any loss of existing service levels 
and achieving planned service levels;

12.v) use energy efficiently; and

12.vi) shape and direct growth to meet local and regional objectives.

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

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

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

Planning Activities:

1) Inventory current and projected public facilities and services needs throughout the 
region, as described in adopted and acknowledged public facilities plans.

2) Identify opportunities for and barriers to achieving concurrency in the region.

3) Develop financial tools and techniques to enable cities, counties, school districts, 
special districts, Metro and the State to secure the funds necessary to achieve 
concurrency.

4) Develop tools and strategies for better linking planning for school, library, and 
park facilities to the land use planning process.

OBJECTIVE 13. TRANSPORTATION

A regional transportation system shall be developed which:

13.i) reduces reliance on a single mode of transportation through development 
of a balanced transportation system which employs highways, transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements, and system and demand management, where 
appropriate,

13.ii) provides adequate levels of mobilify consistent with local comprehensive 
plans and state and regional policies and plans;

13.iii) encourages energy efficiency;

13.iv) recognizes financial constraints; and

13.v) minimizes the environmental impacts of system development, operations, 
and maintenance.

13.1 System Priorities - In developing new regional transportation system infrastructure, 
the highest priority should be meeting the mobility needs of mixed use urban centers.
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when designated. Such needs, associated with ensuring access to jobs, housing, and 
shopping within and among those centers, should be assessed and met through a 
combination of intensifying land uses and increasing transportation system capacity so 
as tominimize negative impacts on environmental quality, urban form, and urban design.

13.2 Environmental Considerations - Planning for the regional transportation system 
should seek to:

13.2.1 reduce the region’s transportation-related energy consumption through 
increased use of transit, carpools, vanpools, bicycles and walking;

13.2.2 maintain the region’s air quality (see Objective 8: Air Quality); and

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

13.3 Transportation Balance - Although the predominant form of transportation is the 
private automobile, planning for and development of the regional transportation system 
should seek to:

13.3.1 reduce automobile dependency, especially the use of single-occupancy 
vehicles;

13.3.2 increase the use of transit through both expanding transit service and 
addressing a broad range of requirements for making transit competitive with the 
private automobile; and

13.3.3 encourage bicycle and pedestrian movement through the location and 
design of land uses.

Planning Activities:

1) Build on existing mechanisms for coordinating transportation planning in the 
region by:

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

• clarifying institutional roles, especially for plan implementation, in local, 
regional, and state transportation plans; and
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• including plans and policies for the inter-regional movement of people and goods 
by rail, ship, barge, and air in regional transportation plans.

2) Structural barriers to mobility for transportation disadvantaged populations should 
be assessed in the current and planned regional transportation system and 
addressed through a comprehensive program of transportation and non­
transportation system based actions.

3) The needs for movement of goods via trucks, rail, and barge should be assessed 
and addressed through a coordinated program of transportation system 
improvements and actions to affect the location of trip generating activities.

4) Transportation-related guidelines and standards for designating mixed use urban 
centers shall be developed.

OBJECTIVE 14. ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

Public policy should encourage the development of a diverse and sufficient supply of jobs, 
especially family wage jobs, in appropriate locations throughout the region. Expansions of the 
urban growth boundary for industrial or commercial purposes shall occur in locations consistent 
with these regional urban growth goals and objectives.

Planning Activities:

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

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

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

— link job development efforts with an active and comprehensive program 
of training and Vacation to improve the overall quality of the region’s 
labor force. In particular, new strategies to provide labor training and’ 
education should focus on the needs of economically disadvantaged, 
minority, and elderly populations.
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2) An assessment should be made of the potential for redevelopment and/or 
intensification of use of existing commercial and industrial land resources in the 
region.

n.3:. GROWTH MANAGEMENT

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

n.3.i the evolution of an efficient urban growth form which reduces sprawl;

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

n.3.iii recognition of the inter-relationship between development of vacant land and 
redevelopment objectives in all parts of the urban region.

OBJECTIVE 15. URBAN/RURAL TRANSITION

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

15.1 Boundary Features - The Metro urban growth boundary should be located using 
natural and built features, including roads, drainage divides, floodplains, powerlines, 
major topographic features, and historic patterns of land use or settlement.

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

.. occurs.

15.3 Urban Reserves - Thirty-year "urban reserves", adopted for purposes of
coordinating planning and delineating areas for future urban expansion, should be 
identified consistent with these goals and objectives, and reviewed by Metro every 15 
years. •

15.3.1 Establishment of urban reserves will take into account:

15.3. l.a) The efficiency with which the proposed reserve can be provided 
with urban services in the future;

15.3. l.b) The unique land needs of specific urban activities assessed from
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a regional perspective;

15.3. l.c) The provision of green spaces between communities;

15.3. l.d) The efficiencies with which the proposed reserve can be 
urbanized;

15.3. l.e) The proximity of jobs and housing to each other;

15.3.1. f) The balance of growth opportunities throughout the region so 
that the costs and benefits can be shared;

15.3.1. g) The impact on the regional transportation system; and

15.3.1. h) The protection of farm and forest resource lands from 
urbanization.

Inclusion of land in an urban reserve shall be preceded by consideration of all of 
the above factors.

15.3.2 In addressing 15.3.1(h), the following hierarchy should be used for 
identifying priority sites for urban reserves:

15.3.2. a) First, propose such reserves on rural lands excepted from 
Statewide Planning goals 3 and 4 in adopted and acknowledged county 
comprehensive plans. This recognizes that small amounts of rural 
resource land adjacent to or surrounded by those "exception lands" may 
be necessary for inclusion in the proposal to improve the efficiency of the 
future urban growth boundary amendment.

15.3.2. b) Second, consider secondary forest resource lands, or
equivalent, as defined by the state.

15.3.2. C) Third, consider secondary agricultural resource lands, or 
equivalent, as defined by the state.

15.3.2. d) Fourth, consider primary forest resource lands, or equivalent, 
as defined by the state.

15.3.2. e) Finally, when all other options are exhausted, consider primary 
agricultural lands, or equivalent, as defined by the staite.

15.3.3 Expansion of the urban growth boundary shall occur consistent with 
Objectives 16 and 17. Where urban land is adjacent to rural lands outside of an
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urban reserve, Metro will work with affected cities and counties to ensure that 
urban uses do not significantly affect the use or condition of the rural land. 
Where urban land is adjacent to lands within an urban reserve that may someday 
be included within the urban growth boundary, Metro will work with affected 
cities and counties to ensure that rural development does not create obstacles to 
efficient mrbanization in the future.

Planning Activities:

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

2) The prospect of creating transportation and other links between the urban 
economy within the Metro Urban Growth Boundary and other urban areas in the 
state should be investigated as a means for better utilizing Oregon’s urban land 
and human resources.

3) The use of greenbelts for creating a clear distinction between urban and rural 
lands, and for creating linkages between communities, should be explored.

4) The region, working with the state and other urban communities in the northern 
Willamette Valley, should evaluate the opportunities for accommodating 
forecasted urban growth in urban areas outside of and not adjacent to the present 
urban growth boundary.

OBJECTIVE 16. DEVELOPED URBAN LAND

Opportunities for and obstacles to the continued development and redevelopment of existing 
urban land shall be identified and actively addressed. A combination of regulations and 
incentives shall be employed to ensure that the prospect of living, working, and doing business 
in those locations remains attractive to a wide range of households and employers.

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

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

16.2 Portland Central City - The Central City area of Portland is an area of regional and 
state significance for commercial, economic, cultural, tourism, government, and 
transportation functions. State and regional policy and public investment should continue 
to recognize this special significance.

16.3 Mixed Use Urban Centers - The region shall evaluate and designate mixed use 
urban centers. A "mixed use uiban center" is a mixed use node of relatively high 
density, supportive of non-auto based transportation modes, and supported by sufficient 
public facilities and services, parks, ^ open space, and other urban amenities. Upon 
identification of mixed use urban centers, state, regional, and local policy and investment 
shall be coordinated to achieve development objectives for those places. Minimum 
targets for transit:highway mode split, jobs:housing balance, and minimum housing 
density may be associated with those public investments.

New mixed use urban centers shall be sited with respect to a system of such centers in 
the region, and shall not significantly affect regional goals for existing centers, the 
transportation system, and other public services and facilities.

Planning Activities:

1) Metro’s assessment of redevelopment and infill potential in the region shall 
include but not be limited to:

a) An inventory of parcels where the ass^sed value of improvements is 
less than the assessed value of the land.

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

c) An assessment of the impacts on the cost of housing of redevelopment 
versus expansion of the urban growth boundary.

d) An assessment of the impediments to redevelopment and infill posed
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by existing urban land uses or conditions.

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

3) Cities and their neighborhoods should be recognized as the focal points for this 
region’s urban diversity. Actions should be identified to reinforce the role of 
existing downtowns in maintaining the strength of urban communities.

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

5) Criteria shall be developed to guide the potential designation of mixed use urban 
centers. The development and application of such criteria will address the 
specific area to be included in the center, the type and amount of uses it is to 
eventually contain, the steps to be taken to encourage public and private 
investment. Existing and possible future mixed use urban centers will be 
evaluated as to their current functions, potentials, and need for future public and 
private investment. Strategies to meet the needs of the individual centers will be 
developed. The implications of both limiting and not limiting the location of 
large scale office and retail development in mixed use urban centers shall be 
evaluated.

OBJECTIVE 17. URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

The regional urban growth boundary, a long-term planning tool, shall separate urbanizable from 
rural land, be based in aggregate on the region’s 20-year projecte4 need for urban land, and be 
located consistent with statewide planning goals and these Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives. Li the location, amendment, and management of the regional urban growth 
boundary, Metro shall seek to improve the functional value of the boundary.

17.1 Expansion into Urban Reserves - Upon demonstrating a need for additional urban 
land, major and legislative urban growth boundary amendments shall only occur within 
urban reserves unless it can be demonstrated that Statewide Planning Goal 14 cannot be 
met for the urban region through use of urban reserve lands.

17.2 Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Process - Criteria for amending the urban 
growth boundary shall be derived from statewide planning goals 2 arid 14 and relevant 
portions of the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives.

17.2.1 Major Amendments - Proposals for major amendment of the UGB shall
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be made primarily through a legislative process in conjunction with the 
development and adoption of regional forecasts for population and employment 
growth. The amendment process will be initiated by a Metro finding of need, 
and involve local governments, special districts, citizens, and other interests.

17.2.2 Locational Adjustments - Locational adjustments of the UGB shall be 
brought to Metro by cities, counties, and/or property owners based on public 
facility plans in adopted and acknowledged comprehensive plans.

OBJECTIVE 18. URBAN DESIGN

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

18.1 the recognition and protection of critical open space features in the region;

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

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

18.111. a) is pedestrian "friendly" and reduces auto dependence;

18.111. b) encourages transit use;

18.111. c) reinforces nodal, mixed use, neighborhood oriented design;

18.111. d) includes concentrated, high density, mixed use urban centers developed 
in relation to the region’s transit system; and

18.111. e) is responsive to needs for privacy, community, and personal safety in an 
urban setting.

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

Planning Activities:

1) A regional landscape analysis shall be undertaken to inventory and analyze the 
relationship between the built and natural environments and to identify key open 
space, toi>ographic, natural resource, cultural, and architectural features which 
should be protected or provided as urban growth occurs.
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2) Model guidelines and standards shall be developed which expand the range of 
tools available to juiisdictions for accommodating change in ways compatible with 
neighborhoods and communities while addressing this objective.

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

Areas and Activities of Metropolitan Significance. A program, resource, or issue, affecting 
or arising from the orderly, efficient and environmentally sound development of the region, that 
can be factually demonstrated to require a coordinated multijurisdictional response.

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

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

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

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

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

Functional Flan. A limited purpose multijurisdictional plan which carries forward strategies 
to address identified areas and activities of metropolitan significance.

Housing Affordability. The availability of housing such that no more than 30% (an index 
derived from federal, state, and local housing agencies) of the monthly income of the household 
need be spent on shelter.

Infill. New development on a parcel or parcels of less than one contiguous acre located within 
the urban growth boundary.
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Lifrastnicture. Roads, water systems, sewage systems, systems for stormdrainage, bridges, 
and other facilities developed to support the functioning of the developed portions of the 
environment.

Key or Critical Public Facilities and Services. Basic facilities that are primarily planned for 
by local government but which also may be provided by private enterprise and are essential to 
the support of more intensive development, including transportation, water supply, sewage, 
parks, and solid waste disposal.

Local Comprehensive Plan. A generalized, coordinated land use map and policy statement of 
the governing body of a city or county that inter-relates all functional and natural systems and 
activities related to the use of land, consistent with state law.

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

Mixed Use Urban Center. A "mixed use urban center" is a designated location for a mix of 
relatively high density office space, commercial activity, residential uses, and supporting public 
facilities and services, parks and public places. There will be a limited number of these centers 
designated in the region, and they will be characterized by design elements which work to 
minimize the need to make trips by automobile either to or within a center. State, regional, and 
local policy and investment will be coordinated to achieve development and functional objectives 
for these centers.

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

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

Urban Growth Boundary. A boundary which identifies urbanizable lands to be plaimed and 
serviced to support urban development densities, and which separates urbanizable lands from 
rural lands.
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1 Urban Reserve. An area adjacent to the present urban growth boundary that would provide
2 priority locations for any future urban growth boundary amendments. Urban reserves are
3 intended to provide cities, counties, other service providers, and both urban and rural land
4 owners with a greater degree of certainty regarding future regional urban form than presently
5 exists. Whereas the urban growth boundary describes an area needed to accommodate the urban
6 growth forecasted over a twenty year period, the urban reserves describe an area capable of
7 accommodating the growth expected for an additional 30 years. Therefore, the urban growth
8 boundary and the urban reserves together provide the region with a 50-year planning area.
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Foreword
Thirty to forty billion dollars. Will we use it to build communities that preserve and even en­
hance the livability Oregonians now enjoy? Or will we spend it as other states have, in ways that 
bring endless traffic congestion, air pollution, and high taxes to our cities and distress to the 
natural areas we prize?

That, conservatively, is the kind of money Oregonians will spend on new housing and public 
facilities over the next 20 years. We can invest it wisely to yield both immediate and long-term 
benefits. Or we can misdirect it in ways that compromise, or even ruin, our quality of life.

Not to take action is to make the second choice. Even with the superior statewide system of local 
planning we have now have, this study shows that the patterns of development now occurring 
are beginning to choke Oregon’s livability. Ways must be found that enable every community to 
alter these patterns. The study suggests directions worth pursuing.

Not surprisingly, Oregon must again rely on its proven capacity to innovate. There are no models 
to follow. Other states are still designing or implementing their systems, or do not have one at 
all. As a growth management pioneer, Oregon must break new ground. .

Working with Governor Roberts and other state commissions and agencies, the Land Conserva­
tion and Development Commission is committed to strengthening growth management in 
Oregon. We invite local governments, citizens, and other interests with a stake in sound growth 
management to join with us. It will take concerted effort, courage, and creativity, but Oregonians 
know that we can do it.

Bill Blosser
Chair, Land Conservation and 
Development Commission
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Summary of Major Conclusions and Proposals
DEVELOPMENT INSIDE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARIES 

Major Conclusions
Despite the impressive accomplishments of Oregon’s land use planning system, 
growth has begun eroding the livability of the state’s urban areas. Even where com­
prehensive plans have averted the worst forms of escalation in housing costs, traffic 
congestion, and leapfrog development found elsewhere on the West Coast, they have 
not eliminated sprawl inside urban growth boundaries (UGBs). More than anything 
else, it is sprawl, and the chronic underprovision of roads, parks, and other urban ser­
vice facilities which accompanies it, that threaten our long-term urban livability.
Sprawl and urban service facility underprovision result from interacting economic for­
ces and government policies. Some have effects which improvements in growth 
management may be able to counteract:

• Subdivision sizes too small to raise community-wide development issues, help 
meet community-wide facility needs, or permit integrated community designs.

• Dispersed development inside UGBs which fragments and dilutes infrastruc­
ture investments, fosters development densities below levels planned and per­
mitted, and contributes to the underprovision of urban services.

• Prevailing models for both residential development and suburban office 
development which foster high levels of auto dependency, trip generation, and 
congestion on arterial roads.

• The threat of community opposition and costly delays which discourages 
residential developers from building to plan densities and from placing multi­
family units in appropriate locations.

• Fragmented authority for growth management which blurs responsibility for 
region-wide growth issues, discourages adoption of appropriate development 
standards, reduces coordination of urban service extensions, obstructs infill 
development, and perpetuates tax inequities.

• Inadequate cooperation between cities and special service districts on long­
term service delivery issues.

Major Proposals
1. Establish "focused growth plans" and adequate public facilities requirements as 

means to concentrate public and private investment within UGBs to sequential­
ly add to the supply of land fully provided with urban service facilities. A 
focused growth plan would designate the area or areas to be used to meet five- 
to ten-year growth needs, within which public infrastructure investments would 
be concentrated. They would also include agreements with special districts 
defining long-term service provision roles and the terms and conditions for tran-
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sitions in capital facility ownership and administration. Adequate public 
facilities requirements would limit development outside focused growth areas 
and sequence it inside them.

2. Explore the feasibility of "cooperative microplanning," by which local government, 
citizens, and developers would collaborate on an urban design for an area. The 
design would provide for all urban facilities and specify land uses, street 
designs, landscaping, and development standards at a level of detail which per­
mits approvals without discretionary reviews.

3. Provide for centralizing growth management authority inside each UGB by requir­
ing a city/county growth management agreement to elect among a) designating
a single jurisdiction as having lead authority; b) vesting lead authority in a joint 
board of elected officials; c) withholding approval of urban development ab­
sent extension of urban services and city annexation; d) "cross-acceptance," 
i.e., an inter-jurisdictional review and approval process, applicable to urban 
development actions; or, e) a combination of these approaches.

4. Adopt a new method of annexation. Under it, once the voters of a city and areas to 
be annexed had approved an annexation plan, annexations covered by the plan 
could proceed without further votes if urban service extensions conformed to 
standards the plan established.

DEVELOPMENT OUTSIDE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARIES AND 
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY EXPANSION
Major Conclusions
In fast-growing parts of the state, large amounts of development are occurring outside 
UGBs but within commuting distance of them. It is occurring both on lands zoned for 
commercial farm and forest production and in exception areas, i.e., lands identified as 
"committed" to uses other than farming or forestry. In all four case study areas, this 
has resulted in a ring of low-density, rural residential development around much or 
all of the UGB. In combination witii preexisting development, this will severely con­
strain UGB expansion. Among other effects, excessive development outside UGBs 
also undermines the ability to provide urban services needed to accommodate growth 
and maintain livability inside UGBs.
Major Proposals
1. To enable UGB expansion, identify expansion areas and designate them "urban 

reserves." Within urban reserves, prohibit nonfarm and nonforest dwellings on 
lands planned and zoned for exclusive farm or forest use and establish a floor 
minimum lot size of 20 acres or larger for sparsely developed portions of urban 
fringe exception areas.

2. Amend the statewide planning goals to more clearly define policy on exurban 
development within commuting distance of UGBs. The amendments should 
consider the effects of exurban development on the accomplishment of 
statewide planning program and local plan objectives inside UGBs and the
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values to be protected and balanced in planning for exurban areas. These 
should include economy in the provision of services, public safety, protection 
of commercial farm and forest land uses, natural resource conservation, and the 
scenic and open space qualities of countryside outside cities.

3. Establish a planning framework for exurban exception areas. The framework 
should include standards for appropriate uses, densities, and public services in 
exurban exception areas. It also should encourage or require the clustering of 
development. Where they do not now exist, the framework should provide for 
the development of plans for exurban exception areas.

4. Expand the scope of city/county growth management agreements to include the en­
tire area within commuting distance of a UGB. The agreements should provide 
for "cross-acceptance," i.e., an inter-jurisdictional review and approval process, 
applicable to plan amendments, major development approvals, and major urban 
service extensions, including roads.

INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING 

Major Conclusions
For water, sewer, and road systems alone, local governments in Oregon face annual 
infrastructure development needs of nearly $1 billion. Local and state funding sour­
ces have been identified for only about one-half of these needs. Except in the case of 
general obligation bonds, access to capital markets to finance infrastructure can be dif­
ficult and costly, especially for small jurisdictions. Local government revenue raising 
mechanisms are underused There is a shortfall between amounts these mechanisms 
could raise and amounts they actually raise.

Oregon lacks a state agency the principal mission of which is to assist local govern­
ment with infrastructure finance. Five state agencies offer financial assistance, but 
only to accomplish agency purposes, such as pollution control or economic develop­
ment. Ballot measure 5 will impair local government’s ability to finance infrastruc­
ture and increase the value state assistance in infrastructure finance would yield.
Major Proposals
1. Create a state agency with the mission of aiding local government with infrastruc­

ture funding, especially the issuance of long-term debt as a means of financing. 
Alternatively, assign this mission to an existing agency.

2. Formulate an amendment to the Oregon constitution to authorize voters to approve 
special levies of up to 20 years in duration to pay for municipal infrastructure, 
outside ballot measure 5 limits. Also formulate a strategy for securing the 
amendment’s enactment, including voter approval.
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SECTION I.

INTRODUCTION

Oregon has the best system in America for preserving livability while accommodat­
ing urban growth. But it is not good enough. Oregon’s prized livability is slipping. 
Unless something is done, the slippage will continue.

Compared side by side, Oregon’s growth management system stands up to any 
other. Oregon’s 1973 Senate Bill 100 pioneered growth management. Recent years 
have seen other states adopt their own systems. Some break new ground. Florida 
has a requirement that urban services keep pace with development, for example. 
And Florida, Georgia, and Vermont have "regional review," which can give a city 
a voice when its neighbors take actions that affect it. Oregon has neither. But their 
systems lack some of the strongest features of Oregon’s. Urban growth boundaries. 
A state agency obligation to act consistently with city and county comprehensive 
plans. And, most important of all, planning conducted at the local level but held to 
state standards. .

Nonetheless, when the late 1980s brought the prospect of sustained, long-term, 
rapid growth, many harbored concerns. Not until the early 1980s was Oregon’s 
statewide planning program fully in place. And because the recession lingered in 
Oregon longer than elsewhere, nowhere did rapid growth begin to test the system 
until the mid-1980s. Faced in the late 1980s by looming growth, state officials 
feared the existence of undetected weaknesses. When, at the behest of these offi­
cials, the Department of Land Conservation and Development hired contractors to 
critically examine the program, it confirmed the concerns to be well founded.

While the study’s assignment was to seek out the shortcomings of Oregon’s 
growth management program, the research highlighted the program’s immense ac­
complishments. It has prevented rampant urban sprawl, the kind that brings large 
subdivisions to the countryside 20 miles or more outside cities. Even where 
highest, Oregon’s housing prices are modest compared to Puget Sound and north­
ern California. Periiaps most significant, the program has given Oregon the struc­
ture for a successful growth management system and most of its principal com­
ponents. It remains only to supplement, enhance, and refine them. And the pro­
gram has endowed the state with knowledgeable local public officials and citizens 
skilled in making the planning system work.

No other state has ever successfully avoided the worst consequences of growth or 
harnessed it to improve livability. Because of the statewide planning program, 
Oregon is uniquely positioned to be the first



How to Read This Report
As discussed below, this report is organized to serve as an agenda for improving 
growth management in Oregon. It identifies a range of issues and lists related study 
conclusions. It also arrays proposals for addressing the issues. The report lists only 
proposals the Department believes warrant further development and examination. 
However, they are not as yet the Department’s recommendations. They require 
more refinement and evaluation, including by local government officios and 
others outside the Department, before being recommended for adoption.
Most of the proposals come from the contractor reports prepared as part of the 
Urban Growth Management Study. The appendix lists these reports. A few 
proposals came from other sources. These include Senate Bill 91 from the 1991 
Legislative Assembly, the Commission’s transportation rule development process, 
and Department staff.

Study FoIIow-up
This report is designed as ah agenda for a process to translate study findings into 
specific actions. TTie Land Conservation and Development Commission will con­
duct a hearing on study findings and proposals at its August 1991 meeting. It will 
also name three "task groups," each corresponding to one of the report’s principal 
sections. They will begin work in the fall of 1991, using the proposals as starting 
points. Their first assignment will be to add to, drop, or modify proposals, flesh 
them out, and return to the commission with specific recommendations. They will 
then develop language for administrative rulemaking, amendments to the statewide 
planning goals, or legislation. Pilot demonstrations will be used where a study 
proposal needs testing before it is implemented.

At least one Land Conservation and Development Commission member will sit on 
each task group. The Department will recruit other participants from state and local 
government, interested organizations, and the private sector. Anyone interested 
should contact the Department

Relationship to Other Initiatives
Only together with other initiatives can the statewide planning program hope to ac­
complish Oregon’s objective of preserving livability while accommodating 
growth. Some advances will be achievable only through the cooperative marshall­
ing of private and public investment resources. While it can foster such invest­
ments, the program itself can contribute only small resource investments of its 
own. Pricing, such as the free parking commonly available outside downtown 
areas, also plays a powerful role, over which the planning program has little direct 
influence. And livability, itself, has dimensions, such as the quality of education, 
which the program cannot meaningfully affect

Opportunities to protect and enhance livability outside the traditionally regulatory 
ambit of the statewide planning program are as important as the proposals this 
report contains. Plans of the Oregon Progress Boarf to focus on livability offer
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promise of identifying ways regulation can work in concert with other approaches. 
Seizing such opportunities is a way to magnify the program’s impact.

A Caution
Readers may find some proposals in the report arresting. Some alter accustomed 
practices and institutional roles. But they are not without precedent. One proposal, 
for example, is for adoption of adequate public facilities ordinances. Such ordinan­
ces establish minimum standards of urban service availability as a precondition of 
development approval. Washington County already has one. Another proposal 
would move to the local government planning process decisions developers and 
builders now make. Earlier in Oregon’s history, this was common. Yet another 
proposal would place lead growth management authority in a single unit of local 
government or inter-jurisdictional board. In New England, lead responsibility rests 
with cities and towns; counties hardly exist. In Maryland, counties are preeminent. 
Present practices and prerogatives are no more than the legacy of past efforts to 
meet community needs. As needs change, so must they.

Just as important, changes are imperative if Oregon is to realize its hope of accom­
modating growth but preserving livability. Left alone, the present system will not 
deliver the future Oregonians desire.

Study Terminology
The diagram below explains the terminology this report uses to refer to a city and 
the area around it

Urban Region - A city or cluster 
of cities and the area around them 
which together comprise a single 
labor and housing market.

Exurban Area • The portion of an 
urban region outside the urban 
growth boundary. Includes the 
urban Cringe.

Urban Fringe - The land immed­
iately outside an urban growth 
boundary.

Urbanizable Area - The area inside 
an urban growth boundary which 
is not urbanized.

Urban Area-The area inside an 
urban growth boundary which is 
urbanized, Le., which has a high 
percentage of existing urban 
development.
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SECTION n.

DEVELOPMENT INSIDE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARIES

A. ISSUES
Based on case studies of the Bend, Brookings, Medford, and Portland areas, 
Oregon’s fast-growing urban areas arc seeing their livability slip and arc not build­
ing the communities they envisioned at the time they adopted their comprehensive 
plans. Residential development is consuming more land than their plans call for, 
and they arc not keeping up with growing needs for urban services and public 
amenities. Root causes lie in how development occurs in Oregon and how it is 
regulated.

At the same time, a new understanding of the relationship between land use and 
transportation has emerged in the period since when most cities and counties in 
Oregon adopted their plans. The period has also seen alarming growth in 
automobile trip generation. This suggests that the development patterns present 
comprehensive plans embody may be contributing to the deterioration in livability 
fast-growing communities arc experiencing.

Pages 6 through 19 contain related study conclusions organized under seven issues: 
Slipping livability 

Sprawl and its consequences

Fragmented development as a cause of sprawl and incomplete communities

Fragmented growth management authority as a cause of sprawl and 
incomplete communities

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
6. 
7.

Infill and redevelopment
The land use/transportation connection
Tax deferrals

Proposals that address all seven issues begin on page 20.
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B. CONCLUSIONS 

Slipping Livability
Livability in Oregon’s fast-growing communities is slipping. Indicators suggest 
that fast-growing Oregon communities have not lost their livability, but are seeing 
it deteriorate. These indicators measure only the physical aspects of a community, 
which growth management can most directly affect. But their deterioration can un­
dermine the non-physical dimensions of a community’s livability, like public 
safety, educational opportunities, and cultural amenities. The slippage found is suf­
ficient to demonstrate cause for concern.

1. Rising Traffic Congestion. Traffic volume and level of service estimates 
document the increasing congestion residents of the Bend, Medford, and 
Portland areas have experienced, especially at suburban locations. (Case 
Studies, p. 27.) Despite its small size, even in Brookings, congestion on 
Highway 101 and around the post office have become annoying and in­
trusive.

2. Declining Air Quality. Recent trends toward improvement may be slowing 
or even reversing. Air quality in Medford and Portland improved during the 
1985-89 case study period. But, in 1990, Portland had the highest number 
of violations of the federal ambient air quality standard for ozone in ten 
years. It continues to fall below the federal standard for carbon monoxide, 
and carbon monoxide levels are increasing at suburban locations as traffic 
volumes grow. (Case Studies, p. 27; Department of Environmental Quality.)

3. Growing Auto Dependency. Between 1982 and 1988, total vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) in the Portland metro area grew by over 40 percent com­
pared to population growth of five percent. This is reflective of national 
trends, where VMT is increasing at rates from two to five times the rate of 
population growth in major urban areas. The trend is due partly to urban 
sprawl, which causes longer trip distances. (Department of Environmental 
(Quality.)

4. Lagging Park Development With some exceptions, new park development 
is lagging. The City of Medford increased its developed pa^ land per 
1,000 residents between 1985 and 1989 by five percent Brookings, how­
ever, acquired no new park land, even for playgrounds. While the City of 
Bend acquired park land, it did not develop it for park use. In the Portiand 
area, the Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District in Washington County 
increased its holdings by six percent Clackamas County, by contrast, 
added almost no park land. (Case Studies, p. 27.)

5. Increasing Housing Costs. In general, increases in home selling prices and 
multiple family rental rates in the four case study areas between 1985 and 
1989 were greater than increases in personal and median family income 
during the same period. This was most noticeable in the Brookings area.
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where increased demand for housing, fueled by people moving into the 
area, is contributing to increases in housing costs that are about twice the 
annual increase in personal income. At the same time, housing prices have 
not increased in Oregon as quickly as they have in neighboring states on 
the West Coast. (Case Studies, p. 28.)

Sprawl and its Consequences
Sprawl is the enemy of livability. More than anything else, sprawl inside UGBs is 
causing the slippage in livability Oregon communities are experiencing. As in 
every other part of the US, suburban sprawl is the prevailing development model 
in Oregon.

6. The suburban sprawl development model erodes livability. Central 
elements of the model are single-family, detached homes; unlimited per­
sonal reliance on the private automobile; and low-rise workplaces in 
parklike settings with free parking. The model results in a pattern of 
development which causes severe traffic congestion, environmental 
degradation, high-cost housing, and loss of open space. It does this primari­
ly by requiring auto use for virtually every trip and by dedicating dispropor­
tionately large quantities of land to private use in the form of single family 
home sites. (Presentation of Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow, Brookings In­
stitution, to the Governor’s Symposium on Growth Management and Liv­
able Communities, March 26,1991.)

7. Suburban sprawl also imposes high public costs. The street, utility, and 
school capital costs of noncontiguous single family development at three 
dwelling units per acre (du/acre) are over 50 percent higher than the costs 
of contiguous development with equal proportions of conventional single 
family housing, single family cluster units, townhouses, garden apartments, 
and high-rise apartments.1 (See also Infrastructure Funding Study, pp. 63 
ff.)

8. Recent case study area development demonstrates that suburban sprawl 
is the prevailing model of development in Oregon. In the period 1985- 
89, single family units accounted for most new residential construction in 
the Bend, Brookings, and Medford case study areas. Average new single 
family subdivision densities were only 2.0 du/acre inside the Bend UGB,
3.5 du/acre inside the Brookings UGB, and 4.2 du/acre inside the Medford 
UGB. These equate to lot sizes of approximately 21,000,12,000, and 
10,000 sq.ft., respectively. While single family units represented only 46 
percent of new residential construction in the Portland area, its average 
single family density was only 5.0 du’s/acre, equating to a lot size of 8,500 
sq^ft. (Table 1; Case Studies, pp. 21-23.)

Frank, James E., The Costs of Alternative Development Patterns, A Review of the Literature, The Urban Land 
Institute, 1989, p.39. The total estimated coital cost of the low density sprawl pattern in 1987 dollars is 
$35,000 per unit; for the compact pattern, $23,000.
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9. Case study area development is occurring at densities substantially 
below what applicable local plans call for. New subdivision lots fell 67 
percent short of allowed densities inside the Bend UGB, 44 percent short in­
side the Brookings UGB, and 25 percent short inside the Medford UGB. 
(Table 1; Case Studies, pp. 21-23.) Lots created by subdivision for single­
family homes fell 34 percent below allowed density inside the Portland 
UGB, and approved multiple family units fell 23 percent below allowed 
densities. (Table 1; Portland Case Study, p. A-43.)

10. In addition to eroding livability, underbuilding will cause UGBs to be 
larger than expected and expanded earlier. If present trends continue, 
the Bend and Brookings UGBs will have to be larger than they are now to 
accommodate the same forecasted population, and will have to be ex­
panded earlier. (Case Studies, pp. 21-22.)

11. In the Portland area, actual residential densities may not require prema­
ture UGB expansion. Overall density during the study period, including 
multiple family development, was 9 units per acre, exceeding the 6.8 units 
per acre assumed injustifying the size of the metro area UGB. ("Revisiting 
Oregon’s Goal 10," p. 60.) Unlike other places in the state, to achieve af-

TABLE 1
NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION LOT DENSITY, 1985-89 

Actual Density and Allowable Density

Location
Actual Single Family Lots Per Net Acre

Lots Per Net Acre
Density Allowed by Plan/Zoning

Portland Medford Bend Brookings Portland Medford Bend Brookings
Inside UGBs 5.0 4.2 N/A 3.5 7.6 N/A N/A 6.2

Primary UGB 5.0 4.2 2.0 3.5 7.6 5.6 6.0 6.2
Urban Area 5.0 3.6 2.5 3.6 7.2 6.3 6.6 6.0
Urbanizable Area 5.0 4.7 1.6 3.1 8.3 5.2 5.4 7.3

Other UGBs 5.0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Outside UGBs 0.25 0.1 0.1 3.6

Urban Fringe 0.25 0.1 0.2 N/A
Exception Areas N/A 0.1 0.2 N/A
Resources Areas N/A N/A N/A N/A

Rest of Exurban Area 0.29 0.2 0.1 3.6
Exception Areas N/A 0.2 0.2 5.0
Resources Areas N/A N/A N/A 2.9

Source: ECO Northwest for the Department of Land Conservation and Development, Urban Growth Management Case Studies, 
January 1991, Table 2-6.

1000 Friends of Oregon and The Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland, "Managing Growth to 
Promote Affordable Housing: Revisiting Oregon’s Goal 10," Technics Report, July 1991. This study used the 
same data base as the Portland case study.

-8-



12.

13.

fordable housing objectives, plan densities in the Portland area are higher 
than the densities used in justifying the size of the UGB. (Case Studies, 
p. 22.) It also has special objectives for the mix of single family and multi­
ple family housing to achieve affordable housing.

While the Portland area met its housing affordability density and mix ob­
jectives, it did so at the expense of remaining development capacity, 
threatening the region’s ability to continue meeting its affordable hous­
ing objectives. Multiple family units accounted for 54 percent of new hous­
ing during the study period, exceeding the 1980-2(XX) goal of 50 percent. 
Similarly, with an overall density of development of 9 units per acre, the 
jurisdictions of the region generdly met applicable 1980-2000 density 
goals. However, the region met these goals using land planned and zoned 
for development at densities substantially higher than were achially built.
As a result, insufficient capacity remains to achieve affordable housing 
goals over the entire period 1980-2000. ("Revisiting Oregon’s Goal 10,"
p. 8.)

Causes of sprawl and the shortfall between actual and allowed residential 
densities include economic forces and government policies. Factors 
thought to favor development at densities lower than allowed include:
a. Consumer preferences.

b. Increasing real incomes among households able to afford single 
family homes.

Federal, state, and local policies which encourage large lot sizes and

d.

e.

g-

reliance on the automobile.

Reduced probability of community opposition to development 
proposals and of legal challenges.

Reduced developer financing costs in building for the high-end 
housing market versus the low and moderately priced housing 
markets, caused by faster development approvals and cash buyers.
Building industry reluctance to depart from conventional suburban 
development models because of concerns regarding marketability, 
financing costs, financing availability, and community opposition.
Government policies which permit single family development on 
land zoned for multiple family development. In all case study areas, 
single family subdivisions are occurring in multiple family residen­
tial zones. In the City of Bend, for example, 190 subdivision lots

Examples: federal and state income tax deductions for home mortgage interest (the larger the lot, the larger the 
deduction), federal and state motor vehicle fuel taxes far below the "real" costs of motor vehicle use, local 
approval of development outside city limits where property tax rates are lower (although ballot measure S 
should reduce the effect of this policy).

-9-



h.

1.

were approved in areas zoned for multiple family use. (Case 
Studies, p. 23.)

Zoning which establishes density maximums, but not density 
minimums.

Local regulations which indirectly reduce density (e.g., minimum 
parking ratios which reduce the units a site can accommodate).

j. Policies in some jurisdictions which permit development inside UGBs 
with septic systems, which require large lots.

k. Consumer choice of housing based on individual household preference 
rather than on cumulative environmental and economic impacts.

14. Policies which permit development anywhere inside a UGB and a lack of 
restrictions on development without full urban services contribute to 
density shortfalls. Land prices in unpopulated locations are low because 
they do not reflect the full costs of the roads, utilities, schools, etc., ul­
timately needed to serve them. This permits attracting home buyers with 
competitive prices and lack of crowding and congestion. The resulting 
marketability, combined with the low land costs, attracts developers. How­
ever, because the density of development which maximizes profits is 
proportional to land cost, the densities at such locations are commensurate- 
ly low. Statewide planning goal 14 implicitly calls for urbanization to occur 
sequentially.4 Nonetheless, present state policy in Oregon allows develop­
ment to occur anywhere within a UGB, and, statewide, only a few jurisdic­
tions require high standards of urban service availability as a condition of 
development approval.5

15. , Partitioning is also contributing to low densities. While most new lots are
created by subdivision, land partitions inside UGBs are creating large lot

4 Goal 14 reads, in pare

Land within the [urban growth] boundaries... shall be considered available over time for urban uses. 
Conversion of urbanizable land to urban uses shall be based on consideration of:

(1) Orderly, economic provision for public facilities and services;
(2) Availability of sufficient land for the various uses to ensure choices in the marketplace;
(3) LCDC Go^; and
(4) Encouragement of development in urban areas before conversion of urbanizable areas.

Another phenomenon is high density developmental locations near the UGB, remote from pre-existing 
development This results in part from reduced community opposition when neighbors are few. Both 
phenomena occur, but do not cancel each other out
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developments which will constrain future development at urban densities. 
Unless done for multiple family development, when a large residential lot 
is created by partition, either it will be developed at low density or it will 
continue to be redivided without benefit of the coordinated planning and 
public services that the subdivision process provides.

a. Inside the Bend UGB, of 41 lots created by partition between 1985 
and 1989,24 were two acres or larger, 18 of which were five acres 
or larger. (Bend Case Study, p. A-25.)

b. Inside the Brookings UGB, 21 of 103 lots created were two acres or 
larger, six of which were five acres or larger. (Brookings Case 
Study, p. A-25.)

c. However, inside the Medford UGB and a portion of the Portland area 
given detmled study, only small percentages of partitions created . 
large lots.6

All the residential partitions in Bend and Brookings occurred on land zoned 
for single family development

Fragmented Development as a Cause of Sprawl and Incomplete Communities 
A prerequisite of fashioning statewide planning program responses to the sprawl 
development patterns inside Oregon’s UGBs is understanding their causes, espe­
cially causes the program is able to affect Fragmented development is one of two 
such causes which also lie behind insufficient public facilities and services and in­
coherent community design. More than anything else, these, along with sprawl, are 
undercutting livability in fast-growth Oregon communities.

16. Individual development proposals in Oregon are normally small in scale, 
i.e., less than 50 acres in size, even in the Portland area. The median sub­
division size in the Portland area from 1985 to 1989 was 5.3 acres. Less 
than one percent of all subdivisions were over 50 acres in size, and they ac­
counted for only five percent of total lots.7

17. The scale of development in Oregon is small because:
a. The quantity of growth, even where large in percentage terms, 

has been too small to attract or support large-scale developers.

Inside the Medford UGB, of 186 lots created, only nine were two acres or larger, of which only three were 
five acres or larger. (Medford Case Study, p.A30.) In a fast-growing portion of the Portland UGB. of 149 
residential partitions approved from 198^1989,11 created lots two acres or larger, six of which were five 
acres or larger. (Patland Case Study, p. A-SS.) All but 16 of the lots created by partition in Medford were on 
land zoned for single family development The Portland case study did not record the zoning of partitioned 
land.
Based on a 16-jurisdiction sample representing over 90 percent of all approvals. Source: Scot Siegel, 1000 
Friends of Oregon, using data base developed for the 1000 Friends of Oregon/Home Builders Association of 
Metropolitan Portland study of the Metropolitan Housing Rule.
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c.

d.

18.

Capital costs rapidly increase with the scale of development; the 
larger the scale of development, the larger the proportion of 
urban service facilities a development, rather than the com­
munity at large, will have to pay for. Capital costs for small-scale 
developments (less than 50 acres in size) range from $6,000 to 
$10,000 per dwelling unit. Capital costs for large-scale develop­
ments (from 50 to 250 acres in size) range from $10,000 to $17,000 
per dwelling unit. For community-scale development (over 250 
acres in size) capital costs range from $14,000 to $34,000 per dwell­
ing unit. These costs include schools and developed park and com­
munity facilities^ The sharp differences favor small-scale develop­
ment proposals. (Annexation Study, pp. viii, x; Annexation Study 
Appendices, pp. 96-97.)

Small-scale developments add little or no measurable marginal 
operating cost8 As the scale of development increases, marginal 
operating costs increase in absolute terms and a development is like­
ly to be required to provide and pay for more community services. 
This, too, favors small development proposals. (Annexation Study, 
p. viii; Annexation Study Appendices, pp. 105-08.)

The larger the scale of development, the greater the likelihood 
that more than one city or county will have development 
authority and a diverse array of local governments and special 
districts will have responsibility for urban service delivery. This 
complicates issues of design standards, financing, and cost respon­
sibility, and adds another incentive to keep development proposals 
small. (Annexation Study, p. viii; Annexation Study Appen^ces, 
pp, 94-96.)

In UGBs with multiple jurisdictions, standards vary for the 
facilities and services a developer must provide. This and varia­
tions in the standards the facilities must meet encourage develop­
ment to occur where short-term costs to the developer are lowest, 
not where it best serves the urban region’s long-term interests. (An­
nexation Study, p. vii.)

The predominance of small-scale development in Oregon contributes 
to inadequate provision of urban facilities and services, incoherent 
community design, poor traffic circulation and adaptability to transit 
service, and the underbuilding of density. This is so for the same reasons 
that the capital costs of small-scale developments are lower than for large 
and community-scale developments. The latter frame conununity-wide 
development issues, including the design of street and road systems, the 
need forpaiks and other public facilities, density, and overall community

e.

8 The incremental cost added by the development
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19.

design (i.eM how uses and facilities are arranged in relation to each other). 
Attaching conditions to the approval of large-scale developments also 
provides a means of addressing these issues. Small-scale developments 
neither raise community-scale issues nor provide similar opportunities for 
conditioning their approval.

Among other consequences, the small scale of development perpetuates 
reliance on the automobile and traffic congestion. Reducing the need for 
auto trips and avoiding congestion requires community-scale design which 
cannot be accomplished when development occurs in small, fragmented 
projects. Factors affecting auto dependency and traffic congestion include 
street system design, provision for walking and biking, (e.g., sidewalk 
standards), walking distances to transit and convenience commercial uses, 
density, and mixing land uses. Making effective use of these factors re­
quires community-wide planning and design.

Fragmented Growth Management Authority as a Cause of Sprawl and Incom­
plete Communities
The statewide planning program also is able to affect fragmented growth manage­
ment authority. Like fragmented development, fragmented growth management 
authority is a cause of sprawl, insufficient public facilities and services, and in­
coherent community design.

20. Authority for growth management is fragmented inside Oregon’s UGBs. 
By growth management authority is meant authority for planning, zoning, 
subdivision approval, urban renewal, and the provision of urban service 
facilities. All UGBs in Oregon contain at least two jurisdictions (a city and
a county), and in only one case has a county yielded lead growth manage­
ment responsibility to cities.9 While cities and counties coordinate with one 
another, in most cases, counties have retained growth management 
authority outside city limits.10 In some UGBs, there are multiple cities 
and/or multiple counties. Many sewer, water, fire, and school districts also 
exist inside UGBs. Although special districts do not have general growth 
management authority, their urban service delivery role is vital to growth 
management and their number and diversity contribute to the fragmentation.

21. Significant urbanization is occurring outside city limits. Nearly all study 
period development inside the Medford UGB was within city limits, but 
large shares of the urbanization in the other three case study areas occurred 
in unincorporated areas. Of total 1985-89 residential development inside 
the Bend UGB, 34 percent was outside the city limits. Inside the Portland 
metro UGB, 30 percent was outside city limits, and inside the Brookings

9 Lane County has delegated development administration authority to the cities of Eugene and Springfield.
10 However, Marion County does not allow subdivisions within the Salem/Keizer UGB in the absence of 

annexation and extension of urban services, effectively yielding to the two cities authority over urbanization. 
Other, similar instances probably exist
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UGB, 22 percent was outside city limits. (Case Studies, Table 2-1).

22. Fragmented authority impairs growth management in a variety of ways:

a. As discussed above, it fosters small-scale, fragmented development.
b. Individual jurisdictions are discouraged from establishing ap­

propriate standards and financing mechanisms necessary for ef­
ficient and equitable growth. This is because development can 
gravitate toward those areas with the greatest amount of develop­
ment subsidy, away from areas charging the full community cost of 
development (Annexation Study, p. ix; Annexation Study Appen­
dices, p. 151.)

c. Development tends to occur where short-term costs to the 
developer are lowest rather than where it would best meet over­
all needs. This is because standards can vary among jurisdictions 
for what facilities and services a development should provide and 
what it should pay for versus what should be provided by local 
government and paid for from general taxes. (Annexation Study Ap­
pendices, p. 149.)

d. The level of coordination between the exercise of planning 
authority and the provision of public facilities and services is 
reduced. Urban services in urban growth areas are delivered 
primarily through special districts and cities, mostly through special 
districts. Except for roads and police, counties do not usually as­
sume responsibility for the provision of urban services. Coordina­
tion must thus occur between, rather than within, units of local 
government. In addition, in many instances coordination agree­
ments between counties and special districts do not exist. (Annexa­
tion Study Appendices, p. 150.)

e. Areas having growth capacity and designated to grow do not 
because no single jurisdiction has the fiscal capability, planning 
authority, economic incentive, and accountability necessary to 
overcome the obstacles holding growth back. Areas of partial and 
incomplete development outside city limits are common in Oregon. 
Often they are under-provided with urban facilities and services, yet 
contain significant, but broken up, development capacity. Lack of 
the fiscal authority available to a city and such factors as inap­
propriate zoning districts or lack of urban renewal capability can in­
terfere with the ability of a county to tackle such areas. At the same 
time, uncertain ability to collect taxes from such areas caused by 
barriers to annexation, and the potential for costs to exceed 
revenues even if annexation succeeds, discourage cities from ad­
dressing them. And neither a city nor a county can be held account­
able because neither has principal responsibility. (Annexation Study
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Appendices, p. 149.)

f. Issues of regional concern tend not to get framed or addressed be­
cause no single jurisdiction has region-wide responsibility.

g. The fragmentation creates economic incentives to perpetuate the 
fragmentation. One incentive arises fix)m the subsidy created by 
the mismatch between the revenue raising areas of counties and 
their service delivery areas. Some counties collect revenues coun­
tywide that support services provided only in unincorporated areas.
A second incentive arises from the location of low tax, low service 
areas adjacent to high tax, high service areas. Without paying for 
them, residents of the former benefit from the parks, libraries, 
public safety, streets, and roads of the latter. Those benefited have 
reason to oppose changes which would remove the benefits. (An­
nexation Study Appendices, p. 150.)

23. Most counties would prefer to get out of the growth management role 
and turn it over to cities. Most counties would prefer to concentrate on 
rural land use issues. Clackamas County is an exception; the County has 
taken an official stance as an urban service provider. Washington County 
has tried to coordinate urban growth, but sees itself in an interim role. (An­
nexation Study, p. viii.)

24. Most special districts see themselves as providers of a single public 
service. Most agree that they are not the proper government to be the 
growth management leader, but want to be active participants in decisions 
affecting them and the territory and citizens they serve.

25. As long-term service providers inside UGBs, special districts can be 
used to serve important functions. They can be used to:

a. Serve areas which differ substantially in the cost of providing service, 
thereby providing economically efficient cost allocation.11

b. Serve newly developed areas, thereby facilitating the allocation of 
costs between such areas and previously developed areas.

c. Serve territory which overlaps more than one city, thereby permitting 
regional or subregional service delivery when more cost-effective.

26. One reason for the fragmentation in growth management responsibility 
in Oregon is that annexations have been limited. History has not borne 
out the premise of the Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines that cities 
would annex lands inside UGBs and serve as principal providers of urban 
services. In practice, while a few cities have annexed large areas, most

11 Oregon law requires uniform tax rates within a taxing district, preventing the cost of tax-supported services to
be allocated proportionately to cost of service.
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27.

cities have annexed very little land, and large amounts of urbanization is oc­
curring outside city limits. (Annexation Study, pp. 84-85.)

A variety of factors account for the limited amount of city annexation 
that has occurred:
a.

b.

Statutory rights to a vote can be used to block annexations. While 
there is no constitutional right to a vote on annexations, Oregon law 
accords rights to a vote under all annexation methods not initiated 
by at least one-half of all registered voters or electors in the area to 
be annexed. The only exceptions are cases of health hazards and "is­
land" annexations. Such votes have stopped annexations even 
where the annexing city and affected special districts have signed 
written agreements governing the consequences of the annexation. 
(Annexations Study, pp. 76-82.)

In some instances, cities face economic disincentives to annex. In 
the case of partially developed areas, costs to upgrade urban ser­
vices can exceed added property tax revenues. Many residents of 
such areas oppose annexation and accomplishing infill development 
poses much greater difficulties than developing undeveloped land. 
(Annexation Study, p. 74.)

Many cities have adopted a passive or reactive posture toward 
annexations. Some cities work actively to promote annexation by 
such means as canvassing targeted areas to "market" city services 
and the advantages of annexation. The absence of such a posture 
among other cities can be attributed to lack of resources, unwilling­
ness to force annexation over the objections even of a minority of af­
fected residents, and concern about the biudens annexation would 
place on the city. (Annexation Study, p. 73.)

In the absence of prior agreements, special service districts some­
times oppose annexations because they threaten vital district in­
terests. These include ownership of capital facilities, tax base size, 
long-term financial viability, customer rate levels, quality of ser­
vice, and employee job security and compensation. (Annexation 
Study, pp. 73-74.)

28. Some areas have found ways to overcome growth management problems:
a. Some cities, counties, and special districts have created planning, 

financial, and operating agreements. These agreements, which in­
clude "transition agreements,"12 are intended to provide the neces­
sary facilities and services to meet local needs.

d.

12 Lane County has "transition agreements" with the cities of Eugene and Springfield. The agreements give the 
cities planning and zoning authority over urban development inside the UGB.
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b.

c.

d.

Some local governments have attempted to identify the costs of 
growth and implement development charges which are commen­
surate with or proportional to these costs.

West Linn has conducted detailed urbanization planning for a 
large area (greater than 250 acres). The aim was to do in-depth 
facility planning and identify all the costs, revenues, and 
governmental jurisdictions necessary to supply a full range of urban 
services, including both capital investment and operation and main­
tenance. Washington County has made similar efforts.

A few jurisdictions have established requirements that public ser­
vices be adequate as a precondition of development approval.

(Annexation Study, p. xii; Annexation Study Appendices, p. 151.)

Infill and Redevelopment
29. Amounts of urban infill and redevelopment are insufficient While 

Statewide Planning Goal 14 calls for "encouragement of development 
within urban areas before conversion of urbanizable areas," in Bend and 
Medford, only small percentages of single family residential development 
occurred in urban areas.13 (See Table 2, p. 35.) Most multiple family units 
built inside the Bend and Medford UGBs were in urban areas, but the num­
ber of units was far below single family units. (Case Studies, p. 23.)

The Land UseATransportation Connection
30. The understanding of the relationship between land use and transport­

ation has changed. Existing comprehensive plans were developed in the 
1970s and early 1980s. They generally call for a continuation of conven­
tional development patterns and assume continued principal reliance on the 
automobile for transportation.

a. Dramatic increases in trip generation rates have spotlighted 
conventional development patterns as a major contributor to declin­
ing urban livability.

b. A new model of urban development has emerged which can provide key 
benefits of conventional models, especially home ownership, 
privacy, and a private yard, but avoid their worst consequences. 
Community features the model seeks to provide arc:

• Neighborhood commercial uses located near transit stops and 
within walking distance of homes.

• Integration of office uses to enhance market support for tran­
sit service.

13 Areas with a high percentage urban development prior to the 1985-89 study period, indicating that
development would be infill or redevelopment
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• Daycare and other services.
• Public spaces to foster community identity and provide for 

outdoor recreation and amenity.
• A mix of residential densities.

• Street systems that shorten walking distances and reduce use 
of collector and arterial streets for intra-neighborhood auto 
trips.

• Street designs supportive of walking.
• Provision for bicycling.

c. It has become widely accepted that transportation and land use
planning should occur jointly. The earlier view assigned to transpor­
tation planning the role of meeting transportation needs established 
by a land use plan. The new view recognizes that land use patterns 
affect transportation demand and limit choices for meeting it, that 
land use planning needs to take these effects into account, and that 
transportation facilities affect land use.

31. A review of the transportation consequences of land use alternatives best 
occurs as part of the comprehensive planning process. In adopting ad­
ministrative rules on transportation planning April 26,1991, the Land Con­
servation and Development Commission stated:

In the course of this rulemaking effort the Commission has determined 
that avoiding the kinds of transportation problems that face rapidly 
growing urban areas in other states will require reconsideration of 
how urban growth will be accommodated. The reason is that the pat­
tern of growth set out in existing land use plans has a major effect 
on the kind of transportation system that we need. The separation of 
residential, commercial, industrial and other uses requires that 
people drive virtually everywhere they need to go. TTiis creates a 
need for a major road system which, in turn, encourages people to 
live, work and shop at increasingly spread out locations.

While the Commission is convinced that reconsideration of land use 
patterns in our urban areas is needed, it has decided not to adopt a 
statewide requirement for re-evaluation of land use at this time. The 
reason is that the Commission is now in the midst of a comprehen­
sive evaluation of the state’s urban growth management policies. 
Based on this evaluation, the Commission expects to make and 
recommend changes to the state’s policies on how growth within 
urban areas should occur.
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Tax Deferrals
Oregon, like most states, provides preferential property tax treatment for farm and 
forestland. Qualifying properties are assessed at farm-use or forest-use value, 
rather than at market value. Deferrals near urban areas can provide substantial tax 
savings.

32. The amount of tax deferred property inside UGBs is substantial. In many 
communities, tax-deferred property constitutes one-third toone-half of the 
supply of vacant land. However, typically, over one-half the tax-deferred 
property within a UGB lacks access to urban services and is not yet ready
to be developed at urban densities. (Tax Deferral Study, p. iv.)

33. Farm and forest tax deferrals inside UGBs support accomplishing the 
density objectives of comprehensive land use plans. Research literature 
documents that, as urban areas grow over time, land values increase and the 
optimal intensity of use for a parcel also increases. For residential uses, this 
means higher densities. Because tax deferral allows an owner to wait while 
demand grows, in the long run it encourages a higher density development 
pattern. (Tax Deferral Study, p. v.)

34. Once urban services and demand can support development at urban 
densities, however, continued tax deferral for farm or forest property 
can create growth management problems. Tax deferrals may exacerbate 
shortages of land zoned for particular uses and confer monopoly power on 
land owners to command inflated prices. Moreover, the tax revenue for­
gone continues to climb, while other landowners shoulder the cost of public 
services. (Tax Deferral Study, p. v.)

35. Withdrawal of tax deferral can cause landowners to develop their 
properties or sell it for development sooner than they would otherwise. 
Property taxes which may be only $10 per acre under deferral can jump to 
$5(X) or more per acre if tax-deferred property is assessed at market value. 
(Tax Deferral Study, p. V.)

36. Farm and forest tax deferrals inside UGBs result in a small, though not 
insignificant, shift in tax burden to non-deferred properties. Based on 
several case studies, if deferrals did not exist inside UGBs, tax rates would 
be from one-half to three percent lower. Ballot Measure 5 will reduce the 
size of the shift. The shift is also offset by a charge that is collected when 
deferred properties are converted to nonfarm or nonforest uses. This 
"rollback" tax typically recoups about five years worth of taxes at full 
market value.
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C. PROPOSALS
The proposals that follow are ideas for modifying the statewide planning program 
and how local governments handle planning and development. Each is intended to 
address causes the foregoing analysis identifies as contributing to the problems of 
sprawl development and incomplete communities Oregon is experiencing. They . 
are intended as starting points for the formulation of specific actions. These can 
take the form of initiatives by local governments, demonstration projects, changes 
to administrative rules, amendments to the Statewide Planning Goals, and amend­
ments to Oregon statutory law.

Centralization of Growth Management Authority
Reducing fragmentation in growth management authority is fundamental. It will 
yield direct benefits and simplify and expedite implementation of other proposals. 
As stated in conclusion 20, by growth management authority is meant authority for 
planning, zoning, subdivision approval, urban renewal, and the provision of urban 
service facilities.

1. Each city and county should centralize authority for growth manage­
ment inside the city’s UGB. How this is accomplished should be left to 
local choice based on what is most appropriate for local needs and cir­
cumstances. Growth management agreements would be altered to reflect 
the choice and establish terms and conditions. Alternatives should include:
a. Designating a single jurisdiction as having lead authority. Where 

a growth management agreement designates the city as having lead 
responsibility, the county would delegate to the city complete 
growth management authority, as defined above, inside the UGB. 
The agreement should specify county rights of notice, review, and 
consultation. Where an agreement designates a county as the lead 
jurisdiction for growth management, affected cities should have 
such rights. (Annexation Study, p. xix.)14

b. Vesting lead growth management responsibility in a joint board 
or committee composed of elected city and county officials. The 
board or committee would exercise full growth management 
authority within the UGB outside city limits, with advisory powers 
inside city limits on growth management matters. (Annexation 
Study, p. XX.) ORS Chapter 190 authorizes units of local govern­
ment to execute intergovernmental agreements under which all the 
authority of each party can be exercised.

c. Withholding approval of subdivisions and other forms of urban 
development in the absence of the extension of urban services

14 Lane County has such agreements with the cities of Eugene and Springfield. Under it. Lane County adopts 
city zoning and subdivision ordinances, which the city then administers.
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and city annexation. This has the effect of placing with a city ex­
clusive jurisdiction over urbanization. This is the transition agree­
ment approach, which Marion County and the cities of Salem and 
Keizer have taken.

d. Cross-acceptance. By cross-acceptance is meant a process by which 
jurisdictions within an urban region systematically:

• Review each other’s planning actions for consistency with 
their own plans and objectives.

• Work to harmonize their plans and policies.

• When necessary to come to agreement, participate in media­
tion.

e. A combination of the above approaches. For example, in a single­
county urban region with more than one city, the cities could enter 
into transition agreements with the county and rely on cross-accep­
tance between or among each other.

The approach selected and the agreements implementing it should meet
minimum standards. The standards should include:

a. The lead jurisdiction or joint board should have available to it 
sufficient growth management authority and capacity. This 
would include: a zoning code with districts corresponding to the 
urban land use designations in the applicable comprehensive plan; a 
subdivision ordinance which can apply the subdivision stand^ds 
contained in the comprehensive plan; an urban renewal authority 
and capability equivalent to the UGB’s city; and an authority to 
enter into cooperaitive agreements with special districts. (Annexa­
tion Study, p. XX.)

b. Every area of partial and incomplete development should have a 
lead jurisdiction (or joint board) with clear principal respon­
sibility for infilling it and all jurisdictions should have an obliga­
tion to cooperate with the lead jurisdiction.

c. Where lead authority is not vested in a single jurisdiction or joint 
board, every "planning action" of region-wide significance 
should be subject to cross-acceptance. "Planning actions" would 
include plan amendments, development approvals, use of urban 
renewal powers, and urban service extensions.

d. The approach should provide a means to establish urban service 
design standards. See below.

Where a single UGB contains more than one city, it should be able to
designate as many lead jurisdictions as there are cities. For example, the
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Eugene-Springfield urban region should have the option to either designate 
a single lead jurisdiction for the entire region or designate lead jurisdictions 
for subregions. (Annexation Study, p. xx.)

4. In the Portland area, lead jurisdictions should be designated for sub* 
regions, with Metro retaining its regional growth management role. As 
used in this report, growth management authority refers to the exercise of 
planning, zoning, urban renewal, and service extension powers. Growth 
management authority would be centralized for subregions. Subregions 
could follow county boundaries, correspond to areas of influence of com­
ponent cities, combine both approaches, or follow some other approach. 
Metro would continue in its present regional planning and coor^nation 
role, including its responsibilities for urban growth boundary administra­
tion, establishment of urban growth goals and objectives, and functional 
planning.

5. Urban regions should adopt urban service design standards applicable 
throughout the UGB. The purpose would be to reduce inconsistent urban 
service levels inside UGBs, service gaps, uncoordinated urban service ex­
tensions, incentives to develop where standards are lowest, and disincen­
tives to establish adequate standards experienced by jurisdictions concerned 
to remain "development competitive." To preserve choice, the standards 
would be minimums; developers would remain free to exceed them. The 
standards should address streets and other transportation facilities, 
sidewalks and other subdivision features, sewage collection and treatment, 
storm drainage, parks, and school facilities. If necessary, LCDC should 
make regional minimum urban service standards obligatory. Where more 
than one city and urban growth boundary comprise a single housing 
market, the standards should be adopted by all the component jurisdictions. 
(Annexation Study, p. xvi.)

Focused Growth Plans and Adequate Public Facilities Requirements 
for Fast-Growing Urban Regions
Centralizing growth management authority will not be enough. It is also necessary 
to counteract the fragmentation of development, its tendency to occur in areas of 
low urban service levels, and the resulting sprawl development patterns and dilu­
tion and underprovision of infrastructure investments.

6. Fast-growing urban regions should develop " focused growth plans" for 
meeting near-term urbanization needs and adopt adequate public 
facilities requirements.
a. Focused growth plans would draw from public facility plans, but 

contain addition^ features. They should include:

i. Designation of the area or areas within the UGB to be used to
meet growth needs for a minimum of five years up to a max­
imum of ten years.
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11.

b.

111.

IV.

V.

Maps showing the specific facilities (e.g., sanitary and storm 
sewer mains, water mains, collector streets, parks, elemen­
tary schools) that will serve a sufficient amount of the desig­
nated urban growth area(s) to meet projected needs for at 
least five years. '

A strategy and schedule for constructing plan facilities in a 
coordinated manner that sequentially adds fully served land 
to the region’s supply of land for urban development.
For each facility, a designation of the unit of local government 
(city, county, or special service district) that is responsible 
for providing it and the financing strategy the unit of govern­
ment intends to use. The strategy should link the estimated 
facility cost with an identified revenue source and financing 
mechanism.

Cooperative agreements among the units of local government 
involved specifying 1) the responsibilities of each unit for 
the construction, management, and administration of 
planned urban service facilities; and, 2) the terms and condi­
tions for transitions in the ownership, management, and ad­
ministration of urban service facilities in the designated 
urban growth area over at least five years.

The strict adequate public facilities requirement should be appli­
cable throughout the UGB. It should withhold development ap­
proval absent full urban service facilities with design capacities suf­
ficient to meet build-out demand. Its role would be to strictly limit 
development outside the focused growth area(s) (i.e., the areas the 
focused growth plan designates for near-term development) and 
prevent premature development inside the focused growth area(s).
The full urban service facilities requirement should be defined in a 
way that assures adequate police and fire protection and water, 
sewer, storm drainage, and collector street capacity at the time of oc­
cupancy. Paric and school availability, arterial street capacity, and, 
where applicable, public transit service, should be required within 
no more than three years of occupancy.15

(Annexation Study, p. xx.)

IS Washington County has an adequate public facilities requirement which is similar in concept to the one 
proposed here.
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Rationale. Focused growth plans arc intended to addrcss several
serious shortcomings of present growth management in Oregon:
i. Jurisdictional fragmentation. At present, annexation pro­

posals can be extremely threatening to affected special ser­
vice districts in a manner that can make opposition to an­
nexation the most effective method of protecting a district’s 
legitimate interests. This obscures opportunities for arrange­
ments which can benefit both the district and annexing city, 
and annexation is an unsatisfactory vehicle for constructive 
issue resolution. The cooperative agreement feature is in­
tended to resolve these issues and identify opportunities in 
advance o/when annexation is proposed.

ii. Density shortfalls. Densities arc falling short of plan densities 
in part because development is occurring without full urban 
services. By diverting development from under-served loca­
tions with artificially low land prices to locations with full 
urban service facilities, the proposal would raise profit-maxi­
mizing densities and, therefore, actual densities.

I

iii. Diffused infrastructure investments. At present, infra­
structure programming attempts to optimize responding to 
demand generated by past development and responding to 
current development needs. Developers, moreover, arc at­
tracted to locations where urban services arc at the minimum 
levels which still permit development approval and success­
ful marketing, because such locations often offer high profit 
margins. The diffusion undercuts the ability of local govern­
ment to finance infrastructure investments. Focused growth 
plans would help focus investment and the development 
which raises the revenues to meet financing obligations.

iv. Underprovision of needed facilities. Development projects 
now tend to be too small to provide community-scale 
facilities. Focused growth plans would provide an alterna­
tive means of securing the construction of such facilities.

V. Collateral benefits of focused growth plans include:
• By being more explicit about where its development will 

occur, a community will more readily see the issues 
which growth frames for it, like how much park land it 
wants and where parks should be located.

• They will help achieve street networks that promote tran­
sit and bicycle use and walking.

• By fostering more specific neighborhood planning.
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8.

focused growth plans will ease the siting of multiple 
family housing. When a household occupies a single 
family home located near a site already designated for 
apartments, it is less likely to object when the time 
comes to build the aparttnents, and less likely to succeed 
if it does object

• By more specifically identifying planned public 
facilities, focused growth plans will strengthen a 
developer’s ability to ensure that system development 
charges are used for facilities that benefit the 
developer’s project

• By reducing the amount of development which occurs 
outside focused growth areas, focused growth plans will 
extend the time agricultural operations inside urban 
growth boundaries can continue before being con­
strained by urbanization.

Focused growth plans should be updated as often as is necessary to 
maintain in focused growth areas no less than a five-year supply of 
vacant land with full urban service facilities available to it. The defini­
tion of full urban service facilities available should be the same as in 
proposal 6.

Focused growth plans should assign roles to special districts in a manner 
which takes advantage of their attributes. While the long-term role of 
special districts should be left to local discretion and the negotiation of 
cooperative agreements, focused growth plans should assign long-term ser­
vice delivery roles in a manner that maximizes:

a. Economic efficiency, i.e., allocating charges among urban service 
consumers in a manner that reflects differences in the cost of provid­
ing services to them.

b. Tax equity, i.e., matching the beneficiaries of the services supported 
by a tax with the payers of the tax.

c. The equitable allocation of costs between new development and prior 
development.

d. Economies of scale.

e. Consumer access, i.e., the ability of urban service consumers to easily 
identify, contact, and hold accountable service providers.

(Annexation Study, p. xvii.)

-25-



1.

9. If necessary, LCDC should require focused growth plans in fast-growing 
urban regions. Focused growth plans should be optional elsewhere. (An­
nexation Study, p. xvi.)

"Cooperative Microplanning"
Focused growth plans would not completely address the problems of fragmented
development.

10. As an additional means of improving growth management and fostering 
community livability, Oregon should explore an alternative approach 
to development. Under this approach, a partnership of local government, 
developers, and area residents would substitute for the large development 
company which, in other parts of the U.S., creates integrated, community 
scale, mixed-use development projects. The approach could be used for in­
fill or redevelopment, as well as new development. It could be used to 
develop tracts of several hundred acres or adapted to small areas, such as 
for redevelopment along a collector street in a single neighborhood.
a. Elements of this approach would include:

Formulation and adoption of a detailed development plan. 
The plan would be as detailed as if prepared for an in­

dividual developer, specifying land uses, street designs, 
landscaping, and residential design standards.
Provision for all facilities. If small in scale, the plan would 
provide for all neighborhood-scale facilities, such as 
playgrounds. If larger in scale, it would provide for all neigh­
borhood and community-scale facilities, such as parks, 
daycare facilities, and school sites.

Specification of type and location of housing and other uses 
in detail. It would leave only architectural design un­
decided, but subject to standards, such as for setbacks from 
the street

Specification at a level of detail which permits issuance of 
development approvals without discretionary land use ac­
tions.
Preparation using a process which provides for full expres­
sion of community preferences and opportunity for 
developer input on consumer tastes and preferences.

b. Other features of the concept are:

i. Design costs could be financed. This would be done in the 
same manner as infrastructure, such as sewer and water 
lines. Revenues would come from system development char-

II.

111.

IV.

v.
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ges and assessments. In the case of infill, it could also come 
from urban renewal funds.

ii. The affected area would be rezoned. Zone regulations would 
permit development consistent with the plan, subject to dis­
cretionary review. Alternatively, they would permit develop­
ment which conforms with the plan as of right, i.e., not sub­
ject to discretionary review.

Hi. Affected land would remain in private ownership. Most 
development proposals would likely conform to the plan to 
take advantage of the reduced time, cost, and risk of ap­
proval as of right compared with discretionary review. Other 
proposals would have to be found consistent with the plan.

iv. As a first step, a pilot project of the approach would be 
used to test its feasibility. This would be done with an inter­
ested community, developers, and service providers.

c. The concept offers a means to:

i. Achieve communities which are fully equipped with facilities 
and have integrated designs.

ii. Better integrate transit planning into community planning.

iii. Increase the density of development by designing it into plans 
that avoid its problems and make it desirable.

iv. Site high density housing and other community uses, such as 
recreational facilities, which often encounter opposition.

V. Encourage and secure the full benefits of mixed use development
vi. Carry out transit-oriented community designs in metropolitan

areas and pedestrian-oriented designs which reduce auto use 
and dependency at all locations, including medium and 
small communities.

Strengthening Coordination with Special Districts
A key feature of focused growth plans is use of cooperative agreements to address 
special district issues. This is also important where focused growth plans are not 
used.

11. LCDC should encourage greater coordination with special districts.
Focused growth plans will cause this to occur in areas that adopt them; ad­
ditional steps are needed for other areas. The commission should review 
and, if necessary, amend Statewide Planning Goals 2,11,12, and 14 and as­
sociated administrative rules to:

a. Require compliance with the requirement of ORS 197.185 that
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c.

d.

special districts enter into cooperative agreements with counties to 
ensure compliance with city and county comprehensive plans. 
Cooperative agreements should define the role the specif districts 
will play in the provision of urban services; specify their respon­
sibilities for the construction, management, and athninistration of 
planned urban service facilities; and state the terms and conditions 
for transitions in the ownership, management, and administration of 
urban service facilities. (Annexation Study, p. xviii.)

b. Encourage or require cities and counties to actively involve special 
service districts in comprehensive planning, including periodic 
review, public facility plan (PFP) updates, and plan amendments. 
(Annexation Study, p. xviii.)

As part of the PFP process, require that all district boundaries be 
mapped relative to city limits and UGBs, including those that may 
be outside, but abut, the UGB.

As with urban regions which adopt focused growth plans, establish a 
strict adequate public facilities requirement applicable throughout 
the UGB. The requirement should withhold development approval 
absent full urban service facilities with design capacities sufficient 
to meet build-out demand.16

12. Cooperative agreements should decide the long-term roles of special 
service districts inside UGBs. Where a cooperative agreement, whether or 
not part of a focused growth plan, identifies a special district as having a 
long-term or permanent role in the provision of services, it should clearly 
identify when and where the district will provide services: a) under contract 
to the city and on the city’s behalf, or, b) directly to consumers. (Annexa­
tion Study, p. xvii.)

13. Cooperative agreements should provide for the continuation of pre­
existing special district services to areas outside areas to be urbanized.
If a cooperative agreement calls for reductions in a special service district’s 
territory, it should address how the remaining portion of the district is to 
receive services in an affordable manner (e.g., through merger with another 
district or through receipt of contract services from the annexing city or 
another district). This is particularly relevant where a district’s boundaries 
straddle a UGB. Annexation of the urbanizable portion of the district may 
leave an uneconomic remnant of the district to serve remaining land and 
customers. (Annexation Study, p. xvii.)

14. Cooperative agreements should protect special district solvency and 
commitments. When a cooperative agreement provides for the elimination 
of a special district, consolidations, or reductions in size, it should address

16 See proposal 6 for the definition of "full urban services."
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the district’s capital debt and short and long-term finances; rates; employee 
compensation, benefits, and job security; and quality of service. (Annexa­
tion Study, p. xvii.)

Redevelopment and Infill
Growth management objectives cannot be met through new development alone.
Statewide Planning Goal 14 calls for "encouragement of development within urban
areas before conversion of urbanizable areas."

15. Urban regions should be required to meet minimum ratios of residential 
units built in urbanized areas to residential units in urbanizable areas. 
The many obstacles to infill development and redevelopment necessitate 
strong incentives supporting it. Urban regions should retain discretion to 
devise approaches to meeting the ratios. LCDC should provide assistance
in devising infill strategies, such as methods for recruiting building industry 
participation.

16. UGB expansion should be conditioned on accomplishing minimum 
quantities of infill development as a proportion of all development in­
side a UGB. Urban regions should retain discretion.to allocate infill respon­
sibilities when there is more than one jurisdiction, and to devise infill ap­
proaches. LCDC should provide allocation standards or guidelines. (Case 
Studies, p. 20.)

Other Methods to Improve Growth Management
The following proposals should apply inside all UGBs.
17. Zoning codes should specify minimum zoning densities as well as maxi­

mum densities and prohibit residential development in nonresidential 
zones except in the case of mixed-use developments. Zoning regulations 
normally specify only a maximum density or, in the case of single family 
residential districts, a minimum lot size. They also often permit residential 
development in commercial and industrial zones and single family develop­
ment in multi family zones. (Case Studies, p. 22.)

18. Interim development should be tightly restricted. Because development 
in advance of urbanization may be inconsistent with appropriate land use 
when urbanization occurs and will constrain the configuration of urban 
development, interim development should be avoided. In advance of urban 
service extension, minimum lot sizes should be at least ten acres. Larger 
minimums (e.g., 20 acres) to preserve large parcels for ultimate urbaniza­
tion are desirable. If exceptions are made, redevelopment plans should be 
required. (Case Studies, pp. 22-25.)

19. Partitioning should be strictly limited. Single-family residential land 
divisions inside UGBs should be by subdivision. This provides a greater de­
gree of planning and permits applying the public improvement standards 
contained in subdivision ordinances. "Serial partitions," i.e., annual land
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divisions that avoid the subdivision regulations, should be prohibited. Parti­
tions should not be allowed for single-family development (Case Studies,
р. 25.)

Annexation Methods
As discussed in conclusions 26 through 27, obstacles to annexation contribute to 
the fragmentation of authority for growth management

20. The Legislative Assembly should authorize a new method to annex 
territory covered by focused growth plans which allows annexations 
linked to the extension of urban services. Under this method, a city, in 
conjunction with the special service districts serving the focused growth 
area, would formulate an annexation plan and put it to a vote of the resi­
dents of the city and of the areas to be annexed. If approved, annexations 
could occur in phases linked to the extension of urban services without ad­
ditional votes.

Annexation plan contents should include:

a! Annexation phases coordinated with the extension of urban services 
as contained in the focused growth plan.

b. Standards of urban service availability required as a precondition of 
annexation.

с. The planned timing of urban service facility extensions.

d. The plan’s effects on existing urban service providers.
e. The long-term benefits to the areas annexed and to the city. 
(Annexation Study, p. xx.)

21. In addition to a city, an annexation plan should grant annexation 
authority to special service districts which the applicable focused 
growth plan designates as having long-term service delivery roles. (An­
nexation Study, p. xxi.)

22. In boundary commission areas (the Portland metro area and 
Eugene/Springfield area), voter approval of an annexation plan should 
trigger streamlined annexation procedures, such as wavier of a bound­
ary commission public hearing for annexations consistent with the 
plan. (Annexation Study, p. xxi.)

23. The state should retain all current annexation methods. These methods 
would be used in areas not covered by focused growth plans and in areas 
covered by a focused growth plan where an annexation plan has not been 
approved. The existence of these methods would help prevent voter rejec­
tion of an annexation plan from serving as an anti-growth referendum. (An­
nexation Study, p. xxi.)
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24.

Land Use and Transportation Planning
Not all opportunities to reduce sprawl development patterns lie in how comprehen­
sive plans are implemented. Some are in the plans, themselves.

Each city in Oregon should undertake a systematic review of its com* 
prehensive plan and implementing ordinances in light of recent chan­
ges in the understanding of the relationship between land use and 
transportation. The review should examine:

The development patterns they embody.

The levels of transportation demand these models cause, the trans­
portation facilities needed to meet the demand, and the cost of the 
facilities.

Alternative development models and associated transportation 
demand, facility needs, and facility costs.

How the alternatives compare in terms of transportation planning 
rule requirements, including a) that transportation plans reduce prin­
cipal reliance on the automobile; b) that transportation plans in 
MPO areas limit vehicle miles of travel; and, c) that MPO areas 
reduce per capita parking spaces.17

e. How the alternatives compare in terms of energy consumption,
environmental quality, land consumption, access to open space, in­
frastructure costs, and housing affor^bility.

Elements of a comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances this 
review should consider include:

a. Plan densities.

b. Policies on mixed use development.

c. Policies and zoning regulations affecting alternatives to the private 
automobile for travel, including walking, bicycling, carpooling, and 
public transit

25.

a.

b.

c.

d.

17 OAR 660-12-03S(3)(e) addresses reliance on the automobile. OAR660-12-03S(4) requires MPO plans to
thieve no increase in per capita vehicle miles of travel within 10 years of plan a^ption, a ten percent 
reduction within 20 years, and a 20 percent reduction within 30 years. OAR660-12-04S(SXc) requires MPO 
areas to implement a parking plan which reduces per capita parking spaces by ten percent over the planning 
period. An MPO is a metropolitan plaiuiing organization; Oregon MTO areas are Eugene-Springfield, 
Medford, Portland, and Salem.

-31-



Property Tax Deferrals
Modifying the statewide planning program and how local governments manage
growth hold the greatest potential for curbing sprawl inside Oregon’s UGBs. But
tax policy should work in concert with, not against, sound growth management.
26. Oregon should retain farm and forest property tax deferrals inside UGBs. 

Wholesale elimination would contribute to premature, low-density develop­
ment, needlessly disrupt farming operations, and consume open space un­
necessarily. (Tax Deferral Study, p. viii.)

27. Property should become ineligible for tax deferrals when urban services 
become available to it Standards for urban service availability should be 
established to avoid premature development but also to avoid use of defer­
rals to reduce the cost of holding land that is appropriate for urbanization. 
Owners would be free to continue withholding land from development, but 
without a tax subsidy. (Tax Deferral Study, p. viii.)

28. Where tax deferrals are withdrawn, owners should be able to accrue 
annual tax obligations until the property is sold or developed. Other­
wise withdrawal would cause unnecessary dislocation and financial 
hardship for landowners who lack access to capital to pay taxes. Liability 
for rollback taxes (i.e., taxes for earlier years) should be canceled, as is 
done generally when the government rather than the landowner initiates ter­
mination of a tax deferral. (Tax Deferral Study, p. viii.)

29. A ten-acre minimum lot size should be imposed on new deferrals inside 
UGBs. The purpose is to preserve the land’s productivity for resource use 
and to discourage partitioning into lot sizes which constrain later urbaniza­
tion. (Tax Deferral Study, p. viii.)
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A.

B.\

SECTION in.

DEVELOPMENT OUTSIDE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARIES 

AND URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY EXPANSION

ISSUES
There are four, interrelated issues:

1. The constraints on UGB expansion caused by development in the urban
lofringe

3.

The desirability of UGB expansion into exception areas and secondary lands 
before commercial farm and forest resource lands.

The benefits of including inside UGBs fringe exception areas developed at 
"quasi-urban" densities, i.e., densities of one to two dwelling units per acre.

4. The interrelationships between an urban region’s exurban development and 
development inside its UGB.19

CONCLUSIONS

Constraints on UGB Expansion
1. Development occurring in UGB fringe areas will seriously confine 

options for UGB expansion. Recent residential development in the urban 
fringe has resulted in a ring of low-density residential development around 
much or all of the UGB in each of the four case study areas. This develop: 
ment, in combination with preexisting development, will severely constrain 
UGB expansion. This is so even though only five to 15 percent of new 
1985-89 case study area residential units and partitions were located in 
urban fnnge areas. In Medford, for example, 49 dwelling units and 36 par­
cels were approved from 1985 through 1989 in the urban fringe. Twenty- 
two of these dwellings and 23 parcels were approved on resource lands ad­
jacent to the UGB. In 1990, when the City of Medford expanded its UGB, 
owners of acreage homesites effectively blocked expansion into their 
"neighborhoods." (Case Studies, pp. 13,19.)

2. By confining options for UGB expansion, development in fringe areas 
will force UGB expansion into lands zoned for commercial agriculture 

which otherwise could be avoided.
3. Case study area fringe development occurred in both exception areas 

and on lands zoned for commercial resource uses. In Bend, 66 percent

18 Areas outside of but close to UGBs (in the case studies, generally within one to two miles of a UGB).
19 By "exurban" is meant the portion of an urban region outside its urban growth boundary. See page 3.
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occurred in exception areas, 34 percent on commercial resource lands; in 
Brookings, 62 percent in exception areas, 38 percent on commercial 
resource lands; and in Medford, 55 percent in exception areas, 45 percent 
on commercial resource lands. (Table 2.) (A breakdown for the Portland 
area is not available.)

4. Development in UGB fringe areas is not limited to lots that predated the 
statewide planning program. The study period saw many new sub­
division lots created in the Bend, Medford, and Portland urbari fringes.
(Table 3.) In Bend, about 17 percent of all lots created through subdivision 
were outside the UGB. In Medford, partitions accounted for more new lots 
outside the UGB than subdivisions. Partitions may represent a significant 
share of the new exurban lots created in the other case study areas, as well. 
(Case Studies, p. 11.)

5. Ten-acre minimum lot size zoning reduced the amount of development 
outside the Brookings UGB. Under a settlement agreement growing out of 
the Supreme Court’s 1986 Curry County decision, in 1989 the County 
rezoned areas immediately surrounding the UGB to require 10-acre mini­
mum lot sizes. The amount of fringe development dropped substantially. 
Nearly all the single family dwellings Curry County approved in the Brook­
ings urban fringe during the study period before then (starting in 1985) had 
been on lots of less than five acres. Had ten-acre zoning been in place ear­
lier, the number of study period single family residences built in the Brook­
ings fringe would have bwn much smaller. (Case Studies, p. 13; Brookings 
C!ase Study, p. A-4.)

6. The statewide planning program now contains no requirement that 
urban areas plan for UGB expansion needs beyond 20 years. As a 
result, there is no explicit, recognized policy to regulate development in 
areas that might be needed for long-term UGB expansion in a manner 
which preserves the ability to develop them at urban densities.

Partially Developed Exception Areas
7. Some exception areas adjacent to or near UGBs are already so developed 

that development at urban densities will be difficult regardless of 
present or future zoning. Such areas are developed at quasi-urban den­
sities of from one to two dwelling units per acre. Allowing these areas to in­
fill at similar densities may be appropriate. Pending LCDC rulemaldng, 
however, the Curry C!ounty decision has created uncertainty about the 
legality of approving new houses and parcels in partially developed rural 
residential exception areas, especially at densities of one to 2.5 dwelling 
units per acre. (Case Studies, p. 13.)
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TABLE 2
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, CASE STUDY AREAS. 1985-89

Number of Units

Location
Number of Units in Study Areas (SA)

Portland SA Medford SA Bend SA Brookings SA
Inside UGBs 41,104 1,694 2,023 443

Inside Primary UGB 40,879 804 1,822 443
Urban Area 25,637 341 474 N/A
Urbanizable Area 15,242 463 1,348 N/A

Other UGBs 225 890 201 0
Outside UGBs 2,051 529 2,705 256

Urban Fringe 713 49 192 109
Exception Areas N/A 27 127 68
Resources Areas 1 N/A 22 65 5

Rest of Exurban Area 1,338 480 1513 147
Exception Areas N/A 284 2,074 141
Resources Areas N/A 196 439 6

Study Area Totals 43,155 2,223 4,728 699

Percent of Total Units by Jurisdiction

Location
Percent of Units in Study Areas (SA)

Portland SA 1 Medford SA Bend SA Brookings SA
Inside UGBs 95.2 76.3 42.8 63.4

Inside Primary UGB 94.7 36.2 ' 38.5 63.4
Urban Area 59.1 15.3 10.5 N/A
Urbanizable Area 35.0 20.8 28.5 N/A

Other UGBs 0.5 40.0 4.3 0.0
Outside UGBs 4.8 23.8 57.2 36.6

Urban Fringe 1.7 2.2 4.1 15.6
Exception Areas N/A 1.2 2.7 9.7
Resources Areas N/A 1.0 1.4 0.7

Rest of Exurban Area 3.1 21.6 53.2 21.0
Exception Areas N/A 12.8 43.9 20.2
Resources Areas N/A 8.8 9.3 0.9

Study Area Totals 100 100 100 100

Source: ECO Northwest for the Department of Land Conservation and Development, Urban Growth Management 
Case Studies, January 1991, Table 2-1.
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TABLE 3
APPROVED SUBDIVISION LOTS, CASE STUDY AREAS, 1985-89

Number of Lots

Location
Number of Lots in Study Areas (SA)

Portland SA Medford SA Bend SA Brookings SA
Inside UGBs 14,272 1,267 1,476 295

Inside Primary UGB 14,079 1,267 1,476 295
Urban Area 9,707 193 762 N/A
Urbanizable Area 4,372 1,074 714 N/A
City(s) 9,455 1,267 N/A 251
Unincorporated 4,624 0 N/A 44

Other UGBs 193 N/A N/A N/A
Outside UGBs 175 51 299 4

Urban Fringe 151 44 75 0
Exception Areas N/A 44 75 0
Resources Areas N/A 0 0 0

Rest of Exurban Area 24 7 224 4
Exception Areas N/A 7 191 4
Resources Areas N/A 0 33 0

Study Area Total 14,447 1,318 1,775 299

Percent of Lots by Jurisdiction

Location
Percent of Lots in Study Areas (SA)

Portland SA Medford SA Bend SA Brookings SA
Inside UGBs 98.9 96.1 83.2 98.7

Inside Primary UGB ' 97.6 96.1 83.2 98.7
Urban Area 66.7 14.6 42.9 N/A
Urbanizable Area 29.7 81.4 40.2 N/A
City(s) 64.6 100.0 N/A 83.9
Unincorporated 31.7 0.0 N/A 14.7

Other UGBs 1.3 N/A N/A N/A
Outside UGBs 1.2 3.9 16.8 1.3

Urban Fringe 1.0 3.3 4.2 0.0
Exception Areas N/A 3.3 4.2 0.0
Resources Areas N/A 0.0 0.0 ' 0.0

Rest of Exurban Area ' 0.2 0.5 12.6 1.3
Exception Areas N/A 0.5 10.8 1.3
Resources Areas N/A 0.0 1.9 0.0

Study Area Totals 100 100 100 . 100

Source: ECO Northwest for the Department of Land Conservation and Development, Urban Growth Management 
Case Studies, January 1991, Table 2-4.
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Residential Development Outside UGBs and its Interrelationship with Develop­
ment Inside UGBs
The statewide planning goals recognize "acreage homesites" as a legitimate use of 
lands contained in exception areas. Some housing consumers prefer rural locations.
As with any type of development, however, excess amounts of rural residential 
development can have harmful consequences.

8. Large portions of the development in Oregon’s fast-growing urban 
regions are occurring outside their UGBs. In the Bend area, 57 percent 
of total 1985-89 residential growth occurred outside Bend’s UGB; in 
Brookings, 37 percent; and in Medford, 24 percent. (Table 2; Case Studies, 
pp. 7,11.) In the Portland area, only five percent of total 1985-89 residen­
tial growth occurred outside UGBs. However, reflecting the large amount 
of exception lands near the Clackamas County portion of the Portland 
metro area UGB, about 20 percent of its single-family development oc­
curred outside UGBs, while in Multnomah and Washington Counties only 
about four percent occurred outside UGBs. (Portland Case Study, p. 7.)

9. Most case study exurban development occurred in exception areas. 
Statewide, large amounts of residential development is occurring on lands 
zoned for commercial farm and forest uses. However, most case study exur­
ban development occurred in exception areas. In both the Bend and Brook­
ings areas, 81 percent of 1985-89 exurban residential development was in 
exception areas. In the Medford area, 59 percent was in exception areas.
(Table 2.)

10. Significant amounts of exurban development are occurring on commercial 
resource lands. In the Medford area, 41 percent of 1985-89 exurban 
residential development was on resource lands, and, in both the Medford
area and the Bend area, resource lands accounted for about ten percent of 
total 1985-89 residential development. (Table 2.)

11. The large amount of exurban development results from economic trends 
and governmental policies. Although conditions vary from place to place, 
these trends and policies include the decentralization of employment; in­
creasing real incomes; lower land costs and taxes outside urban areas; lack 
of urban service capacity inside UGBs; improved access provided by inter­
city highways; the large number of exception areas approved at the time of 
comprehensive plan acknowledgment; and policies on rural residential 
development which are restrictive in some locations and less restrictive in 
others. Because of these factors, in some cases, with only modest increases 
in travel time, households with a preference for rural settings can find rural 
locations at lower cost than equivalent urban alternatives. (Case Studies,
p. 15.)
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12. Among the harmful effects of excess amounts of exurban development are:
a. Exacerbation of the already impaired ability of urban service 

providers inside a UGB to hnance the urban infrastructure 
needed to accommodate growth. Lack of adequate financial tools 
is the most serious impediment to meeting urban service needs in­
side UGBs. Meeting these needs is further impaired by the uncer­
tainty of forecasting revenue streams to support a new sewer or 
water line, for example, when new households may locate not only 
anywhere within a UGB but also outside it

b. Constraints on UGB expansion. See above.
c. Expanding conflicts between farm and urban activities and the 

loss of open space and natural beauty around urban areas.
d. Higher costs of delivering school, police and fire protection, and 

other services.
e. Higher costs of community water systems.
f. Reduced serviceability by public transportation, greater auto 

dependency, and higher traffic burdens on suburban and urban 
street systems.

13. Other interrelationships exist between areas inside and outside a UGB:
a. They operate as a single housing market An urban region’s housing 

consumers choose between areas inside and outside the UGB. A 
study of Portland area exuAanites shows they are socioeconomical­
ly similar to suburbanites.20

b. Because they operate as a single housing market housing choices 
outside UGBs affect the need and demand for housing choices 
inside, and vice versa.

c. They operate as a single labor market. Many exurbanites work at 
locations inside UGBs. Where new jobs are located inside a UGB 
can affect the location of demand for exurban home sites.

d. They operate as a single market for consumer goods and services.
e. They operate as a single " market" for recreation. Exuibanites 

patronize urban and suburban recreational facilities and urbanites 
and suburbanites visit exurban areas for outdoor recreation, such as 
fishing, swimming, and bicycling.

f. They operate as a single air shed. An urban region’s urban, sub­
urban, and exurban residents share responsibility for its air pollu-

20 Judy S. Davis, "A Case Study of the Ponland, Oregon, Region," 1990.
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tion, especially firom wood stove and motor vehicle emissions, and 
the costs it exacts on health and livability.

14. In some areas, the capacity remains for large amounts of additional 
exurban development in exception areas. There is capacity for about 
11,000 additional dwelling units on exception lands in the Portland area 
and for about 12,000 units in the Bend area. At recent growth rates, the 
Bend capacity is so large it could absorb all single-family development 
there for the next 14 years. (Case Studies, p. 11.)

C. PROPOSALS
As with the proposals in section n, those that follow arc ideas for modifying the
statewide planning program. They arc intended as starting points for the formula­
tion of specific actions in the form of changes to administrative rules, amendments
to the Statewide Planning Goals, and amendments to Orcgon statutory law.

Urban Reserves
The first proposal addresses constraints on UGB expansion.

1. To preserve UGB fringe lands for possible UGB expansion, communities 
in Oregon should establish urban reserves outside UGBs. "Urban 
reserve" means land officially identified for future UGB expansion. 
Development on land within an urban reserve would be restricted so that 
the land would be available for future UGB expansion. Because major 
public facilities arc typically designed to accommodate growth for 50 
years, urban reserves also would permit plaiming for infrastructure con­
struction beyond the 20-year period on which UGBs arc based. (Case 
Studies, p. 19; Senate Bill 91,66th Legislative Assembly.)

2. Within urban reserves, nonfarm and nonforest dwellings should be 
prohibited on lands planned and zoned for exclusive farm or forest use 
and a floor minimum lot size of 20 acres or larger should be estab­
lished for sparsely developed portions of urban fringe exception areas 
with long-term potential for urban levels of development >^erc 
development such as farm-related structures, is permitted, its placement 
should be located to avoid conflict with identifiable long-term public 
facility projects, such as extensions of major arterials. If the configuration 
of future urban development can be foreseen, plats for future redevelop­
ment (sometimes called "shadow plats") should be recorded and property 
improvements required to be compatible with the plats.

3. UGB expansion criteria should link expansion to standards for the 
amount and density of development and redevelopment inside UGBs. 
Urban reserves will undermine the statewide planning program’s resource 
land protection objectives and contribute to the problem of low densities 
described in section II of this report if they result in accelerated UGB ex­
pansion. To avoid this and ensure that reserves preserve land for future
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urban development only if needed, UGB expansion should be forestalled 
until minimum amounts of development inside the UGB have been 
reached. Expansion should be conditioned on meeting density objectives 
set by the local plan.

Urban Reserve and UGB Expansion Preferences
4. State policy should require that:

a. Exception areas adjacent to or near UGBs be included in urban 
reserves before secondary lands.

b. Secondary lands adjacent to or near UGBs be included in urban 
reserves before commercial farm and forest lands, and that com­
mercial farm and forest lands be included only as a last resort.

c. Departures from this order of preference occur only if:
i. adhering to it would prevent realization of cost savings 

and efficiencies in the provision of urban services and op­
portunities to reduce auto dependency; and
applicable comprehensive plans and implementing 
ordinances would accomplish these savings, efficiencies, 
and opportunities; and
applicable comprehensive plans assign excluded exception 
areas a role of providing acreage homesites which is coor­
dinated with the housing provided for inside the UGB to 
meet the total needs of the urban region.

d. UGB expansions follow the same order of preferences.

Inclusion of Partially Developed Exception Areas Inside UGBs
Urban reserves alone are insufficient to address development issues in the urban 
fringe.

5. Urban regions should be allowed, and, in some cases, required to include 
inside their UGBs exception areas adjacent to or near UGBs which are 
developed at quasi-urban densities of from one to two and one-half 
dwelling units per acre (see conclusion 7). Including such areas inside a 
UGB would allow: 1) greater latitude in the densities at which they are 
planned and zoned for additional development; 2) greater coordination with 
other areas inside a UGB in how they are planned, zoned, and developed; 
and, 3) better integration of urban service provision. Infill development in 
such areas should reduce demand for rural homesites in open or sparsely 
developed exuiban exception areas and on resource lands. (Case Studies, p. 
20-21.)

11.

• •• 
111.
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6. As an incentive to urban regions to include such areas within their UGBs, 
their inclusion should be permitted without a land needs justification, 
and parcels smaller than five acres should be allowed to be excluded 
from development capacities used for future UGB expansion Justifica­
tions.

Interrelationships Between an Urban Region’s Exurban Development and
Development Inside its UGB
Exurban development issues go beyond the urban fringe.
7.

8.

a.

b.

The statewide planning goals should be amended to more clearly define 
policy on exurban development within commuting distance of UGBs.21 
State policy should address:

The effects of exurban development on urban development and on 
the accomplishment of statewide planning program and local plan 
objectives inside UGBs and the allocation of growth between the 
areas inside an urban region’s UGB and its exurban areas.
The values to be protected and balanced in planning for exurban 
areas, including economy in the provision of services, public safety, 
protection against land use conflicts with commercial farm and 
forest land uses, natural resource conservation, and the scenic and 
open space qualities of countryside outside cities.

c. The extent to which regional preferences should prevail on these issues.
A planning framework for exception areas should be established. The 
framework should include standanis for appropriate uses, densities, and 
public services in exurban exception areas.22 It should also encourage or re­
quire the clustering of development. Where they do not now exist, the 
framework should provide for the development of plans for exurban excep­
tion areas. In addition to providing a basis for coordinating an exception 
area’s role in its urban region, a plan provides a vehicle for achieving other 
planning program objectives, such as groundwater protection and efficient 
public service delivery.23

21 The most specific language in either state statute or the Statewide Planning Goals is ORS 215.243(3), which 
reads:

Expansion of urban development into rural areas is a matter of public concern because of the unnecessary 
increases in costs of community services, conflicts between farm and urban activities and the loss of open 
space and natural beauty around urban centers occurring as the result of such expansion.

22 Exception areas located within an urban region, i.e., within the primary labor and housing market of a city.
23 SB 91, which the 1991 session of the Legislative Assembly considered, would have directed LCDC to 

establish rules for one type of exception area, "rural communities." SB 91 described rural communities as 
containing commercial and/or industrial development and residential development "in a concentrated pattern 
of land use."
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9. As an interim measure to limit the amount of exurban development 
occurring, clustering should be encouraged or required and a floor 
minimum lot size in exurban rural residential areas should be estab­
lished. There is now no consistent state standard for minimum lot size and 
counties vary widely in the densities they permit. (Case Studies, p. 16.)

10. Unless other means can be found to address the large amounts of develop­
ment occurring outside UGBs in some areas, the LCDC should require 
the jurisdictions of each urban region to decide an allocation of 
development between inside and outside the UGB. This is necessary be­
cause:
• While state policy is that most development should occur inside 

UGBs, in some areas, large amounts are occurring outside UGBs.
• The existence of large amounts of exception area development 

capacity and present economics favor exurban development.
• The large amount of exurban development occurring is impairing the 

ability of areas inside UGBs to meet objectives for cost-effective 
public services and maintenance of community livability.

11. The scope of growth management agreements should be expanded to in­
clude all areas within an urban region. Growth management agreements 
between cities and counties must now address only the area within a UGB.

12. A cross-acceptance requirement for the areas comprising an urban 
region should be created. By cross-acceptance is meant a process by 
which jurisdictions within an urban region systematically:
• Review each other’s planning actions for consistency with their own 

plans and objectives.

• Work to harmonize their plans and policies.
• When necessary to come to agreement, participate in mediation.
Because of the interrelationships between them, there is need for a 
mechanism to link planning for an urban region’s exurban exception areas 
and areas inside its UGB. Jointly they should meet the needs of the entire 
urban region. Each should support accomplishing the roles and objectives 
assigned to the other.

A cross-acceptance provision should apply to plan amendments, major 
development approvals, and major urban service extensions^ inducing 
roads. Where an urban region includes just one county and one city, the 
provision would apply only to them. Where there are multiple counties or 
cities, it would apply to all of them. While the number of jurisdictions in 
the Portland area is large, as a practical matter, jurisdictions are likely to 
pursue only issues they consider important
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SECTION IV.

INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING

A. ISSUES
There are two issues:

1. What should the state do about the shortfall between projected municipal 
needs for infrastructure and the capacity to pay for it?

2. Should Oregon amend its constitution to exempt property tax revenues at­
tributable to growth from its six percent limitation on municipal tax base 
growth?

B. CONCLUSIONS

Infrastructure Needs and Funding Sources
1. For water, sewer, and road systems alone, local governments in Oregon 

face annual infrastructure development needs of nearly $1 billion, a 
level which far exceeds available resources, even absent ballot measure 
5. Studies have identified average annual needs of $764 million for city and 
county roads, $136 million for drinking water systems, and $79 million for 
sewer systems. Local and state funding sources have been identified for 
only about one-half of these needs. Capital needs for schools, parks, 
libraries, and police and fire stations are in addition to the $1 billion 
amount. (Infrastrucmrc Funding Study, pp. iii, 78.)

2. Much of the gap is associated with the aging of existing infrastructure or 
with existing problems, but a substantial portion is associated with 
needs to accommodate growth. (Infrastructure Funding Study, pp. iii.)

3. State aid for roads, sewers, and drinking water projects has been about 
$200 million per year, over three-fourths of which is restricted to 
roads. At current levels, state aid finances only about one-fifth of identified 
needs for roads, sewer, and drinking water projects. The state does not pro­
vide major capital aid, even in the form of technical assistance, for parks, 
libraries, fire stations, and the like. (Infrastructure Funding Study, p. iii.)

4. Present state assistance programs in Oregon do not meet local needs. All 
categories of state aid, including motor vehicle fuel tax monies allocated to 
cities and counties based on population, fall short of needs.

State assistance programs:
a. For the most part, carry pay back provisions which are at least as 

stringent as those impost by the private lending industry (most 
programs have a mandate to be self-supporting).
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b. Impose application requirements to ensure eligibility or enable 
competitive awards, but which are expensive and discourage use.

c. Are designed to achieve specific state goals, such as economic 
development, environmental protection, health, and energy conser­
vation, rather than to simply help local governments meet their in­
frastructure needs.

d. Require matching funds, which some jurisdictions have difficulty 
raising.

e. Include monitoring and reporting requirements which add to the cost 
of participation.

(Infrastructure Funding Study, p. iv.)

5. Oregon lacks a state agency the principal mission of which is to assist 
local government with infrastructure finance. Five state agencies offer 
financial assistance, but only to accomplish agency purposes, such as pollu­
tion control or economic development.24 No department of state govern­
ment provides assistance apart from these agency purposes, even in the 
form of technical assistance. Even though altering local government ac­
counting systems to better measure infrastructure depreciation and net in­
vestment is one way to achieve wiser infrastructure investments, no agency 
has this as its mission, either.

6. Except in the case of general obligation bonds, access to capital markets 
to finance infrastructure can be difficult and costly, especially for small 
jurisdictions. "Front-end" costs, such as for engineering documents, pose 
one barrier. (Infrastructure Funding Study, p. iv.) Interest costs are another. 
Greater use of capital borrowing would result from lowering barriers and 
costs.

7. Ballot measure 5 will affect local government infrastructure finance in 
several ways:

a. It will increase use of general obligation (GO) bonds relative to other 
sources because repayment of GO bonds approved by voters is not

24 The Economic Development Department administers the federal Community Development Block Grant 
Program for non-metropolitan cities and counties (targeted to low and moderate income areas), the Special 
Public Works Fund (economic development), the Oregon Bond Bank (economic development), and the 
Immediate Opportunity Fund (road improvements for economic development). The Department of 
Environment^ Quality operates the Pollution Control Fund (sanitary and storm sewage systems) and would 
administer the propos^ state revolving fund (sewage treatment and other water quality projects). The Water 
Resources Department operates the Water Development Loan Program (agricultural irrigation and drainage, 
water supplies for small communities). The Department of Energy administers the Small-Scale Energy Loan 
Program (energy conservation and pr^uction). The Housing, Educational and Cultural Facilities Authority, 
administered by the State Treasurer, can issue bonds for low income housing and educational and cultural 
facilities. (Infir^tructure Funding Study, pp. 79-101.)
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c.

subject to the measure’s tax rate limitations.

It will increase use of revenue bonds repaid by non-property tax 
revenues because it does not restrict revenue bond authority and 
revenue bonds do not require voter approval.

It will substantially reduce the ability of local government to provide 
bond guarantees, especially for Bancroft bonds.

d. It will further curtail the already limited amount of general fund 
revenues going to infrastructure.

(Infrastructure Funding Study, p. 50.)

8. Ballot measure 5 increases the value state assistance in infrastructure 
finance would yield. For example, ballot measure 5 will increase the cost 
of financings which use special assessments. Before, jurisdicdons issued 
Bancroft bonds, which were general obligations of the issuer but did not re­
quire voter approval. Ballot measure 5 requires voter approval of all 
general obligation issues. Most jurisdictions now will use special assess­
ment revenue bonds instead, which carry higher interest rates. The potential 
cost savings from state assistance which reduces interest rates will be 
greater.

9. Deferring infrastructure inside UGBs because funding is not available 
can contribute to development at densities that are lower than would 
occur with full services and below planned and zoned densities. It can 
also contribute to deterioration in urban service levels (e.g., traffic conges­
tion), higher infrastructure costs later, and added development pressure on

. areas outside UGBs. (Case Studies, p. vi.)

Local Government Revenue Raising Mechanisms
10. Local government revenue raising mechanisms are underused. Most 

revenue raising mechanisms used for infrastructure in other states are also 
available in Oregon. However, there is a shortfall between amounts these 
mechanisms could raise and amounts they actually raise. (Infrastructure 
Funding Study, p. iv.)

11. User fees are used extensively to fund operating costs for water and 
sewer systems, but more jurisdictions could use them for capital expen* 
ses by issuing bonds and using fee revenues to repay them. (Infrastruc­
ture Funding Study, p. iv.)

12. Many jurisdictions do not take full advantage of special assessments, 
which can be used to recoup costs from properties a project specially 
benefits. (Infrastructure Funding Study, p. iv.)

13. Growng communities are using system development charges and 
development exactions to pay for onsite infrastructure. State law
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authorizes local governments to recover actual costs for offsite capacity as 
well, but few jurisdictions come close to recovering all such costs. (In­
frastructure Funding Study, p. iv.)

14. Only a few jurisdictions have adopted street utility fees or storm 
drainage utility fees. In simple terms, these fees appear on sewer and 
water bills and collect revenues for local road system maintenance or storm 
drainage, respectively. (Infrastructure Funding Study, p. iv.)

The Six Percent Limitation on Tax Base Growth
15. The six percent limitation on annual tax base growth contained in 

Oregon’s constitution does not substantially limit the ability of local 
government to flnance capital investment in infrastructure associated 
with urban growth.25 Most property tax use for infrastructure develop­
ment and maintenance is through special levies and debt levies, which are 
outside the six percent limitation. (Six Percent Limitation Study, p. iii.)

16. In fact, average growth in property tax collections for cities, counties, 
and school districts between 1982 and 1989 exceeded six percent. Total 
property tax levies increased at more than twice the rate of assessed value 
increases between 1982 and 1989. Voters approved new tax bases for many 
school districts and local governments, reducing the reliance on special 
levies. (Six Percent Limitation Study, p. iii.)

17. Allowing tax bases to rise by the proportion of new construction within 
a jurisdiction would have the desirable effect of providing additional 
revenue to fund service and maintenance needs caused by growth. (Six 
Percent Limitation Study, p. iii.)

18. Under ballot measure 5, new development will generate additional 
revenue for those jurisdictions which operate at the maximum tax 
rates the measure permits. This will reduce the effect of the six percent 
limitation on such jurisdictions. (Six Percent Limitation Study, p. iii.)

19. The six percent limitation discourages annexation until land has been 
developed. The limitation does not apply to revenue raised from assessed 
value added to a jurisdiction’s tax rolls by annexation. After annexation, 
added assessed value from development is subject to the limitation. As a 
consequence, some cities defer annexation until the affected land is 
developed. This sacrifices their ability to apply their own development 
standards. Other cities annex before development so they can apply their 
own standards. (Six Percent Limitation Study, p. 31.)

25 ^ used here, "tax base" means the amount of tax levied, not assessed valuation.
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C. PROPOSALS
The proposals that follow are intended as starting points for the forumlation of 
specific actions to address the infrastructure funding shortfall and tax base limita­
tion effect discussed above.

Infrastructure Funding Assistance to Local Government As a State Agency 
Mission
1. Create a state agency with the mission of aiding local government with 

infrastructure funding, or assign this mission to an existing agency.
2.

3.

In the design of the programs by which the mission of aiding local 
government with infrastructure funding would be carried out, con­
sider:
a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

g-

h.

To reduce municipal bond interest costs, state assumption of a 
portion of the risk of cash flow disruption or default when bonds are 
issued, using the state’s capacity to pool the risk associated with 
many issuances to protect it against losses.

The use of pooling, guarantees, bond insurance, and other methods 
to provide risk reduction and thus lower interest costs.

Providing pay back provisions less stringent than those imposed by 
the market

Means to address low cash flow in the early years of a bond amorti­
zation period, which sometimes blocks the financing of needed in­
frastructure.

Q)mpared to present state programs, providing greater flexibility to 
meet local needs.

The provision of technical assistance to small communities in 
conjunction with aid in accessing capital markets.
Use of financial assistance to encourage full use of available revenue 
raising mechanisms, including system development charges, user 
fees, special assessments, street utility fees, and storm drainage 
utility fees.

Use of financial assistance to develop accounting systems which 
measure depreciation and net investment more accurately.

Formulate an amendment to the Oregon constitution to authorize voters to 
approve special levies of up to 20 years in duration to pay for 
municipal infrastructure, and a strategy for securing the amendment’s 
enactment, including voter approval. The levies would be outside bal­
lot measure 5 limitations. The tax rate would be fixed, so the amount 
raised would rise with increases in assessed valuation associated with
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growth. Operations, repairs, and maintenance should be eligible for levy 
proceeds because ballot measure 5 constrains spending on them as well as 
on capital investments. As limited tax bonds, bonds repaid with such levies 
would carry higher interest rates than general obligation bonds, and so 
would be appropriate for state assistance to lower their interest costs.

Exemption of New Development from Six Percent Limitation
4. Formulate an amendment to the Oregon constitution to exempt new 

development from the six percent limitation on tax base growth, and a 
strategy for securing the amendment’s enactment, including voter ap­
proval. Consider piggybacking the amendment on an amendment written 
to authorize a sales tax, cap a sales tax in anticipation of later sales tax 
authorization, or otherwise to restructure Oregon’s tax system in response 
to ballot measure 5. (Six Percent Limitation Study, p. iv.)
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CONTRACTOR REPORTS 

Urban Growth Management Study

ECO Northwest, with David J. Newton Associates and MLP Associates for the 
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Ibid., "Urban Growth Management Study: Bend Case Study," November 1990.
Ibid., "Urban Growth Management Study: Brookings Case Study," November 
1990.

Ibid., "Urban Growth Management Study: Medford Case Study," November 
1990.

Ibid., "Urban Growth Management Study: Portland Case Study," November 
1990.

Deborah A. Howe, Ph.D., AICP, Portland State University Center for Urban 
Studies, for the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development, 
"Urban Growth Management Study: Review of Growth Management Strategies 
Used in Other States," February 1991

Lane Council of Governments for the Oregon Department of Land Conservation 
and Development, "Urban Growth Management Study: Annexation and Urban 
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METRO
Planning and Development 
2000 S.W. First Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201-5398 
(503) 221-1646

Memorandum

DATE: August 1, 1991

TO: Metropolitan Area Cities and Counties

FROM: Metro Councilor Jim Gardn9^:Chair, Urban Growth Management Plan Policy
Advisory Committee

SUB: Metro Council Adoption of the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objecjtives

On July 31, 1991, the Urban Growth Management Plan Policy Advisory Committee completed 
its work on the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives and the by-laws for the proposed 
Regional Policy Advisory Committee (RPAC). The recommendations of the Policy Advisory 
Committee have been forwarded to the Metro Council, and the following hearings and open 
houses have been scheduled as part of the adoption process:

Monday, August 26, 4:30 - 9:00 pm, Metro Council Chambers

- Open house to explain the goals and objectives and to assist citizens and 
others in the preparation of testimony.

Tuesday, August 27, 5:30 pm, Metro Council Chambers

- Public hearing before Metro Council Transportation and Planning 
Committee

Monday, September 9, 4:30 - 9:00 pm, Metro Council Chambers

— Open House to explain the goals and objectives and to assist citizens 
and others in the preparation of testimony

Tuesday, September 10, 5:30 pm, Metro Council Chambers

“ Public hearing before Metro Council Transportation and Planning 
Committee

Thursday, September 26, 5:30 pm, Metro Council Chambers 

— Public hearing before the full Metro Council
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Adopting the goals and objectives is the beginning of a regional planning partnership that I and 
the rest of the Policy Advisory Committee believe can effectively address the issues 
accompanying urban growth in our region. I believe that you’ll find considerable changes in the 
draft of the goals and objectives that have been submitted to the Metro Council, the Policy 
Advisory Committee has taken many of your comments to heart, as is evident in the revised 
document before you. Metro is committed to working closely with you in the years ahead and 
I look forward to your participation in this process.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Please feel free to contact myself, other Policy 
Advisory Committee members, or Ethan Seltzer or Mark Turpel in Metro’s Planning and 
Development Department should you have any questions. Additional copies of the materials 
attached are available through Metro’s Planning and Development Department.

cc: Metro Council
Urban Growth Management Plan Policy Advisory Committee 
City Managers 
County Administrators 
Planning Directors
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STAFF REPORT

ORDINANCE NO. 91-418: AN ORDINANCE REPEALING THE COLUMBIA REGION
ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS LAND USE GOALS AND 
OBJECTIVES AND ADOPTING THE REGIONAL URBAN 
GROWTH GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

July 30, 1991 Staff: Richard H. Carson 
Ethan Seltzer

BACKGROUND

Urban growth is changing the region. The growth experienced in the past five years, and 
expected in the next 20, is and will challenge this region’s distinctive urban quality of life. In 
addition, the urban land supply contained within the region’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 
is being consumed, and we are fast approaching a whole host of crucial policy questions 
regarding urban form. Metro’s enabling statutes called for the creation of regional land use 
goals and objectives to guide those policy discussions.

On December 22,1988, the Metro Council adopted the Urban Growth Boundary Periodic 
Review Workplan (Resolution No. 88-1021), directing staff to begin preparation of an "Urban 
Growth Management Plan". In addition to addressing the Periodic Review Notice for the Urban 
Growth Boundary, furnished to Metro by the Land Conservation and Development Commission, 
the worlq)lan identified the crafting of Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO’s) 
as the core of the proposed growth management planning effort. The purpose of the goals and 
objectives was to provide a policy framework for Metro’s management of the urban growth 
boundary, and for the coordination of Metro functional plans with that effort and each other. 
The goals and objectives, therefore, would provide the policy framework needed to address the 
urban form issues accompanying the growth of the metropolitan area.

In March of 1989, an Urban Growth Management Plan Policy Advisory Committee 
(PAC) and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) were appointed by the Council to guide the 
periodic review effort, including the preparation of the goals and objectives. Since April of 
1989, a period of 27 months, the PAC has met 28 times and the TAC has met 31 times. A brief 
chronology of the project is as follows:

March, 1989 
Fall, 1989

January, 1990 
July, 1990 
August, 1990 - 

January, 1991

PAC and TAC appointed.
Growth Issues Workshops held throughout the region for citizens, 
jurisdiction technical staff, and elected and appointed officials of 
cities, counties, school districts, and. special districts - 200 
participated.
First Annual Regional Growth Conference - 425 attended.
PAC completes first draft of RUGGO’s.

74 meetings held with cities, counties, citizen groups, public 
workshops, business organizations, and others to review and



March, 1991 
July, 1991

August, 1991

receive comment on PAC RUGGO draft.
Second Annual Regional Growth Conference - 720 attended. 
PAC completes review and revision of RUGGO’s based on fall 
review process comments and conference comments.
RUGGO’s transmitted to Council for adoption.

Other steps taken to make the development of the RUGGO’s a public process have included 
publication of "Metro Planning News" (12 issues to date, circulation of 5200 includes all 
jurisdictions, neighborhood associations, and CPO’s, as well as other interested organizations, 
individuals, and agencies). Mailing of PAC and TAC agenda materials to lists of about 130 each 
(including all planning directors in the region), and numerous public presentations, UGB tours, 
and participation in other public events.

The RUGGO’s are divided into two main sections. The first. Goal I, deals with the 
regional planning process. For the first time. Goal I explains the process that Metro will use 
for carrying out its regional planning responsibilities, and specifies the relationship between 
Metro planning authority, and the planning authority of cities and counties. In many respects, 
it is the first written explanation of the land use planning responsibilities given to Metro in its 
enabling legislation.

Goal I calls for the creation of a regional Citizen Involvement Committee to advise Metro 
on ways to better involve citizens in the regional planning program. Goal I also calls for the 
creation of an ongoing Regional Policy Advisory Committee-(RPAC) to provide advice to the 
Council regarding Metro’s regional planning program and activities. Significantly, Goal I limits 
the applicability of the RUGGO’s to Metro functional plans and management of the UGB. Any 
application of the RUGGO’s to the comprehensive plans of cities and counties can only occur 
through the preparation of a functional plan or through some aspect of the management of the 
UGB. The RUGGO’s do not apply directly to city and county comprehensive plans or to site- 
specific land use actions.

The second section. Goal II, deals with urban form. The RUGGO’s are not a plan, nor 
do they provide a single vision for the future development of the region. Rather, the RUGGO’s, 
in Goal II, provide a range of "building blocks" in response to the issues accompanying urban 
growth. The elements of Goal n can be arranged in a variety of ways, depending on the policy 
objectives of the region, and therefore suggest but do not specify alternative region^ 
development patterns. Goal n is envisioned as a starting point for Metro’s regional planning 
program, with further refinement and change expected as the next phases of planning work are 
completed.

The RUGGO’s will be used to guide the development of UGB amendment procedures, 
a central product expected of periodic review of the UGB. The RUGGO’s will also be used as 
the primary policy guidance for the Region 2040 Study, now being formulated jointly by the 
Transportation and the Planning and Development Departments.

1991.
Ordinance No. 91-418 will be before the Metro Council for first reading on August 8, 
The Transportation and Planning Committee has scheduled public hearings on the



ordinance on August 27, 1991, and September 10, 1991. The RUGGO’s will be back before 
the Metro Council for hearing and adoption on September 26,1991. To assist interested parties 
with preparing testimony, RUGGO "open houses" have been scheduled for August 26, 1991, 
and September 9, 1991, from 4:30 - 9:00 pm, Metro is sending out approximately 5500 fliers 
describing the RUGGO’s to publicize the hearings and the open houses. In addition, every 
jurisdiction in the region is receiving separate notification, and the hearings will be publicized 
through the news media. An additional 2500 fliers will be distributed by hand throughout the 
region through citizen, civic, and business organizations.

In addition to adopting the RUGGO’s, Ordinance 91-418 formally repeals the Columbia 
Region Association of Governments (CRAG) Goals and Objectives, adopted on September 30, 
1976, and left in place by the Legislature until Metro adopted its own goals and objectives. The 
CRAG goals and objectives are now out of date and represent a legal liability to all of Metro’s 
existing and anticipated planning efforts. Finally, accompanying the Ordinance to Council on 
September 26, 1991, will be a separate resolution for the adoption of the RPAC by-laws and 
comments on the proposed workplan for the next steps in this process.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Ordinance No. 91-418.

ES/es
7/30/91



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE 
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE REPEALING THE COLUMBIA ) 
REGION ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS )
LAND USE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES AND )
ADOPTING THE REGIONAL URBAN GROWTH )
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES )

ORDINANCE NO. 91-418 
Introduced by the 
Executive Officer

WHEREAS Metro has been directed by the Oregon State Legislature (Oregon Revised 

Statutes Chapter 268, Section 380(1)) to develop land use goals and objectives for the Portland 

metropolitan region. Prior to adoption of those goals and objectives, the Columbia Region 

Association of Governments (CRAG) Goals and Objectives, adopted September 30, 1976 by the 

CRAG Board, have remained in effect by operation of 1977 Oregon Laws, Chapter 665 Section 

25; and

WHEREAS Regional Goals and Objectives are intended to provide Metro with the policy 

framework needed to guide the District’s regional planning program. All Metro functional plans 

and its management of the Urban Growth-Boundary must be consistent with the District’s goals 

and objectives; and

WHEREAS Metro has forecasted population growth of about 310,000 within the existing 

urban growth boundary between 1989 and 2010. In addition, the changes accompanying urban 

growth have begun to affect quality of life in the region. This kind of growth and these kinds 

of changes are not unique to this region. However, maintaining the livability of this region as 

it grows requires a fundamental examination of the policy framework used by Metro to guide 

its regional planning; and

WHEREAS To comply with its statutory requirements and in recognition of the



challenges posed by urban growth, Metro elected to begin development of Regional Urban 

Growth Goals and Objectives in March of 1989. Policy and Technical Advisory Committees 

were formed, and have met continuously since then.

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY 

ORDAINS:

Section 1. The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives, included in this ordinance 

as Attachment A, is hereby adopted as Metro’s regional land use goals and objectives.

Section 2. Metro’s goals and objectives are consistent with the Statewide Land Use 

Planning Goals. Findings of consistency are included in this ordinance as Attachment B are 

hereby adopted.

Section 3. The CRAG Goals and Objectives, adopted September 30, 1976 by the CRAG 

Board, are hereby repealed and replaced by the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District 

this day of_____________________ ,1991.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

ES/es
7/30/91
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INTRODUCTION

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

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

2) provide a policy framework for guiding Metro’s regional planning program, 
principally its development of functional plans and management of the region’s urban 
growth boundary; and

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

The RUGGO’s are envisioned not as a final plan for the region, but as a starting point for 
developing a more focused vision for the future growth and development of the Portland area. 
Hence, the RUGGO’s are the building blocks with which the local governments, citizens, and 
other interests can begin to develop a shared view of the future.

This document begins with the broad outlines of that vision. There are two principal goals, the 
first dealing with the planning process and the second outlining substantive concerns related to 
urban form. The "subgoals" (in Goal II) and objectives clarify the goals. The planning 
activities reflect priority actions that need to be taken at a later date to refine and clarify the 
goals and objectives further.
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BACKGROUND STATEMENT

Planning for and managing the effects of urban growth in this metropolitan region involves 24 
cities, three counties, and more than 130 special service districts and school districts, including 
Metro. In addition, the State of Oregon, Tri-Met, the Port of Portland, and the Boundary 
Commission all make decisions which affect and respond to regional urban growth. Each of 
these jurisdictions and agencies has specific duties and powers which apply directly to the tasks 
of urban growth management.

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

Nonetheless, few models exist for coordinating growth management efforts in a metropolitan 
region. Further, although the legislature charged Metro with certain coordinating 
responsibilities, and gave it powers to accomplish that coordination, a participatory and 
cooperative structure for responding to that charge has never been stated.

As urban growth in the region generates issues requiring a multijurisdictional response, a 
"blueprint" for regional planning and coordination is critically needed. Although most would 
agree that there is a need for coordination, there is a wide range of opinion regarding how 
regional planning to address issues of regional significance should occur, and under what 
circumstances Metro should exercise its coordination powers.

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

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

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

“ the greatest growth in traffic and movement is within suburban areas, rather than 
between suburban areas and the central downtown district;

— in the year 2010 Metro projects that 70% of all "trips" made daily in the region will 
occur within suburban areas;

~ currently transit moves about 3% of the travellers in the region on an average
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workday;

— to this point the region has accommodated most forecasted growth on vacant land 
within the urban growth boundary, with redevelopment expected to accommodate very 
little of this growth;

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

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

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

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

I
I

The challenge is clear: if the Portland metropolitan area is going to be different than other 
places, and if it is to preserve its vaunted quality of life as an additional 485,000 people move 
into the 4-county urban area between 1989 and 2010, then a cooperative and participatory effort 
to address the issues of growth must begin now. Further, that effort needs to deal with the 
issues accompanying growth -- increasing traffic congestion, vanishing open space, speculative 
pressure on rurzd farm lands, rising housing costs, diminishing environmental quality ~ in a 
common framework. Ignoring vital links between these issues will limit the scope and 
effectiveness of our approach to managing urban growth.

Goal n provides that broad framework needed to address the issues accompanying urban growth.
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PLANNING FOR A VISION OF GROWTH IN THE 
PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA

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

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

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

The region must strive to protect and enhance its natural environment and significant natural 
resources. This can best be achieved by integrating the important aspects of the natural 
environment into a regional system of natural areas, open space and trails for wildlife and 
people. Special attention should be given to the development of infrastructure and public 
services in a manner that complements the natural environment.

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

Finally, the regional planning program must be one that is based on a cooperative process that 
involves the residents of the metropolitan area, as well as the many public and private interests. 
Particular attention must be given to the need for effective partnerships with local governments 
because they will have a major responsibility in implementing the vision. It is important to 
consider the diversity of the region’s communities when integrating local comprehensive plans 
into the pattern of regional growth.
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GOAL I; REGIONAL PLANNING PROCESS 

Regional planning in the metropolitan area shall:

I.i) identify and designate areas and activities of metropolis significance through a 
participatory process involving citizens, cities, counties, special districts, school 
districts, and state and regional agencies;

I.ii) occur in a cooperative manner in order to avoid creating duplicative processes, 
standards, and/or governmental roles.

These goals and objectives shall only apply to acknowledged comprehensive plans of cities and 
counties when implemented through fonctional plans or the acknowledged urban growth 
boundary plan.

OBJECTIVE 1. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

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

1.1 - Regional Citizen Involvement Coordinating Committee - Metro shall establish a 
Regional Citizen Involvement Coordinating Committee to assist with the development of 
its citizen involvement program and to advise the Regional Policy Advisory Committee 
regarding ways to best involve citizens in regional planning activities.

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

OBJECTIVE 2. REGIONAL POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

The Metro Council shall establish a Regional Policy Advisory Committee to:

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

2.ii) serve as a forum for identifying and discussing areas and activities of 
metropolitan or subregional significance; and
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2.iii) provide an avenue for involving all cities and counties and other interests 
in the development and implementation of growth management strategies.

2.1 - Regional Policy Advisory Committee Composition - The Regional Policy Advisory 
Committee (RPAC) shall be chosen according to the by-laws adopted by the Metro 
Council. The voting membership shall include elected officials of cities, counties, and 
the Metro Council as well as representatives of the State of Oregon and citizens. The 
composition of the Committee shall reflect the partnership that must exist among 
implementing jurisdictions in order to effectively address areas and activities of 
metropolitan significance, with a majority of the voting members being elected officials 
from within the Metro District boundaries.

2.2 - Advisory Committees - The Metro Council, consistent with the RPAC by-laws, 
shall appoint technical advisory committees, task forces, and other bodies as it and the 
Regional Policy Advisory Committee determine a need for such bodies.

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

OBJECTIVE 3. APPLICABILITY OF REGIONAL URBAN GROWTH GOALS AND 
OBJECTIVES

These Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives have been developed pursuant to ORS 
268.380(1). Therefore, they comprise neither a comprehensive plan under ORS 197.015(5) nor 
a functional plan under ORS 268.390(2). All functional plans prepared by Metro shall be 
consistent with these goals and objectives. Metro’s management of the Urban Growth Boundary 
shall be guided by standards and procedures which must be consistent with these goals and 
objectives. These goals and objectives shall not apply directly to site-specific land use actions, 
including amendments of the urban growth boundary.

These Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives shall apply to adopted and acknowledged 
comprehensive land use plans as follows:

3.i) A regional functional plan, itself consistent with these goals and objectives, 
may recommend or require amendments to adopted and acknowledged 
comprehensive land use plans; or

3.ii) The management and periodic review of Metro’s acknowledged Urban 
Growth Boundary Plan, itself consistent with these goals and objectives, may 
require changes in adopted and acknowledged land use plans; or
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3.iii) The Regional Policy Advisory Committee may identify and propose issues 
of regional concern, related to or derived from these goals and objectives, for 
consideration by cities and counties at the time of periodic review of their adopted 
and acknowledged comprehensive plans.

3.1 - Urban Growth Boundary Plan - The Urban Growth Boundary Plan has two 
components:

3.1.1) The acknowledged urban growth boundary line; and

3.1.2) Acknowledged procedures and standards for amending the urban growth 
boundary line.

Metro’s Urban Growth Boundary is not a regional comprehensive plan but a provision 
of the comprehensive plans of the local governments within its boundaries. The location 
of the urban growth boundary line shall be consistent with applicable statewide planning 
goals and these goals and objectives. Amendments to the urban growth boundary line 
shall demonstrate consistency only with the acknowledged procedures and standards.

3.2 - Functional Plans - Regional functional plans containing recommendations for 
comprehensive planning by cities and counties may or may not involve land use 
decisions. Functional plans are not required by the enabling statute to include findings 
of consistency with statewide land use planning goals. If provisions in a functional plan, 
or actions implementing a functional plan require changes in an adopted and 
acknowledged comprehensive land use plan, then that action may be a land use action 
required to be consistent with the statewide planning goals.

3.3 - Periodic Review of Comprehensive Land Use Plans - At the time of periodic 
review for comprehensive land use plans in the region the Regional Policy Advisory 
Committee:1

3.3.1) shall assist Metro with the identification of functional plan provisions or 
changes in functional plans adopted since the last periodic review for inclusion 
in periodic review notices as changes in law; and

3.3.2) may provide comments during the periodic review of adopted and 
acknowledged comprehensive plans on issues of regional concern.

3.4 - Periodic Review of the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives - If statute 
changes are made to ORS 197 to allow acknowledgement of these goals and objectives 
as the means for meeting the statutory requirement that these goals and objectives be 
consistent with statewide planning goals, then this section will apply. The Regional 
Policy Advisory Committee shall consider the periodic review notice for these goals and 
objectives and recommend a periodic review process for adoption by the Metro Council.

8
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OBJECTIVE 4. IMPLEMENTATION ROLES

Regional planning and the implementation of these Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives 
shall recognize the inter-relationships between cities, counties, special districts, Metro, regional 
agencies, and the State, and their unique capabilities and roles.

4.1 - Metro Role - Metro shall:

4.1.1) identify and designate areas and activities of metropolitan significance;

4.1.2) provide staff and technical resources to support the activities of the 
Regional Policy Advisory Committee;

4.1.3) serve as a technical resource for cities, counties, and other jurisdictions 
and agencies;

4.1.4) facilitate a broad-based regional discussion to identify appropriate strategies 
for responding to those issues of metropolitan significance; and

4.1.5) coordinate the efforts of cities, counties, special districts, and the state to 
implement adopted strategies.

4.2 - Role of Cities -

4.2.1) adopt and amend comprehensive plans;

4.2.2) identify potential areas and activities of metropolitan significance;

4.2.3) cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas and 
activities of metropolitan significance;

4.2.4) participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives.

4.3 - Role of Counties -

4.3.1) adopt and amend comprehensive plans;

4.3.2) identify potential areas and activities of metropolitan significance;

4.3.3) cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas and 
activities of metropolitan significance;

4.3.4) participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives.
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4.4 - Role of Special Service Districts - Assist Metro with the identification of areas and 
activities of metropolitan significance and the development of strategies to address them, 
and participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives.

4.5 - Role of the State of Oregon - Advise Metro regarding the identification of areas and 
activities of metropolitan significance and the development of strategies to address them, 
and participate in the review and refinement of these goals and objectives.

OBJECTIVES. FUNCTIONAL PLANNING PROCESS

Functional plans are limited purpose plans, consistent with these goals and objectives, which 
address designated areas and activities of metropolitan significance.

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

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

5.2.1) The Regional Policy Advisory Committee may recommend that the Metro 
Council adopt findings designating an area or activity of metropolitan significance 
for which a functional plan should be prepared; or

5.2.2) The Metro Council may propose the preparation of a functional plan to 
designate an area or activity of metropolitan significance, and refer that proposal 
to the Regional Policy Advisory Committee.

Upon the Metro Council adopting factual reasons for the development of a new functional 
plan, the Regional Policy Advisory Committee shall oversee the preparation of the plan, 
consistent with these goals and objectives and the reasons cited by the Metro Council. 
After preparing the plan and seeking broad public and local government consensus, using 
existing citizen involvement processes established by cities, counties, and Metro, the 
Regional Policy Advisory Committee may propose the plan to the Metro Council for 
adoption. The Metro Council may act to resolve conflicts or problems impeding the 
development of a new functional plan should such conflicts or problems prevent the 
Regional Policy Advisory Committee from completing its work in a timely or orderly 
manner.

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

5.2. A) adopt the proposed functional plan; or

10
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5.2. B) refer the proposed functional plan to the Regional Policy Advisory 
Committee in order to consider amendments to the proposed plan prior to 
adoption; or

5.2. C) amend and adopt the proposed functional plan; or

5.2. D) reject the proposed functional plan.

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

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

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

5.3.2) After Metro staff review, the Regional Policy Advisory Committee shall 
consult the affected jurisdictions and attempt to resolve any apparent or potential 
inconsistencies.

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

5.3.4) The Metro Council shall review the Regional Policy Advisory Committee 
report and hold a public hearing on any unresolved issues. The Council may 
decide to:

5.3.4. a) amend the adopted regional functional plan; or

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

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

11
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OBJECTIVE 6. AMENDMENTS TO THE REGIONAL URBAN GROWTH GOALS 
AND OBJECTIVES

The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives shall be reviewed at regular intervals or at 
other times determined jointly by the Regional Policy Advisory Committee and the Metro 
Council. Any review and amendment process shall involve a broad cross-section of citizen and 
jurisdictional interests, and shall be conducted by the Regional Policy Advisory Committee 
consistent with Goal 1: Regional Planning Process. Proposals for amendments shall receive 
broad public and local government review prior to final Metro Council action.

6.1 - Impact of Amendments - At the time of adoption of amendments to these goals and 
objectives, the Metro Council shall determine whether amendments to adopted functional 
plans or the acknowledged regional urban growth boundary are necessary. If 
amendments to adopted functional plans are necessary, the Metro Council shall act on 
amendments to applicable functional plans after referral of proposed amendments to the 
Regional Policy Advisory Committee. All amendment proposals will include the date 
and method through which they may become effective, should they be adopted. 
Amendments to the acknowledged regional urban growth boundary will be considered 
under acknowledged urban growth boundary amendment procedures incorporated in the 
Metro Code.

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

GOAL H; URBAN FORM

The livability of the urban region should be maintained and enhanced through initiatives which: 

n.i) preserve environmental quality;

n.ii) coordinate the development of jobs, housing, and public services and facilities; and

n.iii) inter-relate the benefits and consequences of growth in one part of the region with 
the benefits and consequences of growth in another.

Urban form, therefore, describes an overall framework within which regional urban growth 
management can occur. Clearly stating objectives for urban form, and pursuing them 
comprehensively provides the focal strategy for rising to the challenges posed by the growth 
trends present in the region today.

12
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n.l; NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

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

OBJECTIVE 7. WATER RESOURCES

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

7.1 Formulate Strategy - A long-term strategy, coordinated by the jurisdictions and 
agencies charged with planning and managing water resources, shall be developed to 
comply with state and federal requirements for drinking water, to sustain beneficial water 
uses, and to accommodate growth.

Planning Activities:

Planning programs for water resources management shall be evaluated to determine the 
ability of current efforts to accomplish the following, and recommendations for changes 
in these programs will be made if they are found to be inadequate:

“ Identify the future resource needs of the region for municipal and industrial water 
supply, irrigation, fisheries, recreation, wildlife, environmental standards and aesthetic 
amenities;

“ Monitor water quality and quantity trends vis-a-vis beneficial use standards adopted 
by federal, state, regional, and local governments for specific water resources important 
to the region;

— Evaluate the cost-effectiveness of alternative water resource management scenarios, 
and the use of conservation for both cost containment and resource management; and

— Preserve, create, or enhance natural water features for use as elements in nonstructural 
approaches to managing stormwater and water quality.

OBJECTIVES. AIR QUALITY

Air quality shall be protected and enhanced so that growth can occur and human health is 
unimpaired. Visibility of the Cascades and the Coast Range from within the region should be 
maintained.

8.1 Strategies for planning and managing air quality in the regional airshed shall be 
included in the State Implementation Plan for the Portland-Vancouver air quality

13
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maintenance area as required by the Federal Clean Air Act.

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

8.3 The region, working with the state, shall pursue the consolidation of the Oregon and 
Clark County Air Quality Management Areas.

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

Planning Activities:

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

— Outlines existing and forecast air quality problems;

— Identifies prudent and equitable market based and regulatory strategies for 
addressing present and probable air quality problems throughout the region;

~ Evaluates standards for visibility; and

“ Implements an air quality monitoring program to assess compliance with local, 
state, and federal air quality requirements.

OBJECTIVE 9. NATURAL AREAS, PARKS AND WILDLIFE HABITAT

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

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

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

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

9.2.2) A region-wide system of linked significant wildlife habitats should be 
developed.

14
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9.2.3) A Willamette River Greenway Plan for the region should be implemented 
by the turn of the century.

Planning Activities:

1) Inventory existing open space and open space opportunities to determine areas 
within the region where open space deficiencies exist now, or will in the future, 
given adopted land use plans and growth trends.

2) Assess current and future active recreational land needs. Target acreages should 
be developed for neighborhood, community, and regional parks, as well as for 
other types of open space in order to meet local needs while sharing responsibility 
for meeting metropolitan open space demands.

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

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

OBJECTIVE 10. PROTECTION OF AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCE
LANDS

Agricultural and forest resource land outside the urban growth boundary shall be protected from 
urbanization, and accounted for in regional economic and development plans.

10.1 Rural Resource Lands - Rural resource lands outside the urban growth boundary
which have significant resource value should actively be protected from urbanization.

10.2 Urban Expansion - Expansion of the urban growth boundary shall occur in urban
reserves, established consistent with Objective 15.3.

Planning Activities:

A regional economic opportunities analysis shall include consideration of the agricultural
and forest products economy associated with lands adjacent to or near the urban area.
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n.2: BUILT ENVIRONMENT

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

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

n.2.ii) the provision of infrastructure and critical public services concurrent with the 
pace of urban growth;

n.2.iii) the integration of land use planning and economic development programs;

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

n.2.v) the continued evolution of regional economic opportunity; and

n.2.vi) the creation of a balanced transportation system, less dependent on the private 
automobile, supported by both the use of emerging technology and the collocation of 
jobs, housing, commercial activity, parks and open space.

OBJECTIVE 11. HOUSING

There shall be a diverse range of housing types available inside the UGB, for rent or purchase 
at costs in balance with the range of household incomes in the region. Low and moderate 
income housing needs should be addressed throughout the region. Housing densities should be 
supportive of adopted public policy for the development of the regional transportation system 
and designated mixed use urban centers.

Planning Activities:

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

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

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

However, it is now time to develop a new regional housing policy that directly addresses 
the requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 10, in particular:

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

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

3) Housing Affordability - A housing needs analysis shall be carried out to assess
' the adequacy of the supply of housing for rent and/or sale at prices for low and

moderate income households. If, following that needs analysis, certain income 
groups in the region are found to not have affordable housing available to them, 
strategies shall be developed to focus land use policy and public and private 
investment towards meeting that need.

4) The uses of public policy and investment to encourage the development of 
housing in locations near employment that is affordable to employees in those 
enterprises shall be evaluated and, where feasible, implemented.

OBJECTIVE 12. PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES

Public services and facilities including but not limited to public safety, water and sewerage 
systems, parks, libraries, the solid waste management system, stormwater management facilities, 
and transportation should be planned and developed to:

12.i) minimize cost;

12.ii) maximize service efficiencies and coordination;

12.iii) result in net improvements in environmental quality and the conservation 
of natural resources;

12.iv) keep pace with growth while preventing any loss of existing service levels 
and achieving planned service levels;

12.v) use energy efficiently; and

12.vi) shape and direct growth to meet local and regional objectives.

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

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

12.3 Timing - The region should seek the provision of public facilities ahd services at 
the time of new urban growth.

Planning Activities:

1) Inventory current and projected public facilities and services needs throughout the 
region, as described in adopted and acknowledged public facilities plans.

2) Identify opportunities for and barriers to achieving concurrency in the region.

3) Develop financial tools and techniques to enable cities, counties, school districts, 
special districts, Metro and the State to secure the funds necessary to achieve 
concurrency.

4) Develop tools and strategies for better linking planning for school, library, and 
park facilities to the land use planning process.

OBJECTIVE 13. TRANSPORTATION

A regional transportation system shall be developed which:

13.i) reduces reliance on a single mode of transportation through development 
of a balanced transportation system which employs highways, transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements, and system and demand management, where 
appropriate.

13.ii) provides adequate levels of mobility consistent with local comprehensive 
plans and state and regional policies and plans;

13.iii) encourages energy efficiency;

13.iv) recognizes financial constraints; and

13.v) minimizes the environmental impacts of system development, operations, 
and maintenance.

13.1 System Priorities - In developing new regional transportation system infrastructure, 
the highest priority should be meeting the mobility needs of mixed use urban centers.
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when designated. Such needs, associated with ensuring access to jobs, housing, and 
shopping within and among those centers, should be assessed and met through a 
combination of intensifying land uses and increasing transportation system capacity so 
as to minimize negative impacts on environmental quality, urban form, and urban design.

13.2 Environmental Considerations - Planning for the regional transportation system 
should seek to:

13.2.1) reduce the region’s transportation-related energy consumption through 
increased use of transit, carpools, vanpools, bicycles and walking;

13.2.2) maintain the region’s air quality (see Objective 8: Air Quality); and

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

13.3 Transportation Balance - Although the predominant form of transportation is the 
private automobile, planning for and development of the regional transportation system 
should seek to:

13.3.1) reduce automobile dependency, especially the use of single-occupancy 
vehicles;

13.3.2) increase the use of transit through both expanding transit service and 
addressing a broad range of requirements for making transit competitive with the 
private automobile; and

13.3.3) encourage bicycle and pedestrian movement through the location and 
design of land uses.

Planning Activities:

1) Build on existing mechanisms for coordinating transportation planning in the 
region by:

• identifying the role for local transportation system improvements and relationship 
between local, regional, and state transportation system improvements in region^ 
transportation plans;

• clarifying institutional roles, especially for plan implementation, in local, 
regional, and state transportation plans; and
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• including plans and policies for the inter-regional movement of people and goods 
by rail, ship, barge, and air in regional transportation plans.

2) Structural barriers to mobility for transportation disadvantaged populations should 
be assessed in the current and planned regional transportation system and 
addressed through a comprehensive program of transportation and non­
transportation system based actions.

3) The needs for movement of goods via trucks, rail, and barge should be assessed 
and addressed through a coordinated program of transportation system 
improvements and actions to affect the location of trip generating activities.

4) Transportation-related guidelines and standards for designating mixed use urban 
centers shall be developed.

OBJECTIVE 14. ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

Public policy should encourage the development of a diverse and sufficient supply of jobs, 
especially family wage jobs, in appropriate locations throughout the region. Expansions of the 
urban growth boundary for industrial or commercial purposes shall occur in locations consistent 
with these Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives.

Planning Activities:

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

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

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

“ link job development efforts with an active and comprehensive program 
of training and education to improve the overall quality of the region’s 
labor force. In particular, new strategies to provide labor training and 
education should focus on the needs of economically disadvantaged, 
minority, and elderly populations.
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2) An assessment should be made of the potential for redevelopment and/or 
intensification of use of existing commercial and industrial land resources in the 
region.

n.3: GROWTH MANAGEMENT

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

n.3.i) the evolution of an efficient urbanigrowth form which reduces sprawl;

n.3.ii) a clear distinction between urban and rural lands; and

n.3.iii) recognition of the inter-relationship between development of vacant land and 
redevelopment objectives in all parts of the urban region.

OBJECTIVE 15. URBAN/RURAL TRANSITION

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

15.1 Boundary Features - The Metro urban growth boundary should be located using 
natural and built features, including roads, drainage divides, floodplains, powerlines, 
major topographic features, and historic patterns of land use or settlement.

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

15.3 Urban Reserves - Thirty-year "urban reserves", adopted for purposes of 
coordinating planning and delineating areas for future urban expansion, should be 
identified consistent with these goals and objectives, and reviewed by Metro every 15 
years.

15.3.1 Establishment of urban reserves will take into account:

15.3.l.a) The efficiency with which the proposed reserve can be provided 
with urban services in the future;

15.3.1 .b) The unique land needs of specific urban activities assessed from
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a regional perspective;

15.3.1. c) The provision of green spaces between communities;

15.3.1. d) The efficiencies with which the proposed reserve can be 
urbanized;

15.3. l.e) The proximity of jobs and housing to each other;

15.3.1. f) The balance of growth opportunities throughout the region so 
that the costs and benefits can be shared;

15.3.1. g) The impact on the regional transportation system; and

15.3.1. h) The protection of farm and forest resource lands from 
urbanization.

Inclusion of land in an urban reserve shall be preceded by consideration of all of 
the above factors.

15.3.2 In addressing 15.3.1(h), the following hierarchy should be used for 
identifying priority sites for urban reserves:

15.3.2. a) First, propose such reserves on rural lands excepted from 
Statewide Planning goals 3 and 4 in adopted and acknowledged county 
comprehensive plans. This recognizes that small amounts of rurd 
resource land adjacent to or surrounded by those exception lands may be 
necessary for inclusion in the proposal to improve the efficiency of the 
future urban growth boundary amendment.

15.3.2. b) Second, consider secondary forest resource lands, or
equivalent, as defined by the state.

15.3.2. C) Third, consider secondary agricultural resource lands, or 
equivalent, as defined by the state.

15.3.2. d) Fourth, consider primary forest resource lands, or equivalent, 
as defined by the state.

15.3.2. e) Finally, when all other options are exhausted, consider primary 
agricultural lands, or equivalent, as defined by the state.

15.3.3 Expansion of the urban growth boundary shall occur consistent with 
Objectives 16 and 17. Where urban land is adjacent to rural lands outside of an
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urban reserve, Metro will work with affected cities and counties to ensure that 
urban uses do not significantly affect the use or condition of the rural land. 
Where urban land is adjacent to lands within an urban reserve that may someday 
be included within the urban growth boundary, Metro will work with affect^ 
cities and counties to ensure that rural development does not create obstacles to 
efficient urbanization in the future.

Planning Activities:

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

2) The prospect of creating transportation and other links between the urban 
economy within the Metro Urban Growth Boundary and other urban areas in the 
state should be investigated as a means for better utilizing Oregon’s urban land 
and human resources.

3) The use of greenbelts for creating a clear distinction between urban and rural 
lands, and for creating linkages between communities, should be explored.

4) The region, working with the state and other urban communities in the northern 
Willamette Valley, should evaluate the opportunities for accommodating 
forecasted urban growth in urban areas outside of and not adjacent to the present 
urban growth boundary.

OBJECTIVE 16. DEVELOPED URBAN LAND

Opportunities for and obstacles to the continued development and redevelopment of existing 
urban land shall be identified and actively addressed. A combination of regulations and 
incentives shall be employed to ensure that the prospect of living, working, and doing business 
in those locations remains attractive to a wide range of households and employers.

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

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

16.2 Portland Central City - The Central City area of Portland is an area of regional and 
state significance for commercial, economic, cultural, tourism, government, and 
transportation functions. State and regional policy and public investment should continue 
to recognize this special significance.

16.3 Mixed Use Urban Centers - The region shall evaluate and designate mixed use 
urban centers. A "mixed use urban center" is a mixed use node of relatively high 
density, supportive of non-auto based transportation modes, and supported by sufficient 
public facilities and services, parks, open space, and other urban amenities. Upon 
identification of mixed use urban centers, state, regional, and local policy and investment 
shall be coordinated to achieve development objectives for those places. Minimum 
targets for transit:highway mode split, jobs:housihg balance, and minimum housing 
density may be associated with those public investments.

New mixed use urban centers shall be sited with respect to a system of such centers in 
the region, and shall not significantly affect regional goals for existing centers, the 
transportation system, and other public services and facilities.

Planning Activities:

1) Metro’s assessment of redevelopment and infill potential in the region shall 
include but not be limited to:

a) An inventory of parcels where the assessed value of improvements is 
less than the assessed value of the land.

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

c) An assessment of the impacts on the cost of housing of redevelopment 
versus expansion of the urban growth boundary.

d) An assessment of the impediments to redevelopment and infill posed
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by existing urban land uses or conditions.

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

3) Cities and their neighborhoods should be recognized as the focal points for this 
region’s urban diversity. Actions should be identified to reinforce the role of 
existing downtowns in maintaining the strength of urban communities.

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

5) Criteria shall be developed to guide the potential designation of mixed use urban 
centers. The development and application of such criteria will address the 
specific area to be included in the center, the type and amount of uses it is to 
eventually contain, the steps to be taken to encourage public and private 
investment. Existing and possible future mixed use urban centers will be 
evaluated as to their current functions, potentials, and need for future public and 
private investment. Strategies to meet the needs of the individual centers will be 
developed. The implications of both limiting and not limiting the location of 
large scale office and retail development in mixed use urban centers shall be 
evaluated.

OBJECTIVE 17. URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

The regional urban growth boundary, a long-term planning tool, shall separate urbanizable from 
rural land, be based in aggregate on the region’s 20-year projected need for urban land, and be 
located consistent with statewide planning goals and these Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives. In the location, amendment, and management of the regional urban growth 
boundary, Metro shall seek to improve Jhe functional value of the boundary.

17.1 Expansion into Urban Reserves - Upon demonstrating a need for additional urban 
land, major and legislative urban growth boundary amendments shall only occur within 
urban reserves unless it can be demonstrated that Statewide Planning Goal 14 cannot be 
met for the urban region through use of urban reserve lands.

17.2 Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Process - Criteria for amending the urban 
growth boundary shall be derived from statewide planning goals 2 and 14 and relevant 
portions of the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives.

17.2.1) Major Amendments - Proposes for major amendment of the UGB shall
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be made primarily through a legislative process in conjunction with the 
development and adoption of regional forecasts for population and employment 
growth. The amendment process will be initiated by a Metro finding of need, 
and involve local governments, special districts, citizens, and other interests.

17.2.2) Locational Adjustments - Locational adjustments of the UGB shall be 
brought to Metro by cities, counties, and/or property owners based on public 
facility plans in adopted and acknowledged comprehensive plans.

OBJECTIVE 18. URBAN DESIGN

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

18.i) the recognition and protection of critical open space features in the region;

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

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

18.111. a) is pedestrian "friendly" and reduces auto dependence;

18.111. b) encourages transit use;

18.111. c) reinforces nodal, mixed use, neighborhood oriented design;

18.111. d) includes concentrated, high density, mixed use urban centers developed 
in relation to the region’s transit system; and

18.111. e) is responsive to needs for privacy, community, and personal safety in an 
urban setting.

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

Planning Activities:

1) A regional landscape analysis shall be undertaken to inventory and analyze the 
relationship between the built and natural environments and to identify key open 
space, topographic, natural resource, cultural, and architectural features which 
should be protected or provided as urban growth occurs.
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2) Model guidelines and standards shall be developed which expand the range of 
tools available to jurisdictions for accommodating change in ways compatible with 
neighborhoods and communities while addressing this objective.

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

Areas and Activities of Metropolitan Significance. A program, resource, or issue, affecting 
or arising from the orderly, efficient and environmentally sound development of the region, that 
can be factually demonstrated to require a coordinated multijurisdictional response.

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

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

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

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

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

Functional Plan. A limited purpose multijurisdictional plan which carries forward strategies 
to address identified areas and activities of metropolitan significance.

Housing Affordability. The availability of housing such that no more than 30% (an index 
derived from federal, state, and local housing agencies) of the monthly income of the household 
need be spent on shelter.

Infill. New development on a parcel or parcels of less than one contiguous acre located within 
the urban growth boundary.
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Infrastructure. Roads, water systems, sewage systems, systems for stormdrainage, bridges, 
and other facilities developed to support the functioning of the developed portions of the 
environment.

Key or Critical Public Facilities and Services. Basic facilities that are primarily planned for 
by local government but which also may be provided by private enterprise and are essential to 
the support of more intensive development, including transportation, water supply, sewage, 
parks, and solid waste disposal.

Local Comprehensive Flan. A generalized, coordinated land use map and policy statement of 
the governing body of a city or county that inter-relates all functional and natural systems and 
activities related to the use of land, consistent with state law.

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

I

Mixed Use Urban Center. A "mixed use urban center" is a designated location for a mix of 
relatively high density office space, commercial activity, residential uses, and supporting public 
facilities and services, parks and public places. There will be a limited number of these centers 
designated in the region, and they will be characterized by design elements which work to 
minimize the need to make trips by automobile either to or within a center. State, regional, and 
local policy and investment will be coordinated tb achieve development and functional objectives 
for these centers.

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

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

Urban Growth Boundary. A boundary which identities urbanizable lands to be planned and 
serviced to support urban development densities, and which separates urbanizable lands from 
rural lands.
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1 Urban Reserve. An area adjacent to the present urban growth boundary that would provide
2 priority locations for any future urban growth boundary amendments. Urban reserves are
3 intended to provide cities, counties, other service providers, and both urban and rural land
4 owners with a greater degree of certainty regarding future regional urban form than presently
5 exists. Whereas the urban growth boundary describes an area needed to accommodate the urban
6 growth forecasted over a twenty year period, the urban reserves describe an area capable of
7 accommodating the growth expected for an additional 30 years. Therefore, the urban growth
8 boundary and the urban reserves together provide the region with a 50-year planning area.
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ATTACHMENT B - FINDINGS OF STATEWIDE GOAL CONSISTENCY

NOTE: Attachment B will be completed prior to the Metro Council hearing on September
26, 1991. In the interim, questions pertaining to Statewide Planning Goal 
Consistency can be referred to either Larry Shaw or Ethan Seltzer.



STAFF REPORT 

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1489: A RESOLUTION ADOPTING BY-LAWS FOR THE 
REGIONAL POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

August 1, 1991 Staff: Richard H. Carson 
Ethan Seltzer

Background

The Urban Growth Management Plan Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) has 
recommended the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO’s) to the Metro 
Council for adoption. The RUGGO’s have two main goals. The first, Goal I: Regional 
Planning Process, provides a written description of the way in which Metro will address areas 
and activities of metropolitan significance, consistent with its enabling statute (ORS Chapter 
268).

Central to that goal is the creation of an ongoing Regional Policy Advisory Committee 
(RPAC), which would succeed the present PAC. The RPAC would be established as an 
advisory committee for the Metro Council. The RPAC is proposed to have the following 
purposes:

a. To provide advice and recommendations for the development and review of Metro’s 
regional planning activities, including implementation of the Regional Urban Growth 
Goals and Objectives, development of new functional plans, and periodic review of the 
region’s urban growth boundary.

b. To create a forum for identifying and discussing areas and activities of metropolitan 
significance.

c. To involve all cities, counties, and other interests in the development and 
implementation of growth management strategies.

d. To coordinate its activities with the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on 
Transportation (JPACT) so that regional transportation planning is linked and consistent 
with regional growth management efforts.

e. To review and comment, as needed, on the regional land use and growth management 
issues affecting or affected by local comprehensive plans or plans of state and regional 
agencies. RPAC is not intended to routinely review land use decisions or plan 
amendments in the region.

1



f. To discuss and make recommendations on land use and growth management issues 
of regional or subregional significance.

g. To establish a coordinating link with Vancouver and Clark County, Washington, and 
other parts of the state of Oregon to address land use and growth management issues of 
common interest.

The PAC had considerable discussion about the membership and duties of RPAC. The 
PAC concluded that a majority of the membership should be drawn from elected officials in the 
region, and that special interests should be represented on technical committees rather than on 
RPAC itself. The PAC also concluded that those represented on RPAC should be able to choose 
their representatives. Some PAC members felt that Metro Councilors should not be represented 
on a committee designed to provide the Council with advice. However, on two separate 
occasions, a significant majority of the PAC members felt that Metro Councilors should be oh 
the RPAC in order to ensure complete communication between RPAC and the Council.

I

The PAC also spent a considerable amount of time discussing the selection process for 
the citizen members. Ideally there would be an established citizens’ forum that could take 
responsibility for these selections. However, that forum does not yet exist regionwide. Goal 
I of the RUGGO’s calls for the creation of a regional citizen involvement coordinating 
committee. The PAC would like that group to eventually oversee the appointment of citizen 
members, and has limited the citizen terms on RPAC to two years to allow that citizens’ body 
time to organize and develop a process.

To facilitate the creation of RPAC, the PAC has developed by-laws which specify the 
duties, powers, and membership of the committee. These have been submitted to the Metro 
Council for adoption in conjunction with Council action on Ordinance No. 91-418, adopting the 
proposed RUGGO’s. The PAC added a sunset clause to the by-laws in recognition of the fact 
that the RPAC structure and performance should be evaluate after it has had a chance to 
operate for a period of three years.

Executive Officer’s Recommendation

Adopt Resolution No. 91-1489 and initiate the creation of RPAC.



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE 
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING BY-LAWS FOR ) 
THE REGIONAL POLICY ADVISORY )
COMMITTEE )

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1489 
INTRODUCED BY THE 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER

WHEREAS Metro’s regional planning program requires a partnership with cities, 

counties, and citizens in the region; and

WHEREAS That partnership is described in Goal I of the Regional Urban Growth Goals 

and Objectives, recommended to the Metro Council for adoption by the Urban Growth 

Management Plan Policy Advisory Committee; and

WHEREAS Implementing that partnership is intended to occur, in large part, through the 

creation of an on-going Regional Policy Advisory Committee (RPAC) to provide a forum for 

discussing, and advise the Metro Council on ways to address, areas and activities of metropolitan 

significance; and

WHEREAS Creating the RPAC requires by-laws which describe the membership, 

powers, and duties of that committee; and

WHEREAS The Urban Growth Management Plan Policy Advisory Committee has 

prepared and proposed to the Metro Council a set of by-laws for RPAC; now, therefore.

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the by-laws for the Regional Policy Advisory Committee, dated August 1,1991, 

and attached to this resolution as Attachment A, are hereby adopted.



2. That the Metro Council directs the Presiding Officer to initiate the creation of the 

Regional Policy Advisory Committee within 30 days of the adoption of this resolution.

ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT this

day of _ 1991.

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ES/es: 8/1/91



ATTACHMENT A
Regional Policy Advisory Committee By-Laws 

August 1, 1991

Article I

This committee shall be known as the REGIONAL POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
(RPAC).

Article n
MISSION AND PURPOSE

Section 1. It is the mission of RPAC to advise and recommend actions to the Metro 
Council as it creates and implements a participatory regional planning partnership to address 
areas and activities of metropolitan significance.

Section 2. The purposes of RPAC are as follows:

a. To provide advice and recommendations for the development and review of Metro’s 
regional planning activities; including implementation of the Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives, development of new functional plans, and periodic review of the region’s urban 
growth boundary.

b. To create a forum for identifying and discussing areas and activities of metropolitan 
significance.

c. To involve all cities, counties, and other interests in the development and 
implementation of growth management strategies.

d. To coordinate its activities with the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on 
Transportation (JPACT) so that regional transportation planning is linked and consistent with 
regional growth management efforts.

e. To review and comment, as needed, on the regional land use and growth management 
issues affecting or affected by local comprehensive plans or plans of state and regional agencies. 
RPAC is not intended to routinely review land use decisions or plan amendments in the region.

f. To discuss and make recommendations on land use and growth management issues 
of regional or subregional significance.

g. To establish a coordinating link with Vancouver and Clark County, Washington, and



other parts of the state of Oregon to address land use and growth management issues of common 
interest.

Article III.
COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

Section 1. Membership

a. The Committee will be made up of representatives of the following:

Multnomah County Commission 
Citizens of Multnomah County 
Largest City in Multnomah County (excluding Portland)
Cities in Multnomah County

City of Portland

Clackamas County Commission 
Citizens of Clackamas County 
Largest City in Clackamas County 
Cities in Clackamas County

Washington County Commission 
Citizens of Washington County 
Largest City in Washington County 
Cities in Washington County

Metro Council

State Agency Council

TOTAL 17

b. Members from jurisdictions shall be elected officials.

c. Alternates shall be appointed to serve in the absence of the regular members.

d. Members and alternates shall be capable of representing the policy interests of their 
jurisdiction, agency, or constituency at all meetings of the Committee.

Section 2. Appointment of Members and Alternates

a. Members and alternates from the City of Portland, the Counties of Multnomah, 
Clackamas, and Washington, and the largest cities of Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington



counties, excluding Portland, shall be appointed by the jurisdiction. The member and alternate 
will serve until removed by the appointing jurisdiction.

b. Members and alternates from the cities of Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington 
counties, excluding Portland and the remaining largest city from each county, will be appointed 
by those cities represented and in a manner to be determined by those cities. The member and 
alternate will be from different jurisdictions. The member and alternate will serve two-year 
terms. In the event the member’s position is vacated, the alternate will automatically become 
member and complete the original term of office.

c. Members and alternates from the Metropolitan Service District will be appointed by 
the Presiding Officer of the Metro Council and will represent a broad cross-section of 
geographic areas. The members and alternates will serve until removed by the Presiding Officer 
of the Metro Council.

d.
process:

Members and alternates representing citizens will be appointed using the following

1) . Metro will advertise citizen openings on the Comnuttee throughout the region, 
utilizing, at a minimum, recognized neighborhood associations and citizen 
planning organizations. Interested citizens will be asked to submit an 
application/statement of interest on forms provided by Metro.

2) Metro will collect the applications and sort them by county.

3) The members of RPAC from within each county will caucus by county, with 
Portland included in Multnomah County, to review the applications and select a 
citizen member and alternate from each county from that pool of applicants.

4) Citizen members and alternates will serve two-year terms. In the event the 
member’s position is vacated, the alternate will automatically become the member 
and complete the original term of office.

e. Members and alternates from the State Agency Council will be chosen by the 
Chairperson of that body. The member and alternate will serve until removed by the 
Chairperson.

Article IV.
MEETINGS, CONDUCT OF MEETINGS, AND QUORUM

a. Regular meetings of the Committee shall be held monthly at a time and place 
established by the Chairperson. Special or emergency meetings may be called by the 
Chairperson or a majority of the members of the Committee.



b. A majority of the members (or designated alternates) shall constitute a quorum for 
the conduct of business. The act of a majority of those present at meetings at which a quorum 
is present shall be the act of the Committee.

c. Subcommittees to develop recommendations for RPAC may be appointed by the 
Chairperson. The Chairperson will consult with the full membership of the Committee at a 
regularly scheduled meeting on subcommittee membership and charge. Subcommittee members 
shall include RPAC members and/or alternates, and can include outside experts.

d. All meetings shall be conducted in accordance with Robert’s Rules of Order. Newly 
Revised.

e. The Committee may establish other rules of procedure as deemed necessary for the 
conduct of business.

f. Each member, or designated alternate in the absence of the member, shall be entitled 
to one (1) vote on all issues presented at regular or special meetings of the Committee. The 
Chairperson shall vote only in the event of a tie.

g. Unexciised absence from regularly scheduled meetings for three (3) consecutive 
months shall require the Chairperson to notify the appointing body with a request for remedial 
action.

h. The Committee shall make its reports and findings public and shall forward them to 
the Metro Council.

i. Metro shall provide staff, as necessary, to record the actions of the Committee and 
to handle Committee business, correspondence, and public information.

Article V.
OFFICERS AND DUTIES

a. The Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson shall be designated by the Metro Presiding 
Officer. .

b. The Chairperson shall preside at all meetings, and shall be responsible for the 
expeditious conduct of the Committee’s business.

c. In the absence of the Chairperson, the Vice-Chairperson shall assume the duties of 
the Chairperson.



Article VI.
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEES

a. The Committee shall solicit and take into consideration the alternatives and 
recommendations of the appropriate technical advisory committees in the conduct of its business.

b. Existing technical advisory committees for solid waste, urban growth management, 
water resources, and natural areas will be continued to advise on their respective subject areas.

c. The Metro Council or the Committee, can appoint special technical advisory 
committees, task forces, and other bodies as it and the Committee determine a need for such 
bodies.

Article VII.
AMENDMENTS

a. These by-laws may be amended by a two-thirds vote of the full membership of the 
Committee and a majority vote of the Metro Council.

b. Written notice must be delivered to all members and alternates at least 30 days prior 
to any proposed action to amend the by-laws.

Article VIII. 
SUNSET

a. These by-laws shall be deemed null and void three (3) years from the date of their 
adoption by the Metro Council.

b. Prior to adopting new by-laws for RPAC, the Metro Council, in consultation with the 
Committee shall evaluate the adequacy of the membership structure included in these by-laws 
for representing the diversity of views in the region.



METRO
2000 S.W. First Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201-5398 
503/221-1646

Memorandum

TO; Council Transportation and Planning Committee

FROM: Karla Forsythe, Council Analyst

DATE; September 17, 1991

RE; Resolution No. 91-1489, Adopting By-Laws for the Regional
Policy Advisory Committee - Previous Public Comment to 
the Committee

This memorandum has been prepared by Council staff to assist the 
Committee in reviewing previous testimony which is relevant to 
Committee consideration of the RPAC bylaws.

Background

The Committee considered Ordinance No. 91-418 at the August 27, 
1991 and September 10, 1991 meetings. This Ordinance adopts the 
Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives, and also provides for 
creation of a Regional Policy Advisory Committee (RPAC) . Bylaws for 
RPAC would be adopted under Resolution No. 91-1489, which the 
Committee will be considering at the September 24, 1991 meeting. 
Both Ordinance No. 91-418 and Resolution No. 91-1489 have been 
scheduled for consideration at the September 26, 1991 Council
meeting.

During the Committee's public hearing on Ordinance No. 91-418, 
citizens commented on two issues which are addressed in both the 
Goals and Objectives and in the RPAC bylaws; RPAC membership and 
how citizen members of RPAC are appointed. If the Committee decides 
to amend provisions of the bylaws which address these issues, the 
Committee should also reconsider Objective 2.2 and amend it 
accordingly.

RUGGO Provision for RPAC

Objective 2.1 of the Goals and Objectives provides;

"The Regional Policy Advisory Committee (RPAC) shall be chosen 
according to the by-laws adopted by the Metro Council. The voting 
membership shall include elected officials of cities, counties, and 
the Metro Council as well as representatives of the State of Oregon 
and citizens. The composition of the Committee shall reflect the 
partnership that must existing among implementing jurisdictions in

Recycled Paper
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order to effectively address areas and activities of metropolitan 
significance, with a majority of the voting members being elected 
officials from within the Metro District boundaries."

RPAC Bylaws; Membership Composition

Under the proposed bylaws, RPAC would have seventeen members:

o 11 members appointed by cities and counties, 
o 3 citizen members.
o 2 Metro Councilors appointed by the Presiding Officer. ' 
o 1 member from the State Agency Council.

Public comment on membership composition

1. Representatives from the Special Districts Association and from 
Tri-Met requested that RPAC membership be expanded to include their 
respective entities.

2. 1000 Friends of Oregon, Sensible Transportation Alternatives 
for People, Robert Liberty, and six other citizens suggested that 
RPAC should be comprised entirely or primarily of citizens.

RPAC Bylaws: Process for Appointing Citizen Members

Under the proposed bylaws, the process for appointing citizens 
would begin with Metro advertising openings and asking interested 
citizens to submit statements of interest. The applications would 
be sorted by county. The members of RPAC would then caucus by
county (with Portland included in Multnomah County) to select a 
citizen member and alternate from the pool of applicants.

Public comment on process for appointing citizens

Several citizens suggested in their testimony to the Committee that 
citizen members of RPAC should be appointed by the Metro Council.

c: Ethan Seltzer



September 22, 1991 

Metro Council
Metropolitan Service District (METRO)
2000 SW First Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201

Re; Ordinance 91-418 (RUGGOs)

Dear Metro Council:

Since we are unable to attend the public hearir^, we request these coxmnents 
be included m your decision making process. For us, the most important 
idea we offer is timely implementahon of plans.

° METRO should designate areas where it will offer functional plans 
for open space, transportation, affordable housing. These plans 
should have a completed date within five years alter initiation of 
the planning process.

METRO should require all functional plans be incorporated into the 
local comprehensive plans of cities and counties. This would 
encourage a unified planning approach with better defined 
objectives for the area as a whole.

9 RUGGOs should apply to amendments to the regional urban
OTOwth boundanes(UGBs). This is important so as to preserve 
the UGBs while offering the opportunity for enlightened high 
density development.

METRO should eliminate the dispute resolution process from the 
RUGGOs. METRO should encourage and actively support a 
widely advertised open planning process with as many 
participants as possible during tne functional planning process. 
With the help of the Regional Policy Advisory Comnuttee 
(RPAC)' any disputes, uncertainties, etc. should have been 
identified and corrected or modified prior to the final draft of 
any RUGGOs.

We believe well thought out plans are worthless if goals and objectives are 
not stated, implemented and monitored in a timely manner.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

ordanDavid and Laurence

905 SW Cedar Hills Blvd, #1225 
Portland, OR 97225-5761 
503-646-4170



TRANSPORTATION AND PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 91-418A, REPEALING THE COLUMBIA 
REGION ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS LAND USE GOALS AND 
OBJECTIVES AND ADOPTING THE REGIONAL URBAN GROWTH GOALS AND 
OBJECTIVES

Date: September 16, 1991 Presented by: Councilor Gardner

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:' At the September 10, 1991 meeting, the 
Committee voted unanimously to recommend Council adoption of 
Ordinance No. 91-418 as amended. Voting in favor were Councilors 
Bauer, Devlin, Gardner, McLain and Van Bergen.

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES: The Committee considered Ordinance No. 
91-418 at the August 27, 1991 and September 10, 1991 meetings.

I

Staff report: Ethan Seltzer, Land Use Supervisor, presented the 
staff report. He explained that land use goals and objectives are 
required under Metro's enabling legislation. He noted that the 
Columbia Region Association of Governments goals under which Metro 
has been operating are outdated. He said that the proposed Goals 
and Objectives are intended to provide a policy framework for 
evaluating alternatives for urban growth in the region. He said 
they address the manner in which Metro will carry out its planning 
authority in cooperation with local jurisdictions. They also 
provide building blocks and concepts for development of functional 
plans to address substantive issues.

Mr. Seltzer described the process through which the draft RUGGOs 
were developed, including review by local elected officials and 
citizens who served on the Urban Growth Management Policy Advisory 
committee, supplemented by a series of public meetings. He noted 
that the Goals and Objectives establish a Regional Policy Advisory 
Committee (RPAC) to assist the Metro Council in addressing growth 
management and other regional issues.

Summary of comments at public hearing: A total of 34 persons 
provided testimony to the committee, twenty-two in person.

1000 Friends of Oregon, representatives from Sensible 
Transportation Alternatives for People, and Robert Liberty all 
commended Metro on its work, and supported many of the RUGGO 
concepts, but also expressed the view that the RUGGOs are too weak 
to be useful as an immediate implementation tool. Suggestions for 
amendments included adding statements requiring local comprehensive 
plans to conform to functional plans; defining areas and activities 
of metropolitan significance more clearly, and listing specific 
examples; substituting mandatory language for the permissive 
language in the current draft; adding a timetable for compliance; 
adding performance benchmarks; and changing the composition of the
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proposed Regional Policy Advisory Committee from elected officials, 
Metro Councilors and citizens, to a committee comprised primarily 
of citizens.

These comments were echoed in the testimony of six citizens who 
testified generally in support of the substance of the Goals and 
Objectives, but who urged the Committee to incorporate stronger 
implementation language.

Eric Carlson from the City of Beaverton noted that these issues had 
been discussed extensively by the Policy Advisory Committee. He 
suggested that if the Committee or Council wished to consider these 
issues further with a view toward adopting them, the issues should 
be more fully and broadly discussed. He also supported technical 
and clarifying amendments suggested by Metro staff.

John Miller, a citizen who served on the Urban Growth Management 
Policy Advisory Committee, testified in support of the proposed 
Goals and Objectives. He said that the proposed RPAC composition 
is very fair, given practical difficulties in selecting a citizen 
committee. Charles Hales, who represented the Homebuilders 
Association on the Policy Advisory Committee, also expressed 
support. G. B. Arrington from Tri-Met urged prompt adoption of the 
Goals and Objectives, and said that Tri-Met should be regarded as 
an ally in the urban growth management process.

Other citizens who testified in support of the Goals and Objectives 
commented on their desire to avoid the California experience with 
congestion; the need to encourage pedestrian and bicycle routes; 
the importance of addressing parks and recreational needs; the need 
to include financing tools and cost-benefit analyses of development 
alternatives; the desirability of including a citizen petition 
process; the desirability of coordinating with the State of Oregon 
Land Conservation and Development Commission; and the importance of 
developing all alternatives up front, including potential future 
modes of transportation.

One citizen was concerned that creation of urban reserves will lead 
to expansion of the urban growth boundary into farm areas.
Betty Atteberry of the Sunset Corridor Association generally 
supported the plan, but expressed concerns about the market for 
higher densities. One citizen objected to the RUGGOs based on the 
perceived impact on county government and lack of direct citizen 
involvement.
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With regard to membership composition of the proposed Regional 
Policy Advisory Committee, Alan Fletcher testified on behalf of the 
Special Districts Association. He said that special districts have 
as much of an interest in regional growth management as local 
governments. The Association asked the Committee to include special 
districts within the membership of the RPAC, and to add references 
to special districts as appropriate when the Goals and Objectives 
refer to "cities and counties." Tri-Met also requested 
representation on the RPAC.

Twelve citizens forwarded written comments to the Committee, all in 
support of the Goals and Objectives, with eleven specifically 
mentioning the natural environment goal, and one writing in 
particular support of the transportation goal.

Committee consideration of proposed amendments; At the conclusion 
of the public hearing, the Committee considered a revised draft of 
the RUGGOs, annotated to reflect seventeen technical and clarifying 
amendments.

An amendment from Councilor Devlin was adopted unanimously by the 
Committee. The amendment added a new section 2 to the Ordinance 
adopting the Goals and Objectives. The new section provides that 
the Regional Policy Advisory Committee will replace the existing 
Urban Growth Management Policy Advisory Committee, and that the 
other existing Policy Advisory Committees will be phased out and 
replaced by RPAC once they complete their assigned tasks. The 
amendment also states that the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on 
Transportation will continue. Councilor Devlin indicated that the 
existing Policy Advisory Committees would be disbanded through 
adoption of resolutions.

The Committee unanimously adopted the wording proposed in five 
amendments suggested by Council staff. These eimendments correct 
the wording of the ordinance adopting the Goals and Objectives, and 
clarify the relationship between the Council and the proposed RPAC. 
A memorandum from Council staff dated September 5, 1991, sets out 
the wording and rationale for each amendment (copy attached).

The Committee unanimously adopted a revised version of Amendment 
No. 6 from Council staff. The amendment as proposed reworded 
Objective 2.2 to clarify that the Council can determine the need 
for technical advisory committees and appoint them without the 
concurrence of the RPAC. The Committee unanimously voted to 
further amend Objective 2.2 to delete language which would have 
permitted RPAC to appoint not only technical advisory committees to 
assist it, but also task forces and other bodies. The Committee 
agreed that the phrase "task forces and other bodies" is ambiguous 
and overly broad.
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Councilors McLain and Devlin explained that the intent of this 
objective is to allow the RPAC to appoint and seek advice from 
short term or special focus committees. They said that the 
appointment process for technical advisosry committees which will 
assist the Council with development of specific functional plans 
should follow normal procedures, which call for Council approval or 
disapproval of Executive Officer appointments.

The Committee unanimously adopted ten technical amendments 
suggested by legal counsel. These cimendments were intended to 
conform the language of the Goals and Objectives to wording 
contained in state land use law and regulations, and to otherwise 
bolster the legal sustainability of the Goals and Objectives.
A memorandum from Larry Shaw dated August 29, 1991, sets out the 
wording and rationale for each amendment (copy attached).

The Committee voted unanimously to adopt an additional amendment 
recommended by Mr. Shaw, which he indicated was prompted by 
testimony from 1000 Friends. The proposed amendment is intended to 
clarify the relationship of the urban growth boundary line to 
statewide planning goals and the Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives. The amendment revised the third sentence of Objective 
3.1.2) to read:

The location of the urban growth boundary line shall be 
[consistent] in compliance with applicable statewide planning goals 
and consistent with these goals and objectives.

Councilor McLain proposed an amendment, which she said was prompted 
by Mr. Liberty's testimony, to include a statement about the 
Council's ability to adopt functional plans. She said there is no 
question that Metro has the authority to undertake functional 
planning, and that there should be a clear statement to this effect 
to avoid doubt. She said this amendment also would be in keeping 
with other technical amendments adopted by the Committee. The 
Committee voted unanimously to adopt the amendment and to revise 
Objective 4.1.5) by adding language to provide that the Council 
shall "adopt functional plans necessairy and appropriate for the 
implementation of these regional growth goals and objectives".

Committee discussion of Ordinance No. 91-418A: Councilor Van Bergen 
indicated that although he does not believe in the RUGGOs, he 
intended to vote to recommend Council adoption, because he believes 
they should have an opportunity to be tested.

He noted that the public testimony had been well-prepared, and that 
almost all of the witnesses came from Washington County. He 
indicated he had expected to hear more opposing testimony, because
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local officials had expressed concerns to him. He noted that none 
had come forward at the public hearing. He indicated that in view 
of the good-faith effort by those involved in developing the Goals 
and Objectives, he would vote in favor. He said he hopes that the 
Goals and Objectives are what the people want, because otherwise, 
there will be considerable antagonism over them in the future.

Committee members noted that the Special Districts Association and 
Tri-Met had requested cunendments to a companion resolution adopting 
by-laws for RPAC to include these groups as RPAC members. After 
discussion. Councilor Gardner said that Resolution No. 91-1489 
would be deferred until the September 24, 1991 Committee meeting, 
with the intention that the Committee could forward any 
recommendations to the Council for consideration at the September 
26, 1991 Council meeting.

Council staff noted, and Mr. Shaw concurred, that any changes in 
the proposed membership composition of the Regional Policy Advisory 
Committee would have to be reflected in Objective 2.1, as well as 
the proposed RPAC By-laws. Councilor Devlin suggested that the 
Committee could reconsider the applicable portion of the Goals and 
Objectives at the September 24 meeting, although he was not 
endorsing changes.

Councilor Devlin noted that the words "shall" and "should" are not 
used consistently in the Goals and Objectives, and that these words 
mean different things. He said the wording had been discussed 
extensively by the Urban Growth Management Policy Advisory 
Committee, and that in his view it would be best not to revise the 
Goals and Objectives at this point. In response to an inquiry from 
Councilor McLain, Mr. Shaw agreed that there is a legal distinction 
between the words, but that the Goals and Objectives are a 
constitution, which is general in nature. He said the wording used 
in the functional plans will be important.

Councilor Devlin also said that Mr. Liberty's suggestions regarding 
the need for performance benchmarks and specific guidelines have 
merit. He said that the Committee and the RPAC should address 
these issues within a short period of time. Mr. Shaw indicated, 
and Councilor Devlin concurred, that these issues are more 
appropriately addressed in budget documents or in a functional plan 
than in the Goals and Objectives.
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Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives History

Urban growth is changing the greater Portland region. The growth 
experienced in the past five years, and expected in the next 20, is a 
challenge to this region’s distinctive urban quality of life. In addition, the 
urban land supply contained within the region’s Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) is being consumed. We are fast approaching a whole host of crucial 
policy questions regarding urban form. The Metropolitan Service District’s 
enabling statutes calls for the creation of regional land use goals and 
objectives to guide those policy discussions.

On Dec. 22, 1988, the Metro Council adopted the Urban Growth Boundary 
Periodic Review Workplan (Resolution No. 88-1021), directing staff to begin 
preparation of an “Urban Growth Management Plan.” In addition to 
addressing the periodic review notice for the urban growth boundary, 
furnished to Metro by the Land Conservation and Development Commission, 
the workplan identified the crafting of Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives (RUGGOs) as the core of the proposed growth management 
planning effort. The purpose of the goals and objectives was to provide a 
policy framework for Metro’s management of the urban growth boundary 
and for the coordination of Metro functional plans with that effort and each 
other. The goals and objectives, therefore, would provide the policy 
framework needed to address the urbari form issues accompanying the 
growth of the metropolitan area.

In March of 1989, an Urban Growth Management Plan Policy Advisory 
Committee (PAC) and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) were appointed 
by the council to guide the periodic review effort, including the preparation 
of the goals and objectives. Since Aprill989, a period of 27 months, the PAC 
has met 28 times and the TAC has met 31 times.

A brief chronology of the project follows:

March 1989 

Fall 1989

January, 1990

July, 1990

August 1990 - 
January, 1991

PAC and TAC appointed.

Growth Issues workshops held throughout the region for 
citizens, jurisdiction technical staff, and elected and 
appointed officials of cities, counties, school districts and 
special districts - 200 participated.

First Regional Growth Conference - 425 attended.

PAC completes first draft of RUGGOs.

Four meetings with cities, counties, citizen groups, 
public workshops, business organizations and others to 
review and receive comment on PAC RUGGO draft.



March 1991 

July 1991 

August 1991

Second annual Regional Growth Conference - 720 
attended.

PAG completes review and revision of RUGGOs based on 
fall review process comments and conference comments.

RUGGOs transmitted to Council for adoption.

Other steps taken to make the development of the RUGGOs a public process 
have Included publication of the quarterly Metro Planning news (12 issues, 
circulation of 5,200 includes all Jurisdictions, neighborhood associations and 
CPOs, as well as other Interested organizations, individuals and agencies). 
Mailing of PAG and TAG agenda materials to lists of about 130 each (including 
all planning directors in the region), and numerous public presentations, 
UGB tours and participation in other public events.

The RUGGOs are divided into two main sections. The first. Goal I, deals 
with the regional planning process. For the first time. Goal I explains the 
process that Metro will use to carry out its regional planning responsibilities. 
It specifies the relationship between Metro planning authority and the 
planning authority of cities and counties. In many respects, it is the first 
written explanation of the land use planning responsibilities given to Metro 
in Its enabling legislation.

Goal I calls for the creation of a Regional Gitizen Involvement Goordlnatlng 
Gommittee to advise Metro on ways to better involve citizens in the regional 
planning program. Goal I also calls for the creation of an ongoing Regional 
Policy Advisory Gommittee (RPAG) to provide advice to the Gouncil regarding 
Metro’s regional planning program and activities. Significantly. Goal I limits 
the applicability of the RUGGOs to Metro functional plans and management 
of the UGB. Any application of the RUGGOs to the comprehensive plans of 
cities and counties can only occur through the preparation of a functional 
plan or through some aspect of the management of the UGB. The RUGGOs 
do not apply directly to city and county comprehensive plans or to site- 
specific land use actions.

Goal II deals with urban form. The RUGGOs are not a plan, nor do they 
provide a single vision for the future development of the region. Rather, 
the RUGGOs, in Goal II, provide a range of "building blocks” in response 
to the Issues accompanying urban growth. The elements of Goal II can be 
arranged in a variety of ways, depending on the policy objectives of the 
region, and therefore suggest, but do not specify, alternative regional 
development patterns. Goal II Is envisioned as a starting point for Metro’s 
regional planning program, with further refinement and change expected 
as the next phases of planning work are completed.

The RUGGOs will be used to guide the development of UGB amendment 
procedures, a central product expected of periodic review of the UGB.
The RUGGOs will also be used as the primary policy guidance for the Region 
2040 study, now being formulated jointly by the Transportation and the 
Planning and Development departrnents.



The Metro Council Transportation and Planning Committee held public 
hearings on the RUGGOs on Aug. 27, 1991, and Sept. 10, 1991. The 
RUGGO’s were heard and adopted by the Metro Council on September 26, 
1991. To assist interested parties with preparing testimony, RUGGO “open 
houses” were held on August 26, 1991, and Sept. 9, 1991. Metro mailed 
approximately 5,500 flyers describing the RUGGOs to publicize the hearings 
and the open houses. In addition, every Jurisdiction in the region received 
separate notlflcatlon. The hearings were publicized through the news media. 
An additional 2,500 flyers were distributed by hand throughout the region 
through citizen, civic and business organizations.

In addition to adopting the RUGGOs, Ordinance 91-418 formally repealed 
the Columbia Region Association of Governments Goals and Objectives 
adopted on Sept. 30, 1976, and left in place by the Oregon Legislature until 
Metro adopted its own goals and objectives (see Appendix 1). The CRAG 
goals and objectives were out of date and represented a legal liability to all of 
Metro’s existing and anticipated planning efforts. Finally, accompanying the 
ordinance to council on Sept. 26, 1991, was a separate resolution for the 
adoption of the RPAC by-laws.

Again, the adoption of the RUGGOs Is only the first step, not the last. The 
Region 2040 study, a one-year effort to define a range of reasonable future 
urban growth scenarios for the region, will lead to more precise definitions 
of a number of RUGGO concepts. In particular. Region 2040 will define the 
mixed use urban center concept and expectations for long range urban form. 
Region 2040 will be carried out with significant public and jurisdictional 
involvement. Metro expects RUGGO to be amended based on the findings of 
Region 2040.

For further information regarding the RUGGOs, the Regional Policy Advisory 
Committee, the Region 2040 study, or any other raspect of Metro’s regional 
planning program, contact Ethan Seltzer or Mark Turpel in Metro’s Planning 
and Development Department.



statewide Land-Use Planning Laws
SUtoLaw

ORS Chapter 197
SUteLaw

ORS Chapter 268
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•\ State laws preempt city, county,
Metro home rule enactments that 
conflict with state land-use laws.

2 LCDC Interprets and administers state 
land-use law In statewide goals and 
rulemaking.

3 LCDC acknowledges dty and county 
comprehensive plans and Metro's urban 
growth bounda^ for compliance with 
statewide land-use goals. Metro's Regional 
Urban Growth Goals and Objectives may be 
reviewed by LCDC tor consistency with 
goals.

4 Metro's acknowledged urban growth 
boundary operates as a provision of the 
area's city and county comprehensive plans.

5 Metro's Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives must be consistent with 
statewide goals and functional plans must 
be consistent with the RUGGOs.

6 City and county comprehensive plans 
receive functional p\an recommend- ations 
as input that usually leads to conforming 
comprehensive plan amendments. These 
can become requirements by subsequent 
Metro Council action.

j Coordination agreements between cities 
and counties and spedal district plan are 
input into each comprehensive plan, usually 
leading to conforming comprehensive 
plans.
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Introduction

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

1. respond to the direction given to Metro by the legislature through Oregon 
Revised Statutes chapter 268.380 to develop land use goals and objectives 
for the region which would replace those adopted by the Columbia Region 
Association of Governments;

2. provide a policy framework for guiding Metro’s regional planning program, 
principally its development of functional plans and management of the 
region’s urban growth boundary; and,

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

The RUGGOs are envisioned not as a final plan for the region, but as a starting 
point for developing a more focused vision for the future growth and 
development of the Portland area. Hence, the RUGGOs are the building blocks 
with which the local governments, citizens and other interests can begin to 
develop a shared view of the future.

This document begins with the broad outlines of that vision. There are two 
principal goals, the first dealing with the planning process and the second 
outlining substantive concerns related to urban form. The “subgoals” (in Goal 
II) and objectives clarify the goals. The planning activities reflect priority 
actions that need to be taken at a later date to refine and clarify the goals and 
objectives further.

Metro’s regional goals and objectives required by ORS 268.380(1) are in RUGGO 
Goals I and II and Objectives 1-18 only. RUGGO planning activities contain 
implementation ideas for future study in various stages of development that may 
or may not lead to RUGGO amendments, new functional plans or functional plan 
amendments. Functional plans and functional plan amendments shall be 
consistent with Metro’s regional goals and objectives, not RUGGO planning 
activities.



Background Statement

Planning for and managing the effects of urban growth in this metropolitan 
region involves 24 cities, three counties and more than 130 special service 
districts and school districts, including Metro. In addition, the state of Oregon, 
TrI-Met, the Port of Portland and the Portland Metropolitan Area Local 
Government Boundary Commission all make decisions that affect and respond to 
regional urban growth. Each of these Jurisdictions and agencies has specific 
duties and powers which apply directly to the tasks of urban growth 
management.

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

Nonetheless, few models exist for coordinating growth management efforts in a 
metropolitan region. Further, although the Legislature charged Metro with 
certain coordinating responsibilities and gave it powers to accomplish that 
coordination, a participatory and cooperative structure for responding to that 
charge has never been stated.

As urban growth in the region generates issues requiring a multi-jurisdictional 
response, a “blueprint" for regional planning and coordination is critically 
needed. Although most would agree that there is a need for coordination, there 
is a wide range of opinion regarding how regional planning is to address issues 
of regional significance should occur, and under what circumstances Metro 
should exercise its coordination powers.

Goal I addresses this coordination issue for the first time by providing the 
process that Metro will use to address areas and activities of metropolitan 
significance. The process is intended to be responsive to the challenges of urban 
growth while respecting the powers and responsibilities of a wide range of 
Interests, jurisdictions and agencies.

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

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

• the greatest growth in traffic and movement Is within suburban areas, rather 
than between suburban areas and the central downtown district;

• in the year 2010, Metro projects that 70 percent of all “trips” made daily in 
the region will occur within suburban areas;



• currently transit moves about 3 percent of the travelers in the region 
on an average workday;

• to this point the region has accommodated most forecasted growth on 
vacant land within the urban growth boundary, with redevelopment 
expected to accommodate very little of this growth;

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

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

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

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

The challenge is clear; if the Portland metropolitan area is going to be different 
than other places, and if it is to preserve its vaunted quality of life as an 
additional 485.000 people move into the urban area in the next 20 years, then 
a cooperative and participatory effort to address the issues of growth must begin 
now. Further, that effort needs to deal with the Issues accompanying growth 
increasing traffic congestion, vanishing open space, speculative pressure on 
rural farm lands, rising housing costs and diminishing environmental quality in 
a common framework. Ignoring vital links between these Issues will limit the 
scope and effectiveness of our approach to managing urban growth.

Goal II provides that broad framework needed to address the Issues 
accompanying urban growth. ,



Planning for a Vision of Growth in the Portland Metropolitan Area

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

By encouraging efllclent placement of Jobs and housing near each other, along 
with supportive commercial and recreational uses, a more efficient development 
pattern will result.

An important step toward achieving this planned pattern of regional growth is 
the integration of land uses with transportation planning, including mass 
transit, that will link mixed use urban centers of higher density residential and 
commercial development.

The region must strive to protect and enhance its natural environment and 
significant natural resources. This can best be achieved by integrating the 
important aspects of the natural environment into a regional system of natural 
areas, open space and trails for wildlife and people. Special attention should be 
given to the development of infrastructure and public services in a manner that 
complements the natural environment.

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

Finally, the regional planning program must be one that is based on a 
cooperative process that involves the residents of the metropolitan area, as well 
as toe many public and private interests. Particular attention must be given to 
toe need for effective partnerships with local governments because they will 
have a major responsibility in Implementing toe vision. It is important to 
consider the diversity of toe region’s communities when integrating local 
comprehensive plans into toe pattern of regional growth.
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Goal I. Regional Planning Process

Regional planning in the metropolitan area shall:

I.i. identify and designate areas and activities of metropolitan significance 
through a participatory process involving citizens, cities, counties, special 
districts, school districts, and state and regional agencies;

I.ii. occur in a cooperative manner in order to avoid creating duplicative 
processes, standards and/or governmental roles.

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

11



Objective 1. Citizen Participation

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

1.1. Regional Citizen Involvement Coordinating Committee. Metro shall establish 
a Regional Citizen Involvement Coordinating Committee to assist with the 
development. Implementation and evaluation of its citizen involvement program 
and to advise the Regional Policy Advisory Committee regarding ways to best 
Involve citizens in regional planning activities.

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

Objective 2. Regional Policy Advisory Committee

The Metro Council shall establish a Regional Policy Advisory Committee to:

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

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

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

2.1. Regional Policy Advisory Committee Composition. The Regional Policy 
Advisory Committee (RPAC) shall be chosen according to the by-laws adopted by 
the Metro Council. The voting membership shall include elected officials of 
cities, counties and the Metro Council, as well as representatives of the state of 
Oregon and citizens. The composition of the Committee shall reflect the 
partnership that must exist among implementing jurisdictions in order to 
effectively address areas and activities of metropolitan significance, with a 
majority of the voting members being elected officials from within the Metro 
district boundaries.

2.2. Advisory Committees. The Metro Council, or the Regional Policy Advisory 
committee consistent with the RPAC by-laws, shall appoint technical advisory 
committees as the council or the Regional Policy Advisory Committee determine 
a need for such bodies.
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2.3. Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT). JPACT, with 
the Metro Council, shall continue to perform the functions of the designated 
Metropolitan Planning Organization as required by federal transportaUon 
planning regulations. JPACT and the Regional Policy Advisory Committee shall 
develop a coordinated process, to be approved by the Metro Council, to assure 
that regional land use and transportation planning remains consistent with 
these goals and objectives and with each other.

Objective 3. Applicability of Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives

These Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives have been developed 
pursuant to ORS 268.380(1). Therefore, they comprise neither a compre­
hensive plan under ORS 197.015(5) nor a functional plan under ORS268.390(2). 
All functional plans prepared by Metro shall be consistent with these goals and 
objectives. Metro’s management of the Urban Growth Boundary shall be guided 
by standards and procedures which must be consistent with these goals and 
objectives. These goals and objectives shall not apply directly to site-specific 
land use actions, including amendments of the urban growth boundary. These 
Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives shall apply to adopted and 
acknowledged comprehensive land use plans as follows:

3.1. A regional functional plan, itself consistent with these goals and objectives, 
may recommend or require amendments to adopted and acknowledged 
comprehensive land use plans; or

3.ii. The management and periodic review of Metro’s acknowledged Urban 
Growth Boundary Plan, itself consistent with these goals and objectives, may 
require changes In adopted and acknowledged land use plans; or

3.iii. The Regional Policy Advisory Committee may Identify and propose Issues 
of regional concern, related to or derived from these goals and objectives, for 
consideration by cities and counties at the time of periodic review of their 
adopted and acknowledged comprehensive plans.

3.1. Urban Growth Boundary Plan. The Urban Growth Boundary Plan has 
two components:

3.1.1. The acknowledged urban growth boundary line; and

3.1.2. Acknowledged procedures and standards for amending the urban 
growth boundary line. Metro’s Urban Growth Boundary is not a regional 
comprehensive plan but a provision of the comprehensive plans of the 
local governments within its boundaries. The location of the urban growth 
boundary line shall be In compliance with applicable statewide planning 
goals and consistent with these goals and objectives. Amendments to the 
urban growth boundary line shall demonstrate consistency only with the 
acknowledged procedures and standards.

3.2. Functional Plans. Regional functional plans containing recommendations for 
comprehensive planning by cities and counties may or may not Involve land use 
decisions. Functional plans are not required by the enabling statute to include 
findings of consistency with statewide land use planning goals.If provisions in a
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functional plan, or actions Implementing a functional plan require changes In an 
adopted and acknowledged comprehensive land use plan, then that action may 
be a land use action required to be consistent with the statewide planning goals.

3.3. Periodic Review of Comprehensive Land Use Plans. At the time of periodic 
review for comprehensive land use plans In the region the Regional Policy 
Advisory Committee:

3.3.1. Shall assist Metro with the Identification of functional plan 
provisions or changes In functional plans adopted since the last periodic 
review for Inclusion in periodic review notices as changes in law; and

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

3.4. Periodic Review of the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives.
If statute changes are made to ORS 197 to allow acknowledgement of these 
goals and objectives as the means for meeting the statutory requirement that 
these goals and objectives be consistent with statewide planning goals, then this 
section will apply. The Regional Policy Advisory Committee shall consider the 
periodic review notice for these goals and objectives and recommend a periodic 
review process for adoption by the Metro Council.

Objective 4. Implementation Roles

Regional planning and the implementation of these Regional Urban Growth 
Goals and Objectives shall recognize the inter-relationships betweeri cities, 
counties, special districts, Metro, regional agencies and the state, and their 
unique capabilities and roles.

4.1. Metro Role. Metro shall:

4.1.1. Identify and designate areas and activities of metropolitan 
significance;

4.1.2. Provide staff and technical resources to support the activities of the 
Regional Policy Advisory Committee

4.1.3. Serve as a technical resource for cities, counties and other 
jurisdictions and agencies;

4.1.4. Facilitate a broad-based regional discussion to identify appropriate 
strategies for responding to those issues of metropolitan significance; and

4.1.5. Adopt functional plans necessary and appropriate for the 
implementation of these regional urban growth goals and objectives;

4.1.6. Coordinate the efforts of cities, counties, special districts and the 
state to Implement adopted strategies.
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4.2. Role of Cities.

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

4.2.2. Identify potential areas and activities of metropolitan significance;

4.2.3. Cooperatively develop strategies for responding to areas and 
activities of metropolitan significance;

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

4.3. Role of Counties.

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

4.3.2. Identify potential areas and activities of metropolitan significance;

4.3.3. Cooperatively develop strategies for responding to designated areas 
and activities of metropolitan significance;

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

4.4. Role of Special Service Districts. Assist Metro with the identification 
of areas and activities of metropolitan significance and the development of 
strategies to address them, and participate in the review and refinement 
of these goals and objectives.

4.5. Role of the State of Oregon. Advise Metro regarding the identification 
of areas and activities of metropolitan significance and the development of 
strategies to address them, and participate in the review and refinement of 
these goals and objectives.

Objective 5. Functional Planning Process

Functional plans are limited purpose plans, consistent with these goals and 
objectives, which address designated areas and activities of metropolitan 
significance.

5.1. Existing Functional Plans. Metro shall continue to develop, amend and 
Implement, with the assistance of cities, counties, special districts and the 
state, statutorily required functional plans for air, water,and transportation, as 
directed by ORS 268.390(1), and for solid waste as mandated by ORS ch 459.
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5.2, New Functional Plans. New functional plans shall be proposed from one of 
two sources:

5.2.1. The Regional Policy Advisory Committee may recommend that the 
Metro Council designate an area or activity of metropolitan significance 
for which a functional plan should be prepared; or

5.2.2. The Metro Council may propose the preparation of a functional plan 
to designate an area or activity of metropolitan significance, and refer that 
proposal to the Regional Policy Advisory Committee.

Upon the Metro Coimcil adopting factual reasons for the development of 
a new functional plan, the Regional Policy Advisory Committee shall oversee 
the preparation of the plan, consistent with these goals and objectives and the 
reasons cited by the Metro Council. After preparing the plan and seeking broad 
public and local government consensus, using existing citizen involvement 
processes established by cities, counties, and Metro, the Regional Policy 
Advisory Committee shall present the plan and its recommendations to the 
Metro Council. The Metro Council may act to resolve conflicts or problems 
impeding the development of a new functional plan and may act to oversee 
preparation of the plan should suchconflicts or problems prevent the 
Regional Policy Advisory Committee from completing Its work in a 
timely or orderly manner.

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

5.2. A. Adopt the proposed functional plan; or

5.2. B. Refer the proposed functional plan to the Regional Policy Advisory 
Committee in order to consider arnendments to the proposed plan prior 
to adoption; or

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

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

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

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

5.3.2. After Metro staff review, the Regional Policy Advisory Committee 
shall consult the affected jurisdictions and attempt to resolve any 
apparent or potential inconsistencies.
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5.3.3. The Regional Policy Advisory Committee shall conduct a public 
hearing and make a report to the Metro Council regarding instances and 
reasons why a city or county has not adopted changes consistent with 
recommendations in a regional functional plan.

5.3.4. The Metro Council shall review the Regional Policy Advisory 
Committee report and hold a public hearing on any unresolved issues. 
The council may decide to:

5.3.4. a. Amend the adopted regional functional plan; or

5.3.4. b. Initiate proceedings to require a comprehensive plan 
. change; or find there Is no inconsistency between the

comprehensive plan(s) and the functional plan.

Objective 6. Amendments to the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives

The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives shall be reviewed at 
regular intervals or at other times determined by the Metro Council after 
consultation with or upon the suggestion of the Regional Policy Advisory 
Committee. Any review and amendment process shall Involve a broad cross- 
section of citizen and jurisdictional Interests and shall be conducted by the 
Regional Policy Advisory Committee consistent with Goal 1: Regional Planning 
Process. Proposals for amendments shall receive broad public and local 
government review prior to final Metro Council action.

6.1. Impact of Amendments. At the time of adoption of amendments to these 
goals and objectives, the Metro Council shall determine whether amendments 
to adopted functional plans or the acknowledged regional urban growth 
boundary are necessary. If amendments to adopted functional plans are 
necessary, the Metro Council shall act on amendments to applicable functional 
plans. The council shall request recommendations from the Regional Policy 
Advisory Committee before taking action. All amendment proposals will include 
the date and method through which they may become effective, should they be 
adopted. Amendments to the acknowledged regional urban growth boundary will 
be considered under acknowledged urban growth boundary amendment 
procedures Incorporated in the Metro Code.

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

17



18



Goal II. Urban Form

The livability of the urban region should be maintained and 
enhanced through initiatives which:

Il.i. preserve environmental quality:

ll.il. coordinate the development of Jobs, housing, and public services and 
facilities; and

Il.iii. inter-relate the benefits and consequences of growth in one part of the 
region with the benefits and consequences of growth in another. Urban form, 
therefore, describes an overall framework within which regional urban growth 
management can occur. Clearly stating objectives for urban form, and pursuing 
them comprehensively provides the focal strategy for rising to the challenges 
posed by the growth trends present in the region today.
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II. 1. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

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

Objective 7. Water Resources

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

7.1. Formulate Strategy. A long-term strategy, coordinated by the jurisdictions 
and agencies charged with planning and managing water resources, shall be 
developed to comply with state and federal requirements for drinking water, to 
sustain beneficial water uses, and to accommodate growth.

Planning Activities:

Planning programs for water resources management shall be evaluated to 
determine the ability of current efforts to accomplish the following, and 
recommendations for changes in these programs will be made if they are found 
to be inadequate:

• Identify the future resource needs and carrying capacities of the region 
for municipal and Industrial water supply, irrigation, fisheries, recreation, 
wildlife, environmental standards and aesthetic amenities:

• Monitor water-quality and quantity trends vis-a-vis beneficial use standards 
adopted by federal, state, regional and local governments for specific water 
resources important to the region;

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

• Preserve, create or enhance natural water features for use as elements 
in nonstructural approaches to managing stormwater and water quality.

Objective 8. Air Quality

Air quality shall be protected and enhanced so that as growth occurs, human 
health is unimpaired. Visibility of the Cascades and the Coast Range from within 
the region should be maintained.

8.1. Strategies for planning and managing air quality in the regional airshed shall 
be Included in the State Implementation Plan for the Portland-Vancouver air- 
quality maintenance area as required by the Federal Clean Air Act.
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8.2. New regional strategies shall be developed to comply with Federal Clean Air 
Act requirements and provide capacity for future growth.

8.3. The region, working with the state, shall pursue the consolidation of the 
Oregon and Clark County Air Quality Management Areas.

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

Planning Activities:

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

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

Objective 9. Natural Areas, Parks and Wildlife Habitat

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

9.1. Quantifiable targets for setting aside certain amounts and types of open 
space shall be Identified.

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

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

9.2.2. A region-wide system of linked significant wildlife habitats should 
be developed.

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

Planning Activities:

1. Inventory existing open space and open space opportunities to 
determine areas within the region where open space deficiencies 
exist now, or will in the future, given adopted land use plans and 
growth trends.
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2. Assess current and future active recreational land needs. Target 
acreages should be developed for neighborhood, community and 
regional parks, as well as for other t^^es of open space in order to 
meet local needs while sharing responsibility for meeting 
metropolitan open space demands.

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

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

Objective 10. Protection of Agriculture and Forest Resource Lands

Agricultural and forest resource land outside the urban growth boundary shall 
be protected from urbanization and accounted for in regional economic and 
development plans.

10.1. Rural Resource Lands. Rural resource lands outside the urban growth 
boundary which have significant resource value should actively be protected 
from urbanization.

10.2. Urban Expansion. Expansion of the urban growth boundary shall occur in 
urban reserves, established consistent with Objective 15.3.

Planning Activities:

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

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

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

II.2.ii. the provision of infrastructure and critical public services concurrent 
with the pace of urban growth;

II.2.iii. the integration of land use planning and economic development 
programs;

II.2.1V. the coordination of public investment with local comprehensive and 
regional functional plans;

11.2. V. the continued evolution of regional economic opportunity; and

11.2. V1. the creation of a balanced transportation system, less dependent on the 
private automobile, supported by both the use of emerging technology and the 
collocation of Jobs, housing, commercial activity, parks and open space.

Objective 11. Housing

There shall be a diverse range of housing types available inside the UGB 
for rent or purchase at costs in balance with the range of household incomes 
In the region. Low and moderate income housing needs should be addressed 
throughout the region. Housing densities should be supportive of adopted public 
policy for the development of the regional transportation system and designated 
mixed use urban centers.

Planning Activities:

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

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

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

However, it is now time to develop a new regional housing policy that directly 
addresses the requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 10, in particular:

1. Strategies should be developed to preserve the region’s supply of special 
needs and existing low and moderate-income housing.
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2. Diverse Housing Needs. The diverse housing needs of the present and 
projected population of the region shall be correlated with the available and 
prospective housing supply. Upon identification of unmet housing needs,
a regionwide strategy shall be developed which takes into account 
subregional opportunities and constraints, and the relationship of market 
dynamics to the management of the overall supply of housing. In addition, 
that strategy shall address the “fair-share” distribution of housing 
responsibilities among the jurisdictions of the region, including the 
provision of supporting social services.

3. Housing Affordability. A housing needs analysis shall be carried out to 
assess the adequacy of the supply of housing for rent and/or sale at prices 
for low and moderate income households. If, following that needs analysis, 
certain income groups in the region are found to not have affordable housing 
available to them, strategies shall be developed to focus land use policy and 
public and private investment towards meeting that need.

4. The uses of public policy and investment to encourage the development 
of housing in locations near employment that is affordable to employees in 
those enterprises shall be evaluated and, where feasible, implemented.

Objective 12. Public Services and Facilities

Public services and facilities Including, but not limited to, public safety, water 
and sewerage systems, parks, libraries, the solid waste management system, 
stormwater management facilities and transportation should be planned and 
developed to:

12.1. minimize cost;

12.ii. maximize service efficiencies and coordination;

12.iii. result in net Improvements in environmental quality and the conservation 
of natural resources:

12.iv. keep pace with growth while preventing any loss of existing service levels 
and achieving planned service levels;

12.V. use energy efilciently; and

12.vl. shape and direct growth to meet local and regional objectives.

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

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

12.3. Timing. The region should seek the provision of public facilities and 
services at the time of new urban growth.
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Planning Activities:

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

Objective 13. Transportation

A regional transportation system shall be developed which:

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

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

13.iii. encourages energy efficiency;

13.iv. recognizes financial constraints; and

13.V. minimizes the environmental impacts of system development, operations, 
and maintenance.

13.1. System Priorities. In developing new regional transportation system 
Infrastructure, the highest priority should be meeting the mobility needs of 
mixed use urban centers, when designated. Such needs, associated with 
ensuring access to jobs, housing and shopping within and among those centers, 
should be assessed and met through a combination of intensifying land uses and 
increasing transportation system capacity so as to minimize negative impacts on 
environmental quality, urban form and urban design.

13.2. Environmental Considerations. Planning for the regional transportation 
system should seek to:

13.2.1. reduce the region’s transportation-related energy consumption 
through increased use of transit, carpools, vanpools, bicycles and 
walking;

13.2.2. maintain the region’s air quality (see Objective 8; Air Quality); and

13.2.3. reduce negative Impacts on parks, public open space, wetlands 
and negative effects on communities and neighborhoods arising from 
noise, visual Impacts and physical segmentation.
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13.3. Transportation Balance. Although the predominant form of transportation 
is the private automobile, planning for and development of the regional 
transportation system should seek to:

13.3.1. reduce automobile dependency, especially the use of single­
occupancy vehicles;

13.3.2. increase the use of transit through both expanding transit service 
and addressing a broad range of requirements for making transit 
competitive with the private automobile; and

13.3.3. encourage bicycle and pedestrian movement through the location 
and design of land uses.

Planning Activities:

1. Build on existing mechanisms for coordinating transportation 
planning in the region by:

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

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

• Including plans and policies for the inter-regional movement 
of people and goods by rail, ship, barge and air in regional 
transportation plans.

2. Structural barriers to mobility for transportation disadvantaged 
populations should be assessed in the current and planned regional 
transportation system and addressed through a comprehensive 
program of transportation and non-transportation system based 
actions.

3. The needs for movement of goods via trucks, rail and barge 
should be assessed and addressed through a coordinated program 
of transportation system Improvements and actions to alfect the 
location of trip generating activities.

4. Transportation-related guidelines and standards for designating 
mixed use urban centers shall be developed.
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Objective 14. Economic Opportunity

Public policy should encourage the development of a diverse and sufliclent 
supply of jobs, especially family wage jobs. In appropriate locations throughout 
the region. Expansions of the urban growth boundary for industrial or 
commercial purposes shall occur in locations consistent with these regional 
urban growth goals and objectives.

Planning Activities:

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

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

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

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

2. An assessment should be made of the potential for redevelopment and/or 
intensification of use of existing commercial and industrial land resources 
in the region.
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II.3. GROWTH MANAGEMENT

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

Il.S.i. the evolution of an efficient urban growth form which reduces sprawl;

Il.S.ii. a clear distinction between urban and rural lands; and

I.S.iii. recognition of the inter-relationship between development of vacant 
land and redevelopment objectives in all parts of the urban region.

Objective 15. Urban/Ruxal Transition

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

15.1. Boundary Features. The Metro urban growth boundary should be located 
using natural and built features, including roads, drainage divides, floodplains, 
powerlines, major topographic features and historic patterns of land use or 
settlement.

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

15.3. Urban Reserves. Thirty-year “urban reserves,” adopted for purposes of 
coordinating planning and estimating areas for future urban expansion, should 
be Identified consistent with these goals and objectives, and reviewed by Metro 
eveiy 15 years.

15.3.1. Establishment of urban reserves will take into account:

15.3.1. a. The efficiency with which the proposed reserve can be 
provided with urban services in the future;

15.3. l.b. The unique land needs of specific urban activities assessed 
from a regional perspective;

15.3. l.c. The provision of green spaces between communities;

15.3.1. d. The efficiencies with which the proposed reserve can be 
urbanized;

15.3. l.e. The proximity of jobs and housing to each other;
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15.3. l.f. The balance of growth opportunities throughout the region 
so that the costs and benefits can be shared;

15.3. l.g. The Impact on the regional transportation system; and

15.3.1. h. The protection of farm and forest resource lands from 
urbanization. Inclusion of land in an urban reserve shall be 
preceded by consideration of all of the above factors.

15.3.2. In addressing 15.3.1 (h), the following hierarchy should be used for 
identifying priority sites for urban reserves;

15.3.2. a. First, propose such reserves on rural lands excepted from 
Statewide Planning goals 3 and 4 in adopted and acknowledged 
county comprehensive plans. This recognizes that small amounts 
of rural resource land adjacent to or surrounded by those 
“exception lands” may be necessary for inclusion in the proposal to 
improve the efficiency of the future urban growth boundary 
amendment.

15.3.2. b. Second, consider secondary forest resource lands, or 
equivalent, as defined by the state.

15.3.2. C. Third, consider secondary agricultural resource lands, 
or equivalent, as defined by the state.

15.3.2. d. Fourth, consider primary forest resource lands, or 
equivalent, as defined by the state.

15.3.2. e. Finally, when all other options are exhausted, consider 
primary agricultural lands, or equivalent, as defined by the state.

15.3.3. Expansion of the urban growth boundary shall occur consistent 
with Objectives 16 and 17. Where urban land is adjacent to rural lands 
outside of an urban reserve, Metro will work with affected cities and 
counties to ensure that urban uses do not significantly affect the use or 
condition of the rural land. Where urban land Is adjacent to lands within 
an urban reserve that may someday be Included within the urban growth 
boundary, Metro will work with affected cities and counties to ensure that 
rural development does not create obstacles to efficient urbanization In 
the future.

Planning Activities:

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

The prospect of creating transportation and other links between the 
urban economy within the Metro Urban Growth Boundary and other 
urban areas in the state should be investigated as a means for better 
utilizing Oregon’s urban land and human resources.

The use of greenbelts for creating a clear distinction between urban 
and rural lands, and for creating linkages between communities, 
should be explored.

The region, working with the state and other urban communities in 
the northern Willamette Valley, should evaluate the opportunities for 
accommodating forecasted urban growth in urban areas outside of and 
not adjacent to the present urban growth boundary.

Objective 16. Developed Uiban Land

Opportunities for and obstacles to the continued development and 
redevelopment of existing urban land shall be identified and actively addressed. 
A combination of regulations and incentives shall be employed to ensure that 
the prospect of living, working, and doing business in those locations remains 
attractive to a wide range of households and employers.

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

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

16.2. Portland Central City. The central city area of Portland Is an area of 
regional and state significance for commercial, economic, cultural, tourism, 
government and transportation functions. State and regional policy and public 
investment should continue to recognize this special significance.

16.3. Mixed Use Urban Centers. The region shall evaluate and designate mixed 
use urban centers. A “mixed use urban center" Is a mixed use node of relatively 
high density, supportive of non-auto based transportation modes and supported 
by sufficient public facilities and services, parks, open space, and other urban 
amenities. Upon identification of mixed use urban centers, state, regional and 
local policy and investment shall be coordinated to achieve development 
objectives for those places. Minimum targets for transit: highway mode split.
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Jobs: housing balance, and minimum housing density may be associated with 
those public investments.

New mixed use urban centers shall be sited with respect to a system of such 
centers in the region and shall not significantly affect regional goals for existing 
centers, the transportation system, and other public services and facilities.

Planning Activities:

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

a An inventory of parcels where the assessed value of Improvements Is less 
than the assessed value of the land.

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

c. An assessment of the impacts on the cost of housing of redevelopment 
versus expansion of the urban growth boundary.

d. An assessment of the impediments to redevelopment and infill posed by 
existing urban land uses or conditions.

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

3. Cities and their neighborhoods should be recognized as the focal points for 
this region’s urban diversity. Actions should be identified to reinforce the 
role of existing downtowns in maintaining the strength of urban 
communities.

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

5. Criteria shall be developed to guide the potential designation of mixed use 
urban centers. The development and application of such criteria will 
address the specific area to be included in the center, the type and amount 
of uses it is to eventually contain, the steps to be taken to encourage public 
and private Investment. Existing and possible future mixed use urban 
centers will be evaluated as to their current functions, potentials, and need 
for future public and private Investment. Strategies to meet the needs of the 
individual centers will be developed. The implications of both limiting and 
not limiting the location of large-scale office and retail development in 
mixed use urban centers shall be evaluated.
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Objective 17. Urban Growth Boundary

The regional urban growth boundary, a long-term planning tool, shall separate 
urbanizable from rural land be based in aggregate on the region’s 20-year 
projected need for urban land, and be located consistent with statewide 
planning goals and these Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives. In the 
location, amendment and management of the regional urban growth boundary, 
Metro shall seek to Improve the functional value of the boundary.

17.1. Expansion Into Urban Reserves. Upon demonstrating a need for 
additional urban land, major and legislative urban growth boundary amend­
ments shall only occur within urban reserves unless it can be demonstrated that 
Statewide Planning Goal 14 cannot be met for the urban region through use of 
urban reserve lands. Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Process - Criteria for 
amending the urban growth boundary shall be derived from statewide planning 
goals 2 and 14 and relevant portions of the Regional Urban Growth Go^s and 
Objectives.

17.2.1. Major Amendments. Proposals for major amendment of the UGB 
shall be made primarily through a legislative process in conjunction with 
the development and adoption of regional forecasts for population and 
employment growth. The amendment process will be initiated by a 
Metro finding of need, and involve local governments, special districts, 
citizens and other interests.

17.2.2. Locational Adjustments. Locational adjustments of the UGB shall 
be brought to Metro by cities, counties and/or property owners based on 
public facility plans in adopted and acknowledged comprehensive plans.

Objective 18. Urban Design

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

18.i. the recognition and protection of critical open space features in the region;

18.1i. public policies which encourage diversity and excellence in the design and 
development of settlement patterns, landscapes and structures; and

18.111. ensuring that incentives and regulations guiding the development and 
redevelopment of the urban area promote a settiement pattern which:

18.iii. a. is pedestrian “friendly" and reduces auto dependence;

18.111. b. encourages transit use;

18.111. c. reinforces nodal, mixed use, neighborhood-oriented design;

18.111. d. Includes concentrated, high density, mixed use urban centers 
developed in relation to the region’s transit system; and
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IS.iil.e. is responsive to needs for privacy, community and personal 
safety in an urban setting.

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

Planning Activities: (

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

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

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

Areas and Activities of Metropolitan Significance. A program, area or activity 
having significant impact upon the orderly and responsible development of the 
metropolitan area that can benefit from a coordinated multi-jurisdictional 
response under ORS 268.390.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Housing Affordability. The availability of housing such that no more than 30 
percent (an index derived from federal, state and local housing agencies of 
the monthly income of the household need be spent on shelter).
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Infill. New development on a parcel or parcels of less than one contiguous 
acre located within the urban growth boundary.

Infrastructure. Roads, water systems, sewage systems, systems for 
stormdrainage, bridges and other facilities developed to support the functioning 
of the developed portions of the environment.

Key or Critical Public Facilities and Services. Basic facilities that are primarily 
planned for by local government but which also may be provided by private 
enterprise and are essential to the support of more intensive development, 
including transportation, water supply, sewage, parks and solid waste disposal.

Local Comprehensive Plan. A generalized, coordinated land use map and policy 
statement of the governing body of a city or county that inter-relates all 
functional and natural systems and activities related to the use of land, 
consistent with state law.

t

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

Mixed-Use Urban Center. A “mixed use urban center" is a designated location 
for a mix of relatively high density office space, commercial activity, residential 
uses and supporting public facilities and services, parks and public places.
There will be a limited number of these centers designated In the region, and 
they will be characterized by design elements which work to minimize the need 
to make trips by automobile either to or within a center. State, regional and 
local policy and investment will be coordinated to achieve development and 
functional objectives for these centers.

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

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

Urban Growth Boundary. A boundary that identifies urban and urbanizable lands 
needed during the 20-year planning period to be planned and serviced 
to support urban development densities, and which separates urban and 
urbanizable lands from rural lands.
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Urban Reserve. Area adjacent to the present urban growth boundary defined 
to be a priority location for any future urban growth boundary amendments 
when needed. Urban reserves are intended to provide cities, counties, other 
service providers and both urban and rural land owners with a greater degree 
of certainty regarding future regional urban form. Whereas the urban growth 
boimdary describes an area needed to accommodate the urban growth 
forecasted over a 20-year period, the urban reserves estimate the area 
capable of accommodating the growth expected for an additional 30 years.
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE 
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE REPEALING THE ) 
COLUMBIA REGION ASSOCIATION OF ) 
GOVERNMENTS LAND USE GOALS AND ) 
OBJECTIVES AND ADOPTING THE ) 
REGIONAL URBAN GROWTH GOALS AND ) 
OBJECTIVES )

ORDINANCE NO. 91-418B

Introduced by Executive 
Officer Rena Cusma and 
Councilor Jim Gardner

WHEREAS Metro has been directed by the Oregon State 

Legislature (Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 268, Section 380(1)) 

to develop land use goals and objectives for the Portland 

metropolitan region. Prior to adoption of those goals and 

objectives, the Columbia Region Association of Governments (CRAG) 

Goals and Objectives, adopted September 30, 1976 by the CRAG 

Board, have remained in effect by operation of 1977 Oregon Laws, 

Chapter 665 Section 25; and

WHEREAS Regional Goals and Objectives are intended to 

provide Metro with the policy framework needed to guide the 

District7s regional planning program. All Metro functional plans 

and its management of the Urban Growth Boundary must be 

consistent with the District's goals and objectives; and

WHEREAS Metro has forecasted population growth of about 

310,000 within the existing urban growth boundary between 1989 

and 2010. In addition, the changes accompanying urban growth 

have begun to affect quality of life in the region. This kind of 

growth and these kinds of changes are not unique to this region. 

However, maintaining the livability of this region as it grows 

requires a fundamental examination of the policy framework used 

by Metro to guide its regional planning; and 

ORDINANCE NO. 91-418B - Page 1
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WHEREAS To comply with its statutory requirements and in 

recognition of the challenges posed by urban growth, Metro 

elected to begin development of Regional Urban Growth Goals and 

Objectives in March of 1989. Policy and Technical Advisory 

Committees were formed, and have met continuously since then.

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY 

ORDAINS:

Section 1. The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives, 

included in this ordinance as Exhibit A, are hereby adopted as 

Metro's regional land use goals and objectives.

Section 2. The existing Urban Growth Management Policy 

Advisory Committee shall be replaced by the Regional Policy 

Advisory Committee upon Metro Council appointment implementing 

the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives. The Joint Policy 

Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) shall continue to 

operate as the forum for evaluating transportation needs and 

recommending funding for Metro both as the federal Metropolitan 

Planning Organization and for Metro's transportation functional 

plan. Other existing Policy Advisory Committees, established by 

ordinance or resolution to advise Metro about adopted or proposed 

functional plans, shall continue in their assigned roles until 

Metro Council action upon completion of assigned tasks.

Section 3. Metro's goals and objectives are consistent with 

the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals. Findings of consistency, 

included in this ordinance as Exhibit B, are hereby adopted.
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Section 4. The CRAG Goals and Objectives, adopted September 

30, 1976 by the CRAG Board, are hereby repealed and replaced by 

the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District 

this 26th day of September, 1991.
1 y

er. Presiding Officer

Clerk of the Council

ES/es

7/30/91

9/16/91/pa

10/1/91/pa
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE 
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING BYLAWS 
FOR THE REGIONAL POLICY 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE

) RESOLUTION NO. 91-1489B 
)

) Introduced by the Executive
) Officer

WHEREAS Metro's regional planning program requires a 

peurtnership with cities, counties, and citizens in the region; 

and

WHEREAS That partnership is described in Goal I of the 

Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives, recommended to the 

Metro Council for adoption by the Urban Growth Management Plan 

Policy Advisory Committee; and

WHEREAS Implementation of that partnership is intended to 

occur, in large part, through the creation of an on-going 

Regional Policy Advisory Committee (RPAC) to advise and recommend 

actions to the Metro Council on ways to address areas and 

activities of metropolitan significance; and

WHEREAS The Urban Growth Management Plan Policy Advisory 

Committee has prepared and proposed to the Metro Council a set of 

by-laws for RPAC which describe the membership, powers and duties 

of that committee; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the by-laws for the Regional Policy Advisory 

Committee, dated August 1, 1991, and attached to this resolution 

as Attachment A, are hereby adopted.

2. That the Metro Council directs the Presiding Officer to 

initiate the creation of the Regional Policy Advisory Committee 

no later than January 1, 1992.
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ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT 

this 26th day of September, 1991.

Tanya C , Presiding Officer
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ATTACHMENT A

Regional Policy Advisoiy Committee By-Laws 

August 1,1991

Article I

This committee shall be known as the REGIONAL POLICY'ADVISORY COMMITTEE
(RPAQ.

Article II
MISSION AND PURPOSE

Section 1. It is the mission of RPAC to advise and recommend actions to the Metro Council as 
it creates and implements a participatory regional planning partnership to address areas and activities 
of metropolitan significance.

Section 2. The purposes of RPAC are as follows:

a. To provide advice and recommendations for the development and review of Metro’s regional 
planning activities, including implementation of the Re^onal Urban Growth Goals and Objectives, 
development of new functional plans, and periodic review of the region’s urban growth boundary.

b. To create a forum for identifying and discussing areas and activities of metropolitan 
significance.

c. To involve all cities, counties, and other interests in the development and implementation of 
growth management strategies.

d. To coordinate its activities with the Joint Policy Advisoiy Committee on Transportation 
(JPACT) so that regional transportation planning is linked and consistent with regional growth 
management efforts.

e. To review and comment, as needed, on the regional land use and growth management 
issues affecting or affected by local comprehensive plans or plans of state and regional agencies. RPAC 
is not intended to routinely review land use decisions or plan amendments in the region.

f. To discuss and make recommendations on land use and growth management issues of 
regional or subregional significance.

g. To establish a coordinating link with Vancouver and Clark County, Washington, and other 
parts of the state of Oregon to address land use and growth management issues of common interest.
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Article ILL
COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

Section 1. Membership

a. The Committee will be made up of representatives of the following:

Multnomah County Commission 
Citizens of Multnomah County .
Largest City in Multnomah County (excluding Portland)
Cities in Multnomah County

City of Portland

Clackamas Coimty Commission 
Citizens of Clackamas Coimty 
Largest City in Clackamas County 
Cities in Clackamas County

Washington Coimty Commission 
Citizens of Washington County 
Largest City in Washington County 
Cities in Washington County

Metro Council

1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1

State Agency Council

b. Members from jurisdictions shall be elected of&dals.

TOTAL 17

c. Alternates shall be appointed to serve in the absence of the regular members.

d. Members and alternates shall be capable of representing the policy interests of their 
jurisdiction, agency, or constituency at all meetings of the Committee.

Section 2. Appointment of Members and Alternates

a. Members and alternates from the City of Portland, the Coimties of Multnomah, Clackamas, 
and Washington, and the largest cities of Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington counties, excluding 
Portland, shall be appointed by the jurisdiction. The member and alternate will serve until removed by 
the appointing jurisdiction.

b. Members and alternates from the cities of Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington 
coimties, excluding Portland and the remaining largest dty from each county, will be appointed by 
those cities represented and in a manner to be determined fay those cities. The member and alternate 
will be from different jurisdictions. The member and alternate will serve two-year terms. In the event 
the member's position is vacated, the alternate will automatically become member and complete the 
original term of oflice.
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c. Members and alternates from the Metropolitan Service District will be appointed by the 
Presiding Officer of the Metro Council and will represent a broad cross-section of geographic areas. 
The members and alternates will serve imtil removed by the Presiding Officer of the Metro CoundL

d. Members and alternates representing citizens will be appointed using the following process:

1) Metro will advertise citizen openings on the Committee throughout the region, 
utilizing, at a minimum, recognized nei^borhood associations and citizen planning 
organizations. Interested citizens will be asked to submit an Hppliratif»n/stjifji.^«iT|t of 
interest on forms provided by Metro.

2) Metro will collect the applications and sort them by county.

3) The members of RPAC from within each county will caucus by county, with 
Portland included in Multnomah County, to review the applications and select a citizen 
member and alternate from each county from that pool of applicants.

4) Citizen members and alternates will serve two-year terms. In the event the 
member’s position is vacated, the alternate will automatically become the member and 
complete the original term of office.

e. Members and alternates from the State Agency Council will be chosen by the Chairperson
of that body. 'The member and alternate will serve until removed by the Chairperson.

Article IV.
MEETINGS, CONDUCT OF MEETINGS, AND QUORUM

a Regular meetings of the Committee shall be held monthly at a time and place established by 
the Chairperson. Special or emergent^ meetings may be called by the Chairperson or a majority of the 
members of the Committee.

b. A majority of the members (or designated alternates) shall constitute a quorum for the 
conduct of business. The act of a majority of those present at meetings at which a quorum is present 
shall be the act of the Committee.

c. Subcommittees to develop recommendations for RPAC may be appointed by the 
Chairperson. The Chairperson will consult with the full membership of the Committee at a regularly 
scheduled meeting on subcommittee membership and charge. Subcommittee members Rbnii include 
RPAC members and/or alternates, and can include outside experts.

d. All meetings shall be conducted in accordance ^th Robert’s Rules of Order. Newly Revised.

e. ’The Committee may establish other rules of procedure as deemed necessary for the conduct 
of business.

f. Unexcused absence from regularly scheduled meetings for three (3) consecutive months 
shall require the Chairperson to notify the appointing body with a request for remedial action.

g. The Committee shall make its reports and findings public and shall forward them to the 
Metro Council.
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h. Metro e>inii provide staff, as necessary, to record the actions of the Committee and to 
handle Committee business, correspondence, and public information.

Article V.
OFFICERS AND DUTIES

a. The Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson shall be designated by the Metro Presiding Officer.

b. The Chairperson sball preside at all meetings, and shall be responsible for the expeditious 
conduct of the Committee’s business.

c. In the absence of the Chairperson, the Vice-Chairperson shall assume the duties of the 
Chairperson.

Article VL
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEES

a. The Committee shall solicit and take into consideration the alternatives and 
recommendations of the appropriate technical advisory committees in the conduct of its business.

b. Evisting technical advisory committees for solid waste, urban growth management, water 
resources, and natural areas will be continued to advise on their respective subject areas.

c. The Metro Council or the Committee can appoint special technical advisory committees as 
the Council or Committee determine a need for such bodies.

Article VII.
AMENDMENTS

a. These by-laws may be amended by a two-thirds vote of the full membership of the 
Committee and a majority vote of the Metro Council.

b. Written notice must be delivered to all members and alternates at least 30 days prior to 
any proposed action to amend the by-laws.

Article VDI.
SUNSET

a. These by-laws shall be deemed null and void three (3) years from the date of their adoption 
by the Metro CoundL

b. Prior to adopting new by-laws for RPAC, the Metro Coimdl, in consultation with the 
Committee shall evaluate the adequacy of the membership structure included in these by-laws for 
representing the diversity of views in the region.
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Region 2040: Transportation & Land Use C oncepts, Phase I

PURPOSE

PRODUCTS

PARTICIPANTS

TIMING

FUNDERS

NEXT STEPS

DETAILS

To better understand how to accommodate the expected growth within the 
region in the next 50 years and the choices that may be involved. This is 
a result of and recommendation from the Regional Urban Growth Goals 
and Objectives (RUGGO), recently adopted by Metro. The project is is 
intended to provide a more detailed consideration of how the RUGGO 
could be implemented.

Displays of: 1) the current transportation and land use plans for 
accommodating growth within the region; 2) up to 5 additional regional 
transportation and land use development alternatives; 3) criteria with 
which to evaluate the alternatives.

The project will strive to include participation from citizens, cities and 
counties of the region, special districts, business and trade organizations, 
environmental organizations as well as Metro formal organizations 
(RPAC, JPACT and their technical committees) and the Metro Council.

Phase I of project is expected to be a 12 month effort, beginning 
December, 1991.

This work effort is funded by the Oregon Department of Transportation 
(ODOT), Tri-Met and Metro.

Once Phase I is completed, a detailed evaluation will be made of each 
alternative and a selection of the best alternative.

For more information, please contact Ethan Seltzer or Mark Tuipd at 
Metro, Planning and Development Department, 2000 SW First Avenue, 
Portland, OR 97201. Telephone: 503/221-1646.
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Region 2040: Transportation and Land Use Study, P ha s e I
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What is RUGGO?

The acronym stands for - Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives.

Why are we hearing so much about RUGGOs?

Under state law, agencies responsible for growth management are 
required to have urban growth goals and objectives.

Metro is the agency for this region - the urbanized parts of 
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties - that has the 
responsiblity for managing urban grwoth.

Obviously this region is growing — why are we only now adopting
goals and objectives to address this growth?

Metro has had goals and objectives, but they are outdated. They are 
the goals and objectives adopted by the former Columbia Region 
Association of Governments in the late 1970s.

Things have changed since then. All indicators point to a major 
increase in population over the next decade or two. Up till now, 
Portland has enjoyed an enviable quality of life. The challenge is 
maintaining the quality of life in the face of more people, more 
traffic, more development.

How will the goals and objectives help?

They set a framework for coordinated planning, through partnerships 
covering the three counties, 24 cities and 130 special districts in 
our region. They address important areas, and spell out clearly 
why they are important.

These areas include:

- encouraging a more efficient development pattern, placing jobs 
and housing near each other. We have to look at transportation and 
land use planning together, not as two separate processes.

“ ensuring a broad range of housing types for people of all income 
levels - and that public services and facilities are developed to 
maximize service while minimize cost.



- developing a diverse and plentiful supply of jobs.

- protecting and enhancing the natural environment. This includes 
managing water resources, protecting air quality, acquiring or 
othei^fl^ise protecting natural areas, parks and wildlife habitat.

- keeping a clear distinction between urbanizing areas and rural 
lands. We need to balance new development and infill.

- working on growth cooperatively, which means involving both the 
public and elected officials from throughout this area.

Who wrote these goals and objectives?

For the last two years, a committee made up of elected officials 
from all parts of the region and citizens, as well as Metro 
planning staff, has been hard at work coming up with written 
policies. The Metro Council - the elected officials for the 
regional government - are in the middle of public hearings to 
obtain even more input.

What^s the reaction so far?

Testimony at hearings before the Council's Transportation and 
Planning Committee has been overwhelmingly positive. Much of the 
testimony emphasized the need to adopt goals and objectives which 
are as strong as possible. The primary area of concern is the 
natural environment - how can we maintain greehspaces yet continue 
to accomodate growth?

What's the next step?

The last public hearing will be this Thursday before the Metro 
Council, beginning at 6:00 p.m. The Council will hear testimony, 
then decide if these goals and objectives should be adopted by 
ordinance.

This is not a final plan - because the goals and objectives are 
meant to be^ a starting point for developing a more focused vision 
for the region's growth. They give us concepts, which then.can be 
turned into more specific planning tools.



Over the next year, Metro, in cooperation with Tri-Met and ODOT, 
will be embarking on an exciting project to help bring these 
concepts to life. The project is called Region 2040. After 
obtaining extensive public comment about the values most important 
as the region grows, several alternative development scenarios will 
be developed in a visual form, so we can see what the region would 
look like if we choose various options. The next step will be to 
choose between the various options.

How can interested citizens participate?

You can come to the Council's hearing on Thursday. You can call 
our planning staff - ask for Ethan Seltzer (221-1646 ext. 537) - 
ask to be informed about future meetings and hearings. And keep 
your eye out for Region 2040.

I've got a brochure which outlines the content and process for 
developing the RUGGOs. The actual ordinance itself is somewhat long 
- if you'd like a copy, you can call the Council office. Ask for 
Karla Forsythe. Her number is 221-1646, ext. 136.


