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Dear Sir or Madame: 

This firm represents Steve and Kelli Bobosky, the owners of a 9.76 acre parcel (subject 
property) in Washington County. The subject property is located at 21393 NW West Union 
Road (Tax Lot IN2 14A 3000), zoned AF-5 and is subject to an acknowledged exception to 
Gpal3 (Agriculture). Exhibit 1 pIS, 21, 22, 23, 27-38, 40, 42, 43, 170, 173; see also Wash. Co. 
Rec. 8185 and 8186; 8192-98; and see Exhibit 2, p 1. l Their property exists within the 
approximately 130 acre "Bendemeer" community, which is a residential subdivision also subject 
to a Goal 3 exception. Exhibit 1 p 37. Bendemeer is composed of 58 lots averaging three (3) 
acres or less, 40 of which are developed with homes with the exception of an R-COM parcel that 
is commercially developed at the corner of West Union and Cornelius Pass Roads. Exhibit 1 p 
16, 37. 

Washington County's professional staff and the Washington County Planning 
commission all determined the subject property met the "Urban Reserves" criteria and should be 
so designated. Metro Rec. 64; Exhibit 1 p 17-18. The subject property maintained that 
designation throughout the process, until a last minute political reversal in December 2009. 
Wash. Co. Rec. 8602. The county planning commission specifically rejected the proposed 
"Rural Reserve" designation for the subject property and the 130 acre residential subdivision 
within which it exists. Metro Rec. 64. Without commenting on why, the Washington County 
Board of Commissioners simply refused to follow the planning commission's recommendation. 
Exhibit 3. 

I Exhibit 2 p 1 is a map the Bobosky' s paid Metro to create. It is based on information Metro had available for the 
last open record Metro submittal - which was a map based on data from the IGA decision in February 2009. The 
pink areas are exception areas in Washington County. Comparing the [mal adopted urban and rural reserves map 
with Exhibit 2 P 1 makes plain that nearly all of the exception lands in Washington County are improperly locked up 
as "Rural Reserve" in the challenged decision and that "Urban Reserves" were selected primarily from the region's 
best "Agricultural Land." OAR 660-0033-0020(l)(c). No reason is given in the challenged decision for rejecting 
exception lands and there is none. 
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Steve and Kelli OBJECT to the designation of their exception lot as "Rural Reserve". 

Steve and Kelli Bobosky participated at the local level orally or in writing during 
the local processes 

Steve and Kelli Bobosky participated in the Metro and Washington County proceedings 
and objected to the proposal to make their small exception parcel located in a residential 
subdivision a "Rural Reserve". Steve and Kelli participated in the Washington County and 
Metro processes by supplying oral and written testimony as shown on the attached Exhibit 1 
page 1, 11 , 15, 167, 170, 175; see also Wash. Co. Rec. 8150, 8179, 8178, 8330, 8335, 8339, 
8343. 

Specific objections to the Metro and Washington County decisions, citing the relevant 
statewide planning goal, LCDC rule or land use statute believed to be violated by the 

challenged decisions, and proposed remedy for the violations 

OBJECTION 1: Objection 5: Washington County (hereinafter "county") and Metro 
erroneously designated the subject exception lot as "Rural Reserve" in violation of OAR 660-
027-0060 and ORS 195139(1)(a), ORS 195.141(2) and (3), ignoring the recommendation of 
Washington County's professional staff and the Washington County Planning Commission that 
the property met the urban reserve criteria and should be designated urban reserve. 

The subject property is within "Rural Reserve 8F: Highway 26 North". Metro Rec. 108. 
The findings supporting the challenged decision classifying the subject property as rural reserve 
are inadequate to establish compliance with rural reserve criteria and the record lacks an 
adequate factual basis for that classification. Metro Rec. 65. The challenged decision asserts the 
subject property was designated rural reserve on both "agricultural" and natural resources bases. 
Rec. 108. However, both are impossible since the subject property has neither characteristic and 
is subject to an acknowledged Goal 3 exception, in a developed exception land residential 
subdivision and is itself developed with a residence. Exhibit 1 pI, 15-16,23,37; Exhibit 2, p l. 
Further, there are no identified important (or in fact any) natural resources on the property. 
Exhibit 1 p 17, 103 104; Metro Rec. 64-65. 

The findings make the remarkable but wrong statement that ''the property in question 
ranked high for both urban and rural reserves in staff's analysis." Metro Rec. 65. There is no 
evidentiary support for this statement as it relates to rural reserves suitability? To the contrary, 
the record only supports a conclusion that the subject property was ranked low for rural reserves 
suitability - being given a "Tier III" of four tiers ranking. Exhibit 1 p 18-19. Moreover, the only 
reason the subject property was not given the lowest fourth tier ranking was because the county 
improperly treated it as "Agricultural Land" when clearly it is not as a matter of law and has no 

2 There is no dispute the subj ect property ranked in the highest category for urban reserves. Exhibit 1 p 17-18, and 
page 90. 
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suitability or capability for agriculture; and has not been farmed. Exhibit 1 p 18-19; OAR 660-
0033-0020(1) and Exhibit 1 p 31-38. The findings are inadequate to support the subject 
property's designation as rural reserves and the record lacks an adequate factual basis to 

---- . - .---conCluCleffiat ffie-Slilijeclproperty maypropeily lJe-designateCl a rural reserve. 

In fact, throughout the process, including where professional staffs evaluated candidate 
urban and rural reserves based on legal standards, the subject property was determined to meet 
the criteria for an urban reserve. Metro Rec. 61-62; see also Exhibit 1 p 17-19. As explained in 
the challenged decision: 

"The Washington County Planning Directors and respective city staff reviewed 
the factors of OAR 660-027 along with the concepts of building "Great 
Communities" (WashCo. Rec. 2930-3819) in order to develop "pre-qualifying 
concept plans" for areas being recommended as urban reserves." Metro 
Rec.61-62. 

The City of Hillsboro developed a "pre-qualifying concept plan" (County Prequalified Plan 
No.5) which included the subject property as an important part of a "Great Communities" -
complete community to make the north Hillsboro Industrial area - a Metro Title 4 important 
regional industrial area-viable. Wash. Co Rec. 3110- 3274; 8215; Metro Rec. 65. 

Then some people who live in distant Helvetia began vocal calls that they did not want 
any development near them. Metro Rec. 63, 108-09. The next thing that happened was at the 
end of the process after the December 2009 release of the "BragdonIHosticka" map, the four 
elected officials who made up the "Core 4" made an abrupt reversal- deciding that the subject 
property and the residential subdivision within which it is located should be rural reserve. Wash. 
Co. Rec. 8602; Metro Dec. 63. No reason founded in the rural reserves criteria or based on an 
adequate factual basis was given. This decision lacked transparency and had all the earmarks of 
political gerrymandering. Wash. Co. Rec. 8602; Metro Dec. 62-63,65. Ifland use standards are 
more than words on a page, and if the rule of law matters in this land use decision, then the 
challenged decision must be remanded with instructions to remove the rural reserve designation 
on the subject property (as well as the 130 acre residential subdivision within which the subject 
property is located). There is simply no lawful justification for the property's designation as 
"rural reserve" and its designation as such violates the letter and spirit of the 2009 urban and 
rural reserves laws. 

ORS 195.139(1)(a) provides the following policy that establishes the purpose for the 
application of rural and urban reserves: 

"Long-range planning for population and employment growth by local 
governments can offer greater certainty for: 
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"(a) The agricultural and forest industries, by offering long-term 
protection of large blocks of land with the characteristics necessary 
to maintain their viability[.] * * *" 

ORS 195.141(3) specifies that property may be designated rural reserve for "long term 
protection "to the agricultural industry" based on the following standards: 

"(3) When designating a rural reserve under this section to provide long-term 
protection to the agricultural industry, a county and a metropolitan service 
district shall base the designation on consideration of factors including, 
but not limited to, whether land proposed for designation as a rural 
reserve: 

"(a) Is situated in an area that is otherwise potentially subject to 
urbanization during the period described in subsection (2)(b) of 
this section, as indicated by proximity to the urban growth 
boundary and to properties with fair market values that 
significantly exceed agricultural values; 

"(b) Is capable of sustaining long-term agricultural operations; 

"(c) Has suitable soils and available water where needed to sustain 
long-term agricultural operations; and 

"(d) Is suitable to sustain long-term agricultural operations, taking into 
account: 

"(A) The existence of a large block of agricultural or other 
resource land with a concentration or cluster of farms; 

"(B) The adjacent land use pattern, including its location in 
relation to adjacent nonfarm uses and the existence of 
buffers between agricultural operations and nonfarm uses; 

"(C) The agricultural land use pattern, including parcelization, tenure 
and ownership patterns; and 

"(D) The sufficiency of agricultural infrastructure in the area." 

Designating the subject property rural reserve is contrary to the policy expressed in 
ORS 195.139(1)(a) and the whole point of designating rural reserves. There are no large blocks 
of farmland being protected in locking up the subject residential lot and this subdivision lot 
offers no help or certainty to the agricultural industry. The converse is the case. Exhibit 1 p 176, 
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37,40,42,43. By pretending that locking up a 9.76 acre residential lot in a residential 
subdivision - where both of which are subject to a Goal 3 exception -- as the region's way to 
provide for long term agriculture, the region does a huge disservice to agriculture. Making the 
subject property a rural reserve leaves nothing to agriculture but a developed residential 
subdivision lot and subdivision to which Goal 3 does not apply. This is hardly supplying large 
blocks of Agricultural Land for long term agriculture. But it does create the appearance that 
land is being set aside for agriculture, and the appearance that the region has given more than lip 
service to the viability of long term agriculture in the region. However, the appearance is just 
that - there is no adequate factual basis to conclude the subj ect 9.76 acre residential subdivision 
lot developed with Steve and Kelli' s home has anything to do with agriculture. 

The truth is the subject property does nothing for agriculture and that locking it up harms 
the region's agriculture as well as the region's prospects for establishing the "Great 
Communities" about which so many words are written in the challenged decision. Metro Rec. 1, 
3,4, 10, 11,34. The "Great Community" Hillsboro envisioned connected the subject property to 
the Title 4 regionally significant City of Hillsboro industrial area right across West Union from 
the subject property. Wash. Co. Rec. 3119-20; 3124-26; 3140; Logically, the subject exception 
area supplied needed housing to that Title 4 employment area in the UGB that regardless the City 
of Hillsboro will develop and that is now held in part by Intel for its future needs. Exhibit 1 p 
16. Under the City of Hillsboro Great Community plan, the subject property supplied housing at 
no expense to agriculture because the subject property is subject to an exception to Goal 3 as is 
the residential subdivision in which it is located. Instead, the challenged decision makes the 
subject exception property and its exception area a rural reserve and the very best regional 
farmland urban reserve and does little that is meaningful to connect future needed housing to the 
Hillsboro Title 4 site across the street from the subject property. 

Please understand, there is no special problem in relying on the subject property or the 
residential subdivision in which it is located to deliver housing for the adjacent Title 4 industrial 
area. There are no steep slopes, or water or sewer service problems; rather, water, sewer and 
transportation connections to the subject property are ranked as superior. Exhibit 1 page 91-93, 
103-104. The challenged decision's fmdings at Metro Rec. 17 supply no justification for passing 
over this flat, easily serviced exception land to make it a rural reserve in order to urbanize the 
best farmland: 

"Converting existing low-density rural residential development into compact, 
mixed-use communities through infill and re-development is not only very 
expensive, it is politically difficult. There is no better support for these fmdings 
than the experience of the city of Damascus trying since its addition to the UGB 
in 2002 to gain the acceptance of citizens to plan to urbanize a landscape 
characterized by a few flat areas interspersed among steeply sloping buttes and 
incised stream courses and natural resources." 

There is no urban or rural reserve standard that elevates assumed political difficulty as 
justification to make exception land like the subject property a rural reserve. Moreover, political 
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objection if it were a standard was not evenly applied in the challenged decision in any case. See 
Metro Rec. 33 regarding the Stafford basin made an urban reserve: "No area in Clackamas 
County engendered as much public comment and diversity of opinion as this Urban Reserve.") 
Here, for the subject property, we have land subject to a Goal 3 exception, a willing government 
- the City of Hillsboro --; property capable of efficient public facilities and services (since water 
and sewer are adjacent anyway this is easy), that is flat and adjacent to an industrial area needing 
adjacent housing; and that has no important natural features to worry about. See Exhibit 1 p 16-
18; 91-93. The subject property has already been planned to serve as residential land for the 
Title 4 industrial area across the street in the North Hillsboro Pre-qualifying concept plan. Metro 
Rec.64. 

It should be plain then, at the most basic level, the designation of the subject property as a 
"rural reserve" is contrary to the special authority the legislature entrusted to the Metro region -
(and to no other place in the state) -- in ORS 195.141 and OAR 660-0027-0060 and 0050. 
Designating the subject property as rural reserve does not in any respect comply with 
ORS 195.141(3) and there is an inadequate factual basis to conclude designating the.,subject 
property rural reserve complies with that statute. The subject property has no "Agricultural" 
value, as a matter of law and fact. First, as an exception lot, it cannot by definition be considered 
"Agricultural Land." OAR 660-033-020(1)(c) "C'Agricultural Land" does not include land 
within acknowledged urban growth boundaries or land within acknowledged exception areas for 
Goal 3 or 4."). Therefore as a matter oflaw it is impossible for the subject property to be 
"suitable to sustain long term agricultural operations" or "capable" of sustaining agriculture. 

Even ignoring that the subject lot's status as residentially developed exception land, the 
challenged decision even makes the case that the area in which the subject property exists has 
low agricultural capacity: 

"[A ]gricultural productivity ratings developed by applying the Huddlestone] 
methodology ranked considerably lower throughout this reserve than rural 
reserve areas in the Tualatin River floodplain and the Dairy Creek basin between 
Banks and Forest Grove. The most productive agricultural areas in the reserve are 
located northwest of North Plains in the Mountaindale area. Wash. Co. Rec. 
3017." Metro Rec. 109. (Emphasis supplied). 

This is not a finding supporting rural reserve designation, but rather one that has the 
opposite effect. 

Moreover, the subject property has no irrigation water rights. Exhibit 1 p 18 ("[t]he 
subject 10 acres and its larger exception area is not within the Tualatin Valley Irrigation district 
Boundary, nor does it include properties with water rights."); see also Wash. Co. Rec. 8242, 
8302. 

3 See Wash. Co. Rec. 890 for explanation of the ''Huddleston'' methodology. 
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There is no agricultural infrastructure on the subject property or adjacent to it. The 
subject property is located on a busy major arterial- West Union Road. Exhibit 1 p 92-93. The 
area haS long been parcelized as reflected in a 1980s vintage residential exception. Exhibit 1 p 
28-38; see also Wash. Co. Rec. 8192-98. Moreover, "adjacent" --across from the subject 
property on West Union Road -- is the Hillsboro designated, Title 4 significant, industrial area 
and future Intel site. Exhibit 1 p 16; Wash. Co. Rec. 3436, 3438. 

Property values in the area already well exceed and do not in any respect reflect any 
agricultural value; rather their value necessarily reflects value as an exception area residential 
subdivision. In this regard, and to its credit, Washington County specifically excluded exception 
land from its analysis of agricultural land values. Exhibit 1 p 59; see also Wash. Co. Rec. 8199. 
It did so recognizing the subject property had no agricultural value given it was an exception lot, 
developed with a residence, in a residential subdivision. 

Further, the subject property both abuts and is adjacent to other lots in a residential; 
subdivision and fronts on West Union Road, so it cannot be considered adjacent to farm uses. In 
fact it is completely is surrounded by nonfarm uses. Exhibit 1 p 176. 

The subject lot has municipal water and sewer connections available nearby and rates 
highly for efficient and inexpensive public water and sewer extension. Exhibit 1 p 91-92; see 
also Wash. Co. Rec p. 752, 3333, 3331, 3338, 8255, 8256). The subject property ranks highly for 
transportation connectivity. Exhibit 1 p 93; see also Wash. Co. Rec. 752, 8257. 

The subject property is not now and has not been in any sort of farm use. Exhibit 1, pI, 
15-16; 28-38. 

The following findings also lack an adequate factual basis: 

"In consideration of the concerns raised by the Farm Bureau as well as likeminded 
stakeholders, interest groups and community members, the Core 4 recommended a 
reduction of approximately 40 percent (34,200 acres to 13,561 acres) to the 
WCRCC's urban reserve recommendation. These adjustments represented the 
Core 4' s judgment in balancing the need for future urban lands with the values 
placed on 'I Foundation" agricultural lands and lands that contain valuable natural 
landscape features to be preserved from urban encroachment. Rural reserve 
acreage increased during Core 4 deliberations, from the WCRCC recommendation 
above to 151,666 acres." Metro fmdings p 62." 

The above findings lack an adequate factual basis because they assume the subject land 
and the 130 acre residential subdivision within which it is located is "Agricultural land" and it is 
not. OAR 660-0033-0020(1)(c). As is evident from the analysis in this OBJECTION, the 
subject property can in no way be construed to "provide for long-term protection for large blocks 
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of agricultural land and forest land and for important natural landscape features that limit urban 
development or define natural boundaries of urbanization." Wash. Co. Rec. 4030. 

Designation of the subject property as rural reserve is also contrary to OAR 660-027-
0060, which provides: 

"(1) When identifying and selecting lands for designation as rural reserves 
under this division, a county shall indicate which land was considered 
and designated in order to provide long-term protection to the agriculture 
and forest industries and which land was considered and designated to 
provide long-term protection of important natural landscape features, or 
both. Based on this choice, the county shall apply the appropriate factors 
in either section (2) or (3) of this rule, or both. 

(2) Rural Reserve Factors: When identifying and selecting lands for 
designation as rural reserves intended to provide long-term protection to 
the agricultural industry or forest industry, or both, a county shall base its 
decision on consideration of whether the lands proposed for designation. 

(a) Are situated in an area that is otherwise potentially subject to urbanization 
during the applicable period described in OAR 660-027-0040(2) or (3) as 
indicated by proximity to a UGB or proximity to properties with fair 
market values that significantly exceed agricultural values for farmland, or 
forestry values for forest land; 

(b) Are capable of sustaining long-term agricultural operations for agricultural 
land, or are capable of sustaining long-term forestry operations for forest 
land; 

(c) Have suitable soils where needed to sustain long-term agricultural or 
forestry operations and, for agricultural land, have available water where 
needed to sustain long-term agricultural operations; and 

(d) Are suitable to sustain long-term agricultural or forestry operations, taking 
into account: 

(A) for farm land, the existence of a large block of agricultural or other 
resource land with a concentration or cluster of farm operations, or, 
for forest land, the existence of a large block of forested land with 
a concentration or cluster of managed woodlots; 

(B) The adjacent land use pattern, including its location in relation to 
adjacent non-farm uses or non-forest uses, and the existence of 
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buffers between agricultural or forest operations and non-farm or 
non-forest uses; 

(C) The agricultural or forest land use pattern, including parcelization, 
tenure and ownership patterns; and 

(D) The sufficiency of agricultural or forestry infrastructure in the area, . 
whichever is applicable. 

(3) Rural Reserve Factors: When identifying and selecting lands for designation as 
rural reserves intended to protect important natural landscape features, a county 
must consider those areas identified in Metro's February 2007 "Natural Landscape 
Features Inventory" and other pertinent information, and shall base its decision on 
consideration of whether the lands proposed for designation: 

(a) Are situated in an area that is otherwise potentially subject to urbanization 
during the applicable period described OAR 660-027-0040(2) or (3); 

(b) Are subject to natural disasters or hazards, such as floodplains, steep 
slopes and areas subject to landslides; 

( c) Are important fish, plant or wildlife habitat; 

(d) Are necessary to protect water quality or water quantity, such as streams, 
wetlands and riparian areas; 

( e) Provide a sense of place for the region, such as buttes, bluffs, islands and 
extensive wetlands; 

(f) Can serve as a boundary or buffer, such as rivers, cliffs and floodplains, to 
reduce conflicts between urban uses and rural uses, or conflicts between 
urban uses and natural resource uses 

(g) Provide for separation between cities; and 

(h) Provide easy access to recreational opportunities in rural areas, such as 
rural trails and parks. (Emphasis supplied.) 

The fallacy of designating the subject property rural reserves on agricultural bases is 
demonstrative above and reiterated here by this reference. 

As to a natural resources reason to make the subj ect property "rural reserve," the rule is 
clear that the natural resources worth locking up land in rural reserves must be "important". 
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OAR 660-0027-0005 and 0060(1). This was an explicit change to the administrative rule. See 
WashCo. Rec. 5 and 10. The challenged decision establishes that for identifying important" 
natural resources, Washington County relied on the Metro 2007 Inventory plus certain 
supplements. Metro Rec. 97. Washington County created a composite map of all county and 
regional inventoried natural features and nothing is identified on the subject property. Exhibit 1 
p 89, 103, 104; Wash. Co. Rec. 3028; 8267-68. 

The subject property is flat; it is not subject to natural disaster, has no designated 
floodplains, or steep slopes or landslides. Exhibit 1 p 17; 103-104; Wash. Co. Rec. 566. The 
subject property is not important as fish or wildlife habitat - it is a 9.76 acre residential lot in a 
developed residential subdivision with no water features whatsoever. Exhibit 1 p 17, 103, 104. 
There are no buttes, bluffs, islands or wetlands. Exhibit 1 p 17, 89, 103, 104. There are no rivers 
or cliffs. fd. There are no cities nearby to separate. The subject property provides no access to 
any recreational opportunity; it is nowhere near the City of Banks or the Banks-to-Vernonia State 
Trail or Stub Stewart State Park. Exhibit 1, p 40,42, 173, 174, 176, 177, 178,181; Exhibit 2 p l. 
The subject property is not above 350' elevation. Wash. Co. Rec. 2344. There is simply no 
"natural resources' basis for designating the subject property a rural reserve. 

On the other hand, there are plenty of urban reserves designated on Foundation Farm land 
and actually zoned EFU in the vicinity. Exhibit 1 P 4-10; 154-165; Metro Rec. 65,90,92 see 
also 79, 323, 392. Particularly stunning are the examples explained at Wash. Co Rec. 8604 
regarding urban reserve area "8A" as well as "8B" explained at Metro Rec. 90-91 and area "8C" 
at Metro Rec 92-94. These areas are composed of the highest quality EFU zoned land, much of 
which is in or certainly suitable and capable of active farm use and opposed for urbanization by 
farmers but somehow managed to become an urban reserve. See Exhibit 1 P 4-10. However, all 
of the factors that made the county select these areas - particularly as explained at Wash. Co. 
Rec. 8604 for area "8A" -- urban reserves --apply to the subject property. These include 
proximity to industrial areas, cost effective infrastructure, planned by Hillsboro in a pre-qualified 
concept plan). The main and critical difference here is that the subject property is an exception 
parcel in a 130 acre exception subdivision area (and even larger exception area beyond the 
subdivision see Exhibit 1 p 176) that could be urbanized at no expense to agriculture to serve the 
north Hillsboro industrial area with housing as the City of Hillsboro demonstrated in its "pre
qualified" plan. See Wash. Co Rec. 8604. This situation is among the best evidence that the 
challenged decision is irrational, violating to the applicable legal standards explained in these 
objections. 

The subject property meets no natural resources basis for inclusion in the rural reserves. 
Exhibit 1 p 17; 103-104. 

The [mdings (p 108-110) simply do not and cannot establish compliance with the 
standards for designating rural reserves. In this regard, the findings make a lame attempt stating: 
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"Bobosky / Bendemeer: The Bobosky property is a ten acre tax lot included within 
a small rural residential community known as Bendemeer, located north of West 
Union Road between NW Cornelius-Pass Road and NW Dick Road. On April 21, 
2010, the Planning Commission heard testimony from Wendie Kellington and 
Wink Brooks on behalf of owners Steve and Kelli Bobosky to change the 
Bobosky property from rural reserve to urban reserve. The applicants asserted 
during the hearing that exception lands (AF-5 and AF-lO designations) do not 
serve to promote continued agricultural use. The Planning Commission 
subsequently recommended that all properties within the Bendemeer subdivision 
be changed from rural to urban reserve. The property in question ranked high for 
both urban and rural reserves in staff's analysis. The Oregon Department of 
Agriculture classified the properties as Foundation agricultural land. The city of 
Hillsboro developed a pre-qualifying concept plan that addressed how the area 
met the urban reserve factors. This area was originally designated as an urban 
reserve but was changed to a rural reserve designation during Core 4 
deliberations. Ms. Kellington and the Boboskys' provided testimony to the Board 
of Commissioners at their April 27, 2010 hearing. 

A description and analysis of staff's recommendation for urban reserve was 
included in Issue Paper 4 of the May 11 staff report to the Board. The Board 
elected not to include this amendment request in the engrossed ordinance." 
WashCo Rec. 8601-8619. Metro Findings 64-65. (Emphasis supplied.) 

"* * * * * 
"Rural Reserve 8F: Highway 26 North 
General Description: Highway 26 (Sunset Highway) forms the southern 
boundary of this approximately 21,446-acre rural reserve. The north and west 
boundaries are defined by the edge of the study area and the east boundary is 
formed by Rock Creek. The area is characterized by several tributaries flowing 
south from the Tualatin Mountains, including Waibel, Storey, and Holcomb 
Creeks. Sections of McKay Creek and the East Fork of Dairy Creek also flow 
through this reserve area. The topography of the area is characterized by the 
foothills of the Tualatin Mountains. Tributary ravines are common in the area, 
particularly in the eastern half. NW Cornelius Pass Road and NW West Union 
Road are designated arterials in the county's Transportation Plan; collector roads 
include NW Shady Brook, NW Jackson School, NW Helvetia, and NW Phillips 
Roads. Urban Reserve Area 8C (West Bethany) occurs as two small units located 
on the east boundary adjacent to the regional UGB. The area best qualifies as a 
rural reserve through agricultural and natural landscape features factors. The 
community of Helvetia is located in this reserve. 
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Findings: Designation of Lands as Rural Reserves Agricultural Considerations 
Under Factor (2) Factor (2)(a) is addressed in the general comments section in the 
rural reserves introduction. 

Land in existing agricultural use extends from the south reserve boundary north to 
the foothills of the Tualatin Mountainst] The larger parcels, such as those 
located adjacent to Jackson School Road and Mountaindale Road, are in 
agricultural use. Class II soils predominate north of West Union Road. Areas of 
Class I soils exist south of West Union Road in the vicinity of Jackson School 
road and on either side of Helvetia Road. Relatively large areas of Class I soil 
occur north of North Plains and Mountaindale Road. Mountainous areas of the 
reserve tend to be Class III and IV soils. Water rights are concentrated along 
McKay and Dairy Creeks and intermittently along Waibel Creek and Rock Creek. 
Water rights are sporadic throughout the rest of the reserve. WashCo Rec. 3015. 
Residential and small farm use is typical in the foothills, where parcels are 
generally smaller than those on flatter terrain to the south. Availability of water 
was an important consideration in staffs analysis of agricultural lands given 
assumptions of climate change impacts and expected limitations to in-stream flow 
over the reserves timeframe. The majority of this reserve ranked as Tier 2 and 
Tier 3 [5] for rural reserve designation. Relative to other rural areas of the county, 
dwelling density and parcelization is high throughout much of the reserve, 
particularly in the Helvetia area. WashCo Rec. 3021-3022. Also, agricultural 
productivity ratings developed by applying the Huddleston methodology ranked 
considerably lower throughout this reserve than rural reserve areas in the Tualatin 
River floodplain and the Dairy Creek basin between Banks and Forest Grove. The 
most productive agricultural areas in the reserve are located northwest of North 
Plains in the Mountaindale area. WashCo Rec. 3017. 

Forestry Considerations Under Factor (2) 
The majority of this reserve area is in agricultural use.[6] Forested parcels and 
rural residential areas occur in the foothills of the Tualatin MountainS.[7] The 
ODF inventory included several areas designated Wildland Forest at the northern 
edge of the study area, including north of the Highway 26IHighway 6 junction as 
well as areas at the county's east edge northeast of North Plains. All areas 
designated Wildland Forest in the ODF inventory had Tier 1 suitability in the 

4 There is no evidence in the record that the subject residential lot is in agricultural use or that any of the residential 
lots in the residential subdivision that surrounds it in an agricultural use. The evidence is exclusively to the contrary. 
See Exhibit 1 p 16-18. Similarly, the Title 4 significant industrial area across West Union from the subject property 
is not in agricultural use. 
S The subject property is "Tier 3". Wash. Co Rec. 956. 
6 As explained in several parts of this OBJECTION there are no agricultural uses on the subject property or adjacent 
to it. 
7 There is no forestry on the subject residential lot or adjacent to it in the residential subdivision or Title 4 industrial 
site. Wash. Co. Rec. 8265. 
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county's forestry analysis. The foothills are typified by scattered woodlots and 
soils are potentially suitable for long-term forestry operations. Existing 
parcelization and dwelling density would likely limit larger commercial forestry 
operations. 

Natural Landscape Feature Considerations Under Factor (3) 
Factor (3)(a) is addressed under the general comments section in the rural reserves 
introduction. 

Rock Creek, McKay Creek, and the East Fork of Dairy Creek flow through this 
reserve and several important tributaries - including Bledsoe Creek, Jackson 
Creek, and Holcomb Creek - originate in the Tualatin Mountain foothills. These 
streams are critical for enhancement of water quality and quantity necessary for 
resident and anadromous fish habitat. Downstream flow for agriculture is 
dependent on the tributary streams in this reserve. Relatively large floodplain 
areas exist in the Mountaindale area north of Highway 26 and north of North 
Plains, providing a buffer between rural uses and the city.[8] 

Elevations over 350 feet were included as Tier 1 areas for rural reserves to 
address factor (3)(e) relative to a sense of place. Portions of the hills above this 
elevation were also included in Metro's Natural Features Inventory given their 
significance as headwaters to Rock Creek. Foothills to the Tualatin Mountains 
provide a natural buffer between agricultural uses closer to the Sunset Highway 
and the more intensive residential use further north. Access to recreation areas 
such as Forest Park and Sauvie Island in Multnomah County are provided through 
several roads that run north-south in this reserve. [9] 

"The Banks-to-V emonia State Trail from Stub Stewart State Park to the city 
limits of Banks occurs in this reserve and is likewise unimpeded from recreational 
access." (Emphasis supplied). 

As explained in the above analysis, the subject property: 

1. is an acknowledged exception to Goal 3 and as such as a matter of law is not "agricultural 
land." 

'None of these apply to the subject property, however. It has no stream or other watercourses, no wetlands, no 
irrigation or rights to the same, and is below the 350' elevation. Exhibit 1 p 103-104. 
9 It is possible to get to Forest Park and Vernonia on any of the roads that traverse all of the designated urban 
reserves. There is nothing special or unique about West Union Road or Cornelius Pass Road in this area that makes 
it uniquely special access to anything. 
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2. has the poorest type of Washington County soils, and no irrigation rights if agricultural 
significance mattered for a 9.76 exception lot in a subdivision (which it does not); Exhibit 1 18; 
see also Wash. Co. Rec. 8258. 

3. is below the 350' elevation. Wash. Co. Rec. 2344. 

4. is a 9.76 acre lot in a residential subdivision developed with Steve and Kelli Bobosky's 
home located in a residential subdivision all of which are subject to a Goal 3 exception. 

5. it is not valued at agricultural land values and neither is any of the property to which it is 
adjacent or abutting. 

6. fronts on West Union Rd. and is across from an acknowledged Title 4 industrial area. 
Wash. Co Rec. 3436, 3438. 

7. has zero identified natural resources, important or otherwise. Wash. Co Rec. 3437 

8. was rated by Washington County's professional staff as low for rural reserves suitability; 
Exhibit 1 p 18 (even assuming, erroneously, that it could have agricultural significance) and the 
Washington County Planning Commission recommended it to be urban reserve. Metro Rec. 64. 

9. has been shown to be a logical part of a "Great Community" to supply housing to support 
the adjacent Title 4 industrial area. The City of Hillsboro found the subject property and the 
residential subdivision within which it is located to be suitable for a complete community Wash 
Co. Rec. 3269, and that it has as all the "Great Communities Characteristics". Wash Co. Rec. 
3277-3282. The City of Hillsboro found the exception area within which the subject property 
exists to be compelling to provide housing for the key Hillsboro, Metro Title 4 critically 
important industrial area now in the UGB. Wash Co. Rec. 3426; 3438; 3113-3114; 3119-22; 
3124-25; 3128. The City of Hillsboro specifically found and explained that in deference to 
Agricultural uses and protective policies, that its request for urban reserves for a "complete 
community" was "conservative. Wash. Co. Rec. 3136. The City of Hillsboro specifically 
determined that the subject property and its residential subdivision in which it is located, are not 
in or available to farm use. Wash. Co. Rec. 3137. 

REMEDY: Remand the challenged decision and order Metro and Washington County to 
remove the rural reserve designation for the subject property and make it undesignated or urban 
reserve consistent with the recommendation of the Washington County professional staff, City of 
Hillsboro and the Washington County Planning Commission. Similarly, LCDC should remand 
the challenged decision to require Metro and Washington County to remove the rural reserve 
designation for the 130 acre Bendemeer subdivision on the same bases. Finally, LCDC should 
order remand of the entire Washington County decision to designate rural reserves because, as 
demonstrated above, there is significant risk that the decision improperly locks up exception 
lands on the erroneous assumption it is Agricultural Land; leaving nowhere else to go for future 
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urbanization needs but Goal 3 "Agricultural Lands" more distant. Order the remaining counties 
to adopt any necessary adjustments to implement that order. 

OBJECTION 2: The challenged decision unlawfully fails to identify "Agricultural" land 
subject to Goal 3. Rather, the challenged decision improperly lumps all land as "Agricultural 
land" - whether subject to an acknowledged Goal 3 exception or subject to Goal 3. Metro and 
Washington County's decisional failure to identify and distinguish "Agricultural land" makes it 
impossible for the decision to lawfully apply the urban and rural reserves criteria. To determine 
which Agricultural land to protect under OAR 660-0027-0060 as rural reserves, and to evaluate 
the significance of decisions to make the very best land zoned EFU ''urban reserves" in 
satisfaction of the requirements ofORS 195.141(3) and OAR 660-0027-0050(8), requires 
identification of exception land and Goal 3 Agricultural land and a separate evaluation of each. 
The decision fails to do so, lacks an adequate factual basis and therefore must be remanded. 

There are two bases for designating land as "rural reserve." The first is the 
"Agricultural" land preservation basis specified in ORS 195.141(3) and OAR 660-0027-0060(1). 
The other is the "important natural resources protection basis of OAR 660-0027-0060(1) 
(explained in greater detail in other objections). The challenged decision unlawfully uses the 
"Agricultural" lands protection prong to designate the subject proferty and nearly all other 
exception property in the Washington County as "rural reserve". 1 

The challenged decision violates Goal 3, ORS 195.141(3), OAR 660-0027-0050 and 
0060 in making the unlawful assumption that forcing thousands of acres of exception lands into 
"rural reserves" and many more thousands of acres of the very best "Agricultural Land" (as 
defined in OAR 660-0033-0020(1» into "urban reserves", protects Agricultural Lands. Metro 
Rec. 49, 65, 96, see also 14, 15,41,46,47,50,52,62-63,82. The challenged decision fails to 
distinguish between Agricultural Lands as defined in state law (OAR 660-0033-0020(1 O( c) and 
developed exception lands. The challenged decision instead erroneously treats Goal 3 
Agricultural land and exception lands coequally in applying urban and rural reserves agriculture 
related standards and protection. 

Thus, for example, the challenged decision selected the subject 9.76 acre residential 
subdivision lot and the developed residential subdivision within which it exists as rural reserves 
to supply long term protection to agriculture, but it can do no such thing. In fact, where rural 
reserves are designated on the basis of protecting agriculture, the decision treats all land outside 
the UGB as if it was "Agricultural Land" without identifying or analyzing which lands are in fact 
"Agricultural Land." Metro Rec. 16,49,65,96. See OAR 660-0033-0020(1)(c). Thus, while 
the challenged decision claims to protect Agricultural Lands, the record shows that the region is 
protecting residential subdivision lots for agriculture and neither the decision nor its evidentiary 

10 It is unknown how pervasive this problem is in other counties. There is no map or other document in the record 
that assists in evaluating how many exception lands were made ''rural reserves" on the fiction of protecting 
agriculture. However, the apparent assumption that all land outside the UGB is "Agricultural Land" is a pivotal 
error in the challenged decision and its evidentiary foundation. 
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base supplies a way to know the extent to which agriculture is protected in fact. If the land that 
was made rural reserve to protect agriculture is composed of developed and committed exception 
lands in a residential subdivision (as is the case for the subject land) and such rural reserves are 
not as a matter of law Agricultural Land and are not in fact suitable or capable of delivering 
agriculture, then the long term effect of the challenged decision's sacrifice of working farms is at 
best unknown and at worst leaves little to nothing for long term agricultural needs. This should 
be of great concern to LCDC. 

The Washington County professional staff knew better. Until four political leaders (so 
called "Core 4") weighed in at the end of the process after the December 2009 release of the 
"BragdonIHosticka map, the Washington County Planning directors and all other evaluators and 
groups agreed the subject exception land should be "urban reserve." Wash. Co. Rec. 8602. 
Further, in "Issue Paper No. 10", Washington County's professional staff explained that the 
protection of farm land had been achieved in part by making virtually all exception lands urban 
reserves. Exhibit 1 p 2, 168; 149-150. 

The Washington County Planning Commission was also not fooled that making a 
residential lot subject to a Goal 3 exception a "rural reserve" somehow protected agriculture. 
The county planning commission recommended the county reverse the poorly considered 
December 2009 Core 4 / BragdoniHostika map decision and make the subject property, and the 
residential exception land subdivision within which it is located, an urban reserve. Metro 
Rec. 65. What the Board of County Commissioners and the Metro Council did instead was 
ignore the planning commission recommendation and instead affirm the "Core 4" decision to 
lock up the subject residential lot and its residential exceptions lands subdivision as a rural 
reserve without any apparent discussion or consideration of the recommendation. The County 
Commission did so making no comment as to their rationale. Exhibit 3 (portions of minutes of 
BOC "deliberation" on planning commission recommendation). However, at the same time, 
Metro and the Board of Commissioners removed a rural reserves designation for a 135 acre 
"Foundation Agricultural land" (Peterkort) EFU zoned parcel to make it urban reserve for no 
apparent reason. 

It is no answer to claim an ODA map shows the subject exception lot or its residential 
subdivision as "Foundation Agricultural Land." The decision properly explains that the ODA 
"Foundation Agriculture" map is not conclusive to establish the land is properly designated as 
urban or rural reserves. Metro Rec. 96. Further, since the ODA did not distinguish between 
exception land and "Agricultural Land" in mapping "Foundation Agricultural Land" that map 
contains significant and obvious legal and factual errors and the decision so acknowledges. See 
for example Metro Rec. 96 ("As an example, the entirety of Hagg Lake and relatively large 
blocks of forestland were classified as foundation land. * * *) Properly, then, the decision 
explains the so called "safe harbor" of OAR 660-0027-0060(4) was not applied in Washington 
County for land within 3 miles of the land that ODA mapped as Foundation Agricultural land. 
Metro Dec. 96. However, because the challenged decision relies on the flawed ODA map as the 
source of identifying "Agricultural Land" (where there is no dispute that it in fact does not do 
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so), the record lacks an adequate factual base to conclude it has supplied long term protection for 
the best "Agricultural Land" in the region by designating land urban or rural reserves or leaving 
land ''undesignated''. 

In this regard, undesignated land is the next place the region will look for urban reserves 
and UGB amendments. Metro Rec. 95. ("It is the county's expectation that such planning will 
result in application of urban reserve designations in appropriate locations and quantities within 
these currently undesignated areas. WashCo Rec. 9044-9046"). Since the number of acres of 
urban reserves, particularly in Washington County, is at the low end of the spectrum, there are 
likely to be further additions of urban reserves over the planning horizon. Exhibit 1 p 18-19, 83 

Given Washington County has locked up all the county exception land in rural reserves, 
only Goal 3 Agricultural lands in the region and whatever exceptions there might be left (the 
record does not disclose how much or where) are left to be urbanized over the long term horizon. 
The record only supports a conclusion that what is left as ''undesignated'' is all Agricultural or 
Forest Land. There is simply nothing in the record to establish anything else. This unlawful 
consequence naturally follows the decision's significant error in failing to distinguish exception 
and Agricultural (or Forest) lands. 

Furthermore, even though Metro is responsible for the regional UGB and reserves, 
unlawfully removes all regional protection for these ''undesignated'' Goal 3 Agricultural Lands 
by repealing Metro Code Section 1.12 "Protection of Agriculture and Forest Resource Lands." 
Metro Decision p 6. Despite it flowery prose, the challenged decision is not one that can claim 
to protect agricultural or forest lands or, in particular, to balance the needs of agriculture against 
urbanization. 

The findings admit that "The inventory of Foundation and Important Agricultural Lands 
includes land that is 'exception land' no longer protected agriculture for farming." Metro Record 
p 16. The challenged decision then assumes with no evidentiary support that both exception and 
Goal 3 Agricultural Land provide protection to agriculture. Metro Rec. 15-16; 49. The 
challenged decision begins with this wholly erroneous assumption and then posits the 
correspondingly erroneous question as the framework for its urban reserves selection decisions: 
"The most difficult decisions made by the four governments involved Foundation Agricultural 
land near the existing UGB and the circumstances in which this land should be designated as 
urban reserve to accommodate growth in a compact urban form and provide opportunities for 
industrial development difficult or impossible on steep slopes[(sic)]." Metro Rec 15. 

The closest the challenged decision comes to assessing compliance with required 
agricultural standards is to assert that "Of the 28,615 acres designated urban reserves, some 
10,767 are zoned EFU." Metro Rec. 16. The record in turn contains a chart (created one week 
before the final decision was adopted) purporting to show the gross number of acres zoned EFU 
in urban and rural reserves and the number of acres in "Other Zoning". Metro Rec. 179. 
However, this chart is oflittle utility because the record fails to include any map showing 
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exception lands and lands subject to Goal 3 in the region. On the other hand, Exhibit 2 is a map 
Steve and Kelli paid Metro to make and put into the record; compare to Metro Rec. p 3. 
Exhibit 211 shows that at least in Washington County (and as of February 2010 but the problem 
persists in the challenged decision), the challenged decision erroneously assumed that all land 
outside the current UGB was assumed to be "Agricultural land" in violation of OAR 020(1 )( c) 
which clearly states that "Agricultural Land" does not include * * * land within acknowledged 
exception areas for Goal 3 or 4." 

Moreover, the fmdings and chart referenced above are inadequate to establish compliance 
with ORS 195.141(3) or OAR 660-0027-0060(3) because they lack linkage to the particular 
areas designated a rural or urban reserves. Instead, the findings supporting designation of rural 
reserves to protect "Agricultural Lands" fail to identify whether lands subject to this protection 
as Agricultural Lands are subject to Goal 3 exceptions and developed with nonfarm uses. In fact, 
the findings determining each area's designation as rural or urban reserves or undesignated 
assumes all land to be set aside for rural reserves on the "Agricultural Land" prong (OAR 660-
0027-0060 and ORS 105.141(3)) are "Agricultural land" and there is no way to know whether 
that is true. Metro Rec. 33,39,41-42; 46, 47, 50, 51, 52-53, 62, 65, 82, 96, 97, 98, 100, 101, 
103, 105, 107, 108, 110 .. Accordingly the challenged decision fails to establish the subject 
property (as well as any particular area) designated rural reserve is: 

• capable of sustaining long term agricultural operations 
• Has suitable soils and available water needed to sustain long term agricultural operations 
• Is suitable for agriculture considering the agricultural land use pattern in the area, 

parcelization, tenure and ownership patters, or 
• The sufficiency of agricultural infrastructure in the area. 

The chart clearly in its context is referring to specifically designated Exclusive Farm Use 
zones when it refers to EFU. However, another problem is that there can be no serious dispute 
that the EFU zoning designation relied on in the chart is not the only Goal 3 complying land use 
district in the region; or that Goal 3 and Goal 4 zones often act interchangeably to protect 
exclusive farm and forest lands. In this regard, Goal 4 protects Forest Lands and the above chart 
fails to recognize that lands set aside for exclusive forest use or exclusive farm use take many 
forms other than merely "EFU." Goal 3 complying district include various districts throughout 
the region. For example, one ofMultnomah County's Goal 3 complying zones is the Multiple 
Use Farm Zone. See Multnomah County Comprehensive Plan Policy 10. Multnomah County 
has numerous Goal 4 complying Forest zones which are not EFU zones, but warrant protection 
under Goal 4 and OAR 660-006 et seq., as well as Goal 3 and its implementing rules that 
recognize Goal 3 and 4 are crossovers. See Clackamas County Comprehensive Plan Land Use 
Element Policy 9.0 "Forest zoning districts which require a minimum lot size of 80 acres or 
larger may be applied in Agriculture areas provided the primary uses are forest and forest related 
and that permitted uses will not conflict with agricultural uses. (4/13/06)" Washington County is 

11 As noted in the beginning of this OBJECTION, in the Exhibit 2, pI map, all of the ''pink'' exception areas 
surrounded by green were made ''rural reserves" as were some of the pink exception areas surrounded by blue. 
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similar with an Exclusive Farm Use zone, and Exclusive Forest Lands zone and a Mixed 
Agriculture and Forest - 20 zone that implements both Goals 3 and 4. See Wash. Co. Rec. 8223. 
So what zoning districts are included in the "Other Zoning" on the Metro Dec. 179 chart? The 
challenged decision and record supplies no answer. The only thing that is clear is that it is 
impossible to tell the level of farm and forestry sacrifice demanded by the challenged decision. 

The challenged decision fails to explain the extent to which and why Goal 3 Agricultural 
Land was selected for urban reserves over exception land and conversely whether and why 
exception land was locked up in rural reserves to protect agricultural operations. Nowhere is this 
error more pronounced than in the challenged decision's designation as rural reserves to protect 
agriculture for the subject 9.76 acre exception lot -- developed with a residence, located in a 
developed residential subdivision and subject to a Goal 3 exception. The record supplies no way 
to know how often this error was repeated throughout the region. 

Finally, the challenged decision fails to explain why Metro and Washington County 
designated nearly all of the exception lands in the county as "rural reserve" and how such 
decision affects land zoned EFU throughout the region that is left "undesignated." 

Remedy: The challenged decision should be remanded with instructions to: (1) 
remove the rural reserve designation for the subject 9.76 acre exception lot and redesignate it 
either as urban reserve or leave it as "undesignated," (2) revisit all other the urban and rural 
reserves decisions and determinations that land should be left as "undesignated", with reference 
to an analysis of which lands (a) are Goal 3 "Agricultural Lands" as defined in OAR 660-0033-
0020(1), and which are Goal 4 "Forest Lands" (b) are subject to Goal 3 (or 4) exceptions, (c) the 
nature and types of agricultural operations on Goal 3 lands including soils types and irrigation. 
Then, to apply rural reserves designations to support agriculture only on Goal 3 "Agricultural 
land" as defined in OAR 660-0033-0020(1). A similar exercise should occur for Goal 4. 

In no case should "rural reserves" be applied on the basis of protecting agriculture to lots 
like the subject one in a developed residential subdivision that is subject to a Goal 3 exception. 

OBJECTION 3: In designating acknowledged exception lands as "rural reserve" assigning 
exception lands coequal status as "Agricultural" lands with acknowledged Goal 3 EFU protected 
Agricultural lands, the challenged decision unlawfully undermines Goal 3 "Agricultural" land; 
the agricultural land use policy ofORS 215.243 because it repeals regional protection for 
Agriculture. 

The challenged Metro decision adds an amount of urban reserves acreage that is at the 
low end of the recognized land need spectrum. Exhibit 1 p 19, Wash. Co. Rec. 8274-75; 8303. 
The challenged decision acknowledges that if the newly minted urban reserves are inadequate, 
that the next round of urbanizable land will be borrowed from the "undesignated lands." Metro 
Dec 95. ("It is the county's expectation that such planning will result in application of urban 
reserve designations in appropriate locations and quantities within these currently undesignated 
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areas. WashCo Rec. 9044-9046"). However, since the challenged decision locks up all of the 
Washington County goal exception lands as "rural reserve" on the unsupported idea of protecting 
agriculture, the only places for the region to look for land will be Goal 3 land elsewhere and any 
remaining exception lands if there is any (it is impossible to know where or how much of these 
there are). 

Improperly, then, in the quest for the land for the next round of urban reserves, Metro has 
relieved itself of its existing policy to protect Agricultural and Forest Lands by repealing Metro 
Code Policy 1.12, while as explained in this OBJECTION ignoring Agricultural Land values 
expressed clearly in state and local law (ORS 195.139; 141(3); 215.243; OAR 660-0027-0050 
and 0060; Goal 3 and Goal 4 and OAR 660-0033-0020(1)(c)). Metro Decision p 6, 111 
(favoring to "conform to the new approach to urban and rural reserves." LCDC should remand 
the challenged decision at the least in order to avoid this "new approach" that ignores exception 
lands in urban reserves, rural reserves and UGB amendments from catching on in other areas of 
the state undermining the entire statewide planning program). While the findings indicate that 
the counties each have Goal 3 obligations, the counties are not the ones bound to select urban 
reserves and UGB amendments. This is Metro's job. Accordingly, it is error for Metro to 
attempt to avoid protecting Goal 3 agricultural land by repealing Policy 1.12. 

REMEDY: Remand for Metro to restore Policy 1.12 protecting Agricultural Land. Instruct 
Metro that it must prioritize exception lands for urban reserves, evaluate whether exception lands 
can accommodate land needs for urban reserves and make "Agricultural Land" urban reserves as 
a last resort. Further, LCDC should instruct Metro and the counties that exception lands may not 
be locked up as "rural reserves" without some compelling reason founded in protecting 
inventoried "important natural resources" and with consideration to the long term adverse effects 
on Agriculture and Forest land when making exception land unavailable for future urbanization 
needs. 

OBJECTION 4: The challenged decision errs in making the subject 9.76 acre developed 
residential lot a "rural reserve" on the idea doing so protects long term agriculture, is an unlawful 
collateral attack on the final 1981 county land use decision taking an exception to Goal 3 on the 
subject property based on the fact that it is physically developed and committed to nonfarm uses. 

The county made a final, binding, land use decision in 1981 that the subject property and 
indeed the entire residential subdivision within which it is located, is committed to nonfarm uses. 
Exhibit 1 p 28-38. This means per that final 1981 land use decision, the county has already 
determined, based on factors strikingly similar to those that are supposed to be honored for 
showing land is unsuitable for rural reserves, that the subject lot and its residential subdivision 
are not suitable for, or capable of, agriculture. Specifically, the final land use decision 
establishing the subject land as exception land determines the subject property is not capable or 
suitable for sustaining any type of agriculture and lacks characteristics that would make it 
suitable or capable. Exhibit 1 p 32-34. This is the same for the residential subdivision in which 
the subject property exists. ld.· The challenged decision unlawfully collaterally attacks the 
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county's final acknowledged land use decision that the subject land is not subject to Goal 3 - it is 
neither capable of nor suitable for agriculture. It is unlawful to collaterally attack the county's 
final land use decision. J. C. Reeves v. City of Portland, 131 Or App 578 (1994) rev den 320 Or 
569 (1995) ("We reiterate that recourse to circuit court under that statute is not permissible in 
order to obtain what amounts to a holding that a land use decision that was appealable to LUBA 
is erroneous); State ex reI Moore v. City of Fairview, 170 Or App 771, 777-78 (2000) (citing 
Doney v. Clatsop County, 142 Or.App. 497, 502, 921 P.2d 1346 (1996) "The county's argument 
that its denial of the access permit was also a land use decision amounts to nothing more than a 
collateral attack on the city's decision.") 

REMEDY: Reverse or remand the challenged decision ordering Metro and Washington 
County to remove the rural reserve designation on the subject property and make it either an 
urban reserve or leave it as undesignated. Also to reverse or remand the challenged decision 
ordering Metro and Washington County to remove the rural reserve designation on the entire 
residential subdivision within which the subject property is located and that is also subject to the 
Goal exception shown at Exhibit 1 p 37 and make it either a urban reserve or leave it 
undesignated. Require the regionto make any required corresponding adjustments to implement 
LCDC's order. 

Objection 5: The challenged decision inconsistently applies the rural reserve factors in an 
irrational and improper manner. 

The challenged decision is internally inconsistent in how it applies both the rural and 
urban reserves standards. The challenged decision determines that "Conflicted Agricultural 
Land" does not meet the Rural Reserve criteria. Metro Rec. 28, 31, 37. This includes high 
quality soils underlying flat EFU zoned land (Area 5G). Metro Rec. 36. It determines that 
"Important" farm land does not meet the rural reserves criteria. Metro Rec. 31. It determines 
that Goal 3 Agricultural Land can be sacrificed as urban reserves if it is "physically isolated" 
from nearby agricultural land". Metro Rec. 30. It determines that a highly parcelized residential 
subdivision in one part of Washington County does not meet the rural reserve criteria. Metro 
Rec.74. Similarly, an area composed apparently of high quality EFU zoned land but that 
"supports only limited commercial agricultural activities * * * and "30%" developed with 
"suburban home sites * * * immediately adjacent to fully serviced urban development" does not 
meet the rural reserves criteria but rather is designated "urban reserves." Metro Rec. 82. 

The challenged decision further makes an area of "Foundation Agricultural land" (Area 
8B "Shute Road Interchange") composed of Goal 3 EFU zoned land in working farms just west 
of the subject property "Urban Reserves" on the unsupported idea that it will supply "needed 
flexibility in planning for needed interchange improvements as well as other infrastructure needs 
(e.g. sewer and stormwater management) for developing urban lands to the east." Metro Rec. 
91-92; see also Exhibit 1 p 4-10. As to the latter, these "developing urban lands to the east" 
apparently include lands one has to leap frog over the subject property to get to (the new urban 
reserves - Bethany and Peterkort)- they are east of the subject property too. See Metro Rec. 401. 
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And those lands to the east proposed for urban reserve (Area 8C are zoned EFU and composed 
of "Foundation Agricultural Land.)" 

Washington County and Metro gave lip service to property applying OAR 660-0027-
0060 and ORS 195.141(3): 

'To better apply the rural reserve factors found under OAR 660-027-0060, staff 
believed a more intensive agricultural analysis was important to the rural reserve 
designation process. Components of this analysis included parcelization, 
dwelling density, potential crop productivity based on successive agricultural 
inputs, and possession of a water right or inclusion within the Tualatin Valley 
Irrigation District. WashCo Rec. 2971-2980." Metro Dec. 96. 

However, since the subject 9.76 acres of exception land is a small lot, in a highly 
parcelized area, with significant suburban density, having no crops or crop productivity, no 
agricultural inputs, no water rights to irrigation, and is composed of Class 3 soils (the worst type 
in Washington County), the county obviously did not apply these factors consistently. Wash. 
Co. Rec. 8258, 8187, 8142, 8260, 8261-62; see also 8165-66; 8313; 8263; 8347; 8221, 8226 
compare Wash. Co Rec. 8604 and Exhibit 1 p 4-10. 

Accordingly, the contrast is striking and unlawful in how the region applied the above 
methodology and cited decisions with the challenged decision to make the subject residentially 
developed exception lot in a subdivision a rural reserve. It is easy to see there is no consistency 
in how the rural or urban reserves standards were applied. As to the subject property, the 
challenged decision inconsistently and irrationally, applies the rural reserve designation on the 
basis of protecting agriCUlture to the subject 9.76 acres of exception land, when there is no 
agriculture or possibility therefore on or near it. Moreover, if the region were to be consistent, 
the designation of rural reserves on the subject property makes no sense because it is "physically 
isolated" from any agricultural land -- there is no agricultural land. Exhibit 1 p 176, 177. It is a 
developed residential subdivision right on the existing UGB. It has no natural resources values 
important or otherwise. Wash Co. Rec. 8181, 8245, 8253, 8267, 8268. The subject property 
fronts on West Union and is completely surrounded by its residential subdivision. Exhibit 1 
p 23,37. 

If the Shute Road farmland is properly made an urban reserve for provision of urban 
services to urban development presumably including urban reserves to its east, then it makes no 
sense to leapfrog over the subject exception lot -located just to the east -- that also can serve 
such purposes - in order to get to EFU zoned land even more distant to the east (i.e. the Peterkort 
property). Moreover, the proximity to the subject property and its residential subdivision to the 
Shute Rd., urban reserve make it clear that there is no principled reason to choose the Shute 
Road area over the subject property and its residential exception subdivision which easily 
supplies needed housing to the industrial area with no Agricultural Lands sacrifice. In any case, 
if Shute Road qualifies for an urban reserve, then necessarily the subject property cannot qualify 
as a rural reserve -- if there is to be any consistency in the way the rural and urban reserves 
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standards are applied region wide. Finally, if "exception land" can ever be treated as if it were 
"Agricultural" land, it certainly is never "foundation" agricultural land but rather at best by 
definition, it is "conflicted." In this regard, the decision lacks any adequate factual or legal basis 
to take the position as the challenged decision does that sacrificing "conflicted agricultural land" 
is better for agricultural preservation than sacrificing for urbanization exception land subject to a 
Goal 3 exception. To state the position is to show how nonsensical it is. The decision is 
irrational, arbitrary and fails to property apply legal standards. In any case, viewed either as a 
developed and committed exception parcel or as "conflicted" agricultural land, there is no 
justification in making the subject lot a "rural reserve" and certainly no way to do so that is 
consistent with how rural and urban reserves standards were applied in other parts of the 
challenged decision. 

REMEDY: The challenged decision should be remanded with instructions to the 
region to (1) consistently apply the rural reserve criteria, (2) to omit from rural reserves land 
subject to a Goal 3 exception that are developed with nonfarm uses specifically including the 
subject property's 9.76 acres, and (3) to include the subject property (as well as its residential 
subdivision within which it is located) in the urban reserves or at a minimum leave it as 
undesignated, (4) to remove the "Foundation Agricultural Land" designation for the subject 
property (and the residential subdivision in which it is located) in its entirety because exception 
land can never be "Agricultural Land" per OAR 660-0030-0020(1)( c). 

Objection 5: By designating the subject exception lot, in a developed residential subdivision 
"rural reserve", and leaving thousands of acres of high quality farmland subject to Goal 3 
undesignated, the challenged decision violates ORS 197.298(2). 

Locking up all the subject exception land having poorer agricultural soils, as well as all 
exception lands in Washington County, as rural reserves, but leaving high quality EFU land all 
over the region "undesignated" leaves only high quality EFU zoned land for urbanization in 
violation ofORS 197.298(2). ORS 197.298(2) requires UGB amendments to occur on the least 
valuable agricultural land. Leaving the best farmland undesignated while classifying poorer soils 
and exception land as land incapable of being added to the UGB makes it impossible for the 
region to comply with ORS 197.298(2) when adding land to the UGB. 

REMEDY: Remove "rural reserve" designation from the subject 9.76 acre exception parcel 
and order that the subject property be designated as urban reserve or at a minimum left as 
"undesignated." Same for the exception residential subdivision in which the subject property 
exists. 

SUMMARY 

The subject 9.76 acre exception land residential lot in a residential exception subdivision 
meets no basis for designation as rural reserve. LCDC should order the rural reserve designation 
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applied on an agricultural protection basis to be removed from the subject property, the 
residential subdivision in which it exists and all exception lands. Moreover, where as is the case 
of the subject property there are no "important" natural resources, the rural reserve designation 
for the subject property must be removed in its entirety. All professionals who have evaluated 
the subject property and its residential subdivision have concluded it easily met the urban 
reserves criteria. It ranked poorly when evaluated for rural reserve criteria. The subject property 
and its 130 acre exception area can be efficiently and economically served with public facilities 
and services, it has great transportation connections, it offers nothing to agriculture; it has no 
natural resources. LCDC should require the region -Metro, Washington County and any other 
corresponding implement actions by the other counties - to remove its designation as a rural 
reserve and restore its urban reserve characterization or at a minimum leave it as undesignated. 
To make it a rural reserve does nothing except harm agriculture by leaving the impression that 
land capable and suitable for agriculture has been set aside when this is simply not the case. 

WLK:wlk: 
Enclosures 

CC: Clients 
Laura Dawson Bodner 
Metro Regional Center 
Metro Store 
600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232 

Maggie Dickerson 
Clackamas County 
Department of Transportation and 
Development. 
Development Services Building 
150 Beavercreek Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

~~. 
Wendie L. Kellington 

Chuck Beasley 
Multnomah County 
1600 SE 190th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97233 

Steve Kelley 
Washington County 
Department of Land Use and Transportation 
155 N. First Ave, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 
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Wen die L. Kellington 
Attorney at Law, P.C. 
Licensed in Oregon and Washington 

P.O. Box 1930 
Lake Oswego Or 
97035 

Via Hand Delivery 
Council President and Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

May 20,2010 

Phone (503) 624-7790 
Mobile (503) 804-0535 

Facsimile (503) 620-5562 
Email: wk0).wkellington.com 

Re: Ordinance No. 10-1238 Request for 10 Acre Exception Parcel in Residential 
Subdivision To Be "Undesignated" or "Urban Reserve" II Objection to 
Washington County Designation of Such 10 Acre Exception Parcel as Rural 
Reserves While it and Region Designates EFU zoned "Foundation" Agricultural 
Land Urban Reserves or as "Undesignated" 

Dear Chair Bragdon and Members of the Council: 

This fIrm represents Steve and Kelly Bobosky. Please include tbis letter in the record of 
Metro Ordinance No. 10-1238. Pursuant to ORS 197.615 (2)(B), please provide Steve and Kelli 
Bobosky and tbis Thlll with notice of decision or decisions regarding Metro Ordinance No. 10-
1238, as required by ORS 197.615. 

Steve and Kelli Bobosky are the owners of a nearly ten (10) acre parcel located at 21393 
NW West Union Road (Tax Lot 1N2 14A 3000), zoned AF-5 and subject to an aclmowledged 
exception to Goa13 (Agriculture). See ExbibitAp 6-8; p 10-11,12,15; Exbibit CC, (intemal) 
Exbibit C. Steve and Kelli make their home on tbis property. The subject property is located in 
the "Bendemeer" exception area of Washington County, which is a residential subdivision. ld, 
There is no agriculture on this property or within the acknowledged exception residential 
subdivision within which the property is located. There are no "important" natural resource 
features on the subject property either. See Exbibit A (internal) Exbibit B p 1 et seq.; see also 
ExbibitBB. 

We request this parcel be designated as Urban Reserves or left undesignated. We 
strongly object to the subject property being designated Rural Reserve by Washington County. 
Washington County did so contrary to the recommendation of the County Planning Commission. 
Washington County did so contrary to the recommendation of its professional staff's 
recommendation in the summer and fall staffreports. In tllis regard, the county's professional 
staff determined that the Bobosky property meets the factors for Urban Reserve designation, and 
should be designated as "Urban Reserve". 1 There should be no dispute on this point. 

t 1 ( , We understand the Washington County Staff Recommendation and Reports are in the record for your 
" consideration in today's proceeding. Please advise if that is incorrect. 

EXhibit~ 
Page-L 
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It is possible that the designation of the subj ect 10 acres as a Rural Reserve is mistaken 
and that Washington County was simply politically disinclined to fix that mistake in its 
proceedings on Ordinance 733. We see nothing in the record that anyone advised the "Core 4" 
decision makers that the subject property was an acknowledged "exception" area in a residential 
subdivision. That elTor may have lead the Core 4 decision makers to elToneously believe 
designating the subj ect 10 acre exception parcel Rural Reserves protected ~oriculturalland. 

Further, we have searched the record on the County and Metro web sites and, other than a 
statement in a County Issue Paper No. 10 stating: "virtually all exception lands (AF-10 and AF-
5) adjacent to urban areas have been included in the urban reserve recommendations" we have 
found no recognition that the subject property is a designated aclrnowledged exception. See 
Exhibit CC for Issue Paper 10. We have located no explanation in the record for why the subject 
10 acre exception parcel would meet standards to be locked ·up as a "Rural Reserve" rather than 
simply left as "Undesignated." There may be something that exists, but our point is that the 
difficulty of locating anything along these lines suggests the early "Core 4" decision makers 
were likely not aware that they were converting exception land to "Rural Reserves" while 
designating a great deal of high quality EFU Goal 3 Agricultural Land as Urban Reserves all 
over the region, including in the same area. We sincerely hope that when you will look at this 
issue, you will revise the Bo bosky property's proposed designation to be at a ITlinimum 
"Undesignated" or "Urban Reserve", since it has been shown by Washington County's 
professional staffto meet those standards for Urban Reserve. 

The record does not lend itself to a dispute that the subj ect 10 acre property neither meets 
the "Agriculture" nor "Natural Resources" basis for designation as Rural Reserve in OAR 660-
027-0060. As explained by Washington County's professional staff, the property does meet the 
factors for Urban Reserve. 

Steve and Kelli Bobosky have previously submitted material establishing their property 
should not be designated as "Rural Reserve". That previous cOlTespondence and evidence is 
attached to this letter as Exhibits AA -B. Exhibit CC is a large exhibit that is composed of 
material submitted by Steve and Kelli's planning consultant, Wink Brooks and includes the 
'l-! ashington County August 3, 2009 staff report that explains that the subject property meets the 
urban reserves criteria. Wink Brook's exhibit (Exhibit CC) further points out that the 10 acre 
Bobosky exception property is right on West Union Road; right across West Union from the 
UGB and the newly designated Hillsboro industrial park, has all the urban services at the 
propervJ or very close to it and that it rated bigbly in all processes for urbanization. 

"\Ve reco gnize that whether exception land property like the subj ect is selected for 
classification as "Undesignated" or "Urban Reserve", is a policy choice. However, with all due 
respect, please understand that there is no similar policy choice regarding whether exception land 
like the subject 10 acres is maintained as "Undesignated" versus imposing the "Rural Reserves" 
category upon it. Exception land will rarely IT ever meet the legal tests for "Rural Reserves." 
Here" the subj eet 10 ·acres do not meet the legal tests for Rural Reserves. 

Exhibit I 
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State law has made the policy choice about exception lands like the subject 10 acres. 
Specifically, under state law, exception lands are (1) not Agricultural Lands, and (2) are the first 
lands to be urbanized, i.e. be brought into a UGB (after urban reserves). Therefore, in the 
absence of extraordinary of circumstances (not present here) exception lands that are not selected 
for "Urban Reserves" must remain "Undesignated". ORS 197.298(1). Making exception land 
Rural Reserves is inconsistent with not only ORS 197.298(1) but also ORS 195.141 because 
exception lands are incapable of "providing long tel1n protection to the agricultural industry." 
o RS 195.141 (3). Residential exception land uses like on the subj ect property are by definition 
"nonfann uses" that are tautologically incapable of sustaining farm uses. ORS 195.141(3)(d)(B). 
Exception lands are incapable of providing any land or support for long tel1ll agricultural 
operations." ORS 195.141(3)(b). 

There can simply be no dispute that "exception land" by definition is not "Agricultural 
Land." OAR 660-033-020(1)(c). 

There can also be no dispute that the subject 10 acres of exception land has no important 
natural resource featm·es shown on any plan including Metro's. 

(( We are troubled and strongly object that nearby land zoned EFU is proposed for 
designation as Urban Reserve, but the subject non Agricultural exception land is proposed for 
designation as Rural Reserve. In reviewing the record we have discovered that it establishes that 
area fanners strenuously object to their property being designated urban reserve. See Attached 
Exhibit A. We believe that making the subj ect 10 acre exception parcel in a residential 
subdivision "rural reserve", has the legal framework exactly backwards. If there is a land need, 
including a specific area land need, then the region must draw from the exception land in the area 
or at a minimum leave available exception land "Undesignated." We see no basis for the county 
or region to lock away from urbanization the very land that the state requires to be urbanized first 
- exception land - and convert good Agricultural Land to urban uses instead. 

Therefore, we respectfully request Metro assign the subject property either urban reserve 
or undesignated classificatioll. r.l1ank you for your consideration. 

WLK:wlk 
Enclosures 
CC: Client 

Dick BeIrner, Esq. 
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Long, Rlirif..-<! Planning 
Lllurl U:;.e & TntTlSp{iftation 

Testimony of Jean Edwards Muir on behalf of 

SCOTCH CHURCH ROAD FAMILIES AND FARMS 

Regarding Proposed Urban and Rurai Reserves 
Washington County Board of Commissioners 

December 16, 2009 
RE: UR-C 

My name is Jean Edwards Muir. I live at 30350 NW Scotch Church Rd within the 
proposed urban reserve, UR-C. The neighborhood just recently became aware afthe 
Rural and Urban Reserves process and we held a neighborhood meeting last week to see 
if there was interest in taking a position. There was, and I was asked to present testimony 
on their unanimous. position. I am testifying on behalf of 9 families who farm and reside 
on EFU lands on NVI Scotch Church Rd. 

My husband and I f:arm blueberries commercially on 47 acres bordered on the west by 
McKay Creek. Crops grown by our neighbors in-c1ude or have included wheat, ryegrass, 
flower bulbs, woodlots, cattie, row crops, Christmas trees, and flower bulbs. There is also 
a horse falm and equestrian center. 

UR-C is bordered by Sunset Highway 26 on the north, McKay Creek on the west and 
Evergreen Road on the south. I have included in our testimony a map showing streams 
that are v;ri.thin UR-C (Attachment 1), and an aerial photo to highlight streams, forests and 
open areas (Attachment 2). 

Our neighborhood group requests that aU agricultural lands in UR-C north of the 
current Urban Growth Boundary at Evergreen Road be designated Rural Reserve. 
We have compemng reasons for this request. 

First~ we want to protect the existing flood plain and wetlands in the McKay Creek 
watershed. (Attachment 1). These tributaries include Waible Creek, Waible Reservoir, 
Gulch Creek, Storey Creek, and 2 unnamed creeks. All ofthem flow westward to McKay 
Creek. The flat, open landscape in UR-C makes this area very prone to winter flooding 
virtually eVeJ)' year. McKay Creek flows out of its banks evel)' winter. Large scale 
urbanization in UR-C would increase anda.ccelerate stOlID water nmoffand flooding. 

Second, we do not see a necessity, even in the 40-50 year timeframe, for expandii1g 
industria1 and urban growth from its present boundary at Evergreen Road. The cities of 
Beaverton and Hil1sboro are eager to expand. However, the quality oflife for urban as 
well as rural residents will suffer if sprawl continues. The core city areas ofHDlsboro, 
Beaverton and North Plains are, and have for many years, been underutilized and even 
,abandoned. These cities become less geographically defined with the passage oftime. 

1 
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Urban growth should be resuicted to the cun-ent UGB, absent a clear necessity. We 
would like to see lands within CUiTent city boundaries utilized more efficiently. 

Third, there is not enough infrastructure funding for properties presently within the 
UGB, let alone the proposed Urban Res"erve lands. Better management of the density and 
servioes in undemtilized areas ofBeavelton, Hillsboro and surrounding towns makes 
long-tellTI economic sense. By clearly defining towns and communities, aesthetic and 
economic values would increase. 

Fourth, UR-C contains very productive soils and should remain EFU as rural reserves. 

Fifth, the Scotch Church Road neighborhood is unanimously opposed to a mmored 
option that would move the UGB from Evergreen Road to Waible Creek. This action 
would create even more fanning and natural resource problems. 

Additional points in support of our position: 

1. UR-C is presently EFU land_ It supports several multi-generational fanns. 
Some of our group aTe third generation fanning families. The land in this area has 
been very stable for over 40 years. In fact, very few faml. lands have even 
cha\lged hands during that time. The continuity of ownership has conserved lands 
fuld natural resources, as well as provided a sense of community and place. 

2. Flooding and floodplain issues: Within UR-C, WaibIe, Storey, and Gulch 
Creeks and 2 unnamed tributaries all run before entering McKay Creek. 
Protection of existing floodplains and wetlailds is necessary to keep the 
hydrological system working properly and to reduce flooding in the future. 
Waible Creek was identified as a special flood hazard area (Zone AE) in a Flood 
Insurance Study. This means that the area is likely to be inundated in any given 
year. Within such areas, purchase of flood insumnce is required by FEMA. We 
are experiencing more frequent and intense flooding in recent years. Scotch 
Church Road is routinely flooded and sometimes impassable during heavy mnoff. 
In order to curtail even more flooding as an Urban Reserve, buffer zones would 
need to be created for the tributary bodies of water, effectively eliminating much 
of the land available for development in UR-C. (See location of streams, 
Attachment L) Roads are significant contributors to erosion, water quality, and 
aquatic life. (See Dairy-McKay Watershed Analysis, Hydrology and Water 
Quantity Issues, Bureau of Land Management; page 108). Urbanization would 
mean more impervious slluaces, increasing the frequency of flooding and 
reducing water quality. We car,not see how the long tenn issues of flooding, 
water quality and quantity, and wetlands protection can be addressed with 
urbanization. 

3. Fa:nning and Agriculture in UR-C: Urba.n development would have a huge 
impact on the ability to continue faIming this area. The road system is not 
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adequate to accommodate farming equipment and urbanization. We assume a 
strategy of filling the flood prone areas to expand the road system would be 
pursued, but that would on1y increase area I1ll1-off: flooding, and water quality 
problems. 

4, Fish and 'WiJdHfe in UR--C: McKay Creek, all of Gulch Creek, Storey Creek and 
an unnamed stream are a "significant Water Area, Wetland and Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat" in Washington County's RurallN"aiura! Resollrce Plans. These lands are 
also identified in Metro's draft GoalS Fish and WildLife Habitat Inventory. 
(Sonrce: Industrial Land Alternative Analysis Study page 102). An of these 
tributaries flow westward into McKay Creek, which is a steelhead (anadromous 
fish) bearing stream being protected under the Endangered Species Act. Coho 
salmon are also present. Attachment 1 shows how Storey Creek flows from the 
north to Gulch Creek, then west into Waible Creek, then Waible Reservoir, then. 
into McKay Creek. There are also two unnamed tributaries which flow into 
Gulch Creek. Additionally, there are two small wetlands associated with Gulch 
Creek; a larger wetland associated with Waible Reservoir; and floodplains 
associated witb the Gulch Creek tributary. There is also a wetlfu"1d along Storey 
Creek. This network of streams, wetlands, forests and floodplains in UR-C 
provides storage for water, mitigates fioodjng (addressed above), and regulates 
water flows year round for naimal resources such as fisn and wildlife. 
Furthennore, Storey, Waible, Gulch ai)d McKay Creeks provide liparian and 
wetland habitat, as well as migration conidors for many species. I have 
personaHy observed deer, salmon, cutthroat trout, elk, otter, beaver, fox, turtles, 
and bear (scat) on our property and lands within UR-C. Ihave read studies that 
report sensitive species such as the red-Iegged frog and lamprey may exist here. 
Numerous species of reptiles and other amphibians are present. The complex of 
wetlands, forest and streams are connected to, or are ii close proximity to, upland 
habitats such as those nortll of the Sunset Highway (the forest at Rice Museum), 
the Helvetia a.rea, and upper McKay Creek. Connected forests, wetlands and 
streams are biologically important corridors. TIley are essential to many animals, 
including migrating anadromous (salmonid) fish, songbirds and birds of prey. It 
1s furining that commuters along the Sunset Highway can observe various species 
of hawks, kestrels, and owls as well as occasional deer and elk in the open lands 
ofUR-C. These are animals that are rapidly vanishing from other nearby 
urbanized landscapes. We recommend rural designation in order to '<preserve and 
enhance natural ecologicalsystems" as required by Oregon law under the Urban 
Reserves designation process. 

5. Socia1 Magnet: UR-C is a magnet for people from Portland, Beaverton and 
tourists from allover. Local high tech companies, office complexes, and large 
health care facilities, to name a few, have hundreds if not thousands of employees, 
with education, specialized training, and the de·sire to enjoy the recreational and 
aesthetic experiences ofUR-C. Within a matter of minutes, people can be out in 
the country, enjoying the sights fu"1d experiences of rural lands, wildlife and 
solitude. TIlis is important for livability and economics. Rural lands in close 
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proximity to urban GOre areas have real economic value and should be viewed as 
"economic support areas." EFU lands are attractive to employees of businesses 
and industries and especially to the communities of tomonow since they are . 
desirable places to live and work. Abandoninglunderutilizing core city areas and 
eApanding neW development in farm lands just does not m . .ake economic sense in 
the shott or Jong term. 

6. U niqne Features of UR-C: This area is one of the few remaining areas for rural 
experiences, within sight of motorists driving on the Sunset Highway and in close 
proximity to cities ofPOlttand, Beaverton and Hillsboro. It is a destination for 
tourism and recreation. Scotch Church Road is on the state's new Vineyard and 
VaHey Scenic Tour Route. There are features such as historic oak trees, streams, 
and the Old Scotch Church (located just west of DR-C). A historical markeT 
identifies the DR-C area as "the 1840 land claim of Jos.eph L. Meek," one of 
Oregon's fIrst non-Indian settlers and pioneer leaders. He lived within UR-C, 
died here in 1875, and is buried in the Old Scotch Church cemetery. 

7. Legal fact{)fS! This area meets the iegal factors under OAR 660-027 -0060 for 
rural reserves. In shOtt, those criteria are: that soils are capable of sustaining long
term aglicultural or forestry operations; have related available water supp lies; 
have sufficient infrastructure elements; are s.ubject to flooding/floodplains, are 
important to fIsh, and wildlife; ate; important to water quality and quantity; can 
serve as a buffer to reduce urban and rural/natura! resources conflicts; provide for 
separation between cities; and provide easy access to recreational opportunities in 
rural areas. Additionally, we think UR-C contains Foundation AgriCUltural 
Lands within three miles of a UOB and therefore qualify for designation as ruml 
reserves. (OAR 660-027-0060 Factors for Designation of Lands as Rural 
Reserves). 

Lastly. I would like tv emphasize and concur with the testimony of Mr. Greg Mecklem of 
NW Bishop Road who cited several very impOltant factors to you in his testimony 
opposing urban development of Washington County's prime famuands. He stated: 

"Washington County agriculture is a $350 million/year industry that employs 
thousands of workers. Excluding cattle feed10t counties, jt ranked 461il among all 
counties in the U.S. in agricultural production. Hi-tech employment in Oregon 
peaked in 2001 and has declined by 27% to a CUITent level of 53,200 jobs-the 
lowest level since 1996. In its 30 years of eXIstence in northern Washington 
COUllty, the hi-tech duster has occupied approximately 2,500 acres of high value 
farmland and only a portion of that is actually used by the tech industry. In the 
face of diminishing tech employment, the need to urbanize thousands of more 
acres of famlland for the tech sector is a fantasy. In the area of the most recent 
UGB expansion north of the Sunset Highway, very few tech jobs were created. 
The area is largely occupied by small non-tech related business and warehouses or 
lies fallow, growing weeds." 
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Than.1c you Commissioners for this opportunity to comment. We appreciate the difficulty 
of this process and bope that our arguments compel you to designate UR-C as Rural 

Reserve. 

Jean Edwards Muir 
30350 NW Scotch Church Rd. 
503 706-9663 
i eanedwards(mwildb lue.net 

ON BEHALF OF THE FOLWWThTG SCOTCH CHURCH ROAD 

F A]"lILIES AND F ARlvlS: * 

Ben Davis family farm 
Gleml and :Millie Ross fan:rily (3 cct generation landovvners) 
Jim El11d Bev Fisher family farm 
Howard and Lois Berggren family fann (3 cct generation) 
DOIDla Cross, owner, Arcadia Farm Kiger Mustangs 
Bud and Dixie Horton family farin 
Ruth Van Raden family fann 
Mike and Cheryl Pappas family Orristmas Tree farm 
Phil and Jean Muir family Bluebeny Farm 

"'We were unable to contact the 4 remaining lanamV'Ders prior ta this testimony (3 

are on small residential lots). 

ATTACHMENTS 

At"12cru.-nent 1. Map of McKay Creek sub-basin in UR-C area showing Waible Creek, 
Waible ReservOIr, Gulch Creek, Storey Creek, 2 unnamed tributaries 
and McKay Creek (wetlands not shovm). Base map- source: Hillsboro 
P1anrnng Subareas Figure 1-1, June l2, 1996. 

Attac11inent 2. Aeria! photo ofUR_-C area s110wing furested areas, streams, riparian areas 
and open spaces 
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Attachment 1. Streams ofUR-C: Waible Creek, Waible Reservoir, Gulch Creek, 
Storey Creek, 2 un-named tributaries and McKay Creek. Wetlands not shown. 
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UR-C Testimony ofJ ean Edwards Dec. 16, 2009 
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Wen die L. KeHington 
Attorney at Law, P.C. 
Licensed in Oregon and Washington 

p.o. Box 1930 
Lake Oswego Or 
97035 

Via Hand Delivery 

Washington County Planning Commission 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

April 13, 2010 

Phone (503) 624-7790 
Mobile (503) 804-0535 

Facsimik(503) 620-5562 
Email: wk(cil.wkellimrtoll.com 

fILE COpy 

RE: Request to Adjust 10 Acres of Exception Land from Proposed "Rural Reserve" to 
Undesignatedin the Matter of Proposed Washington County Ordinance No. 733 Pending Before 
the Commission on April 21, 2010 

Dear Commissioners: 

This finn represents Steve and Kelly Bobosky. Please include this letter in the record of 
County Ordinance 733. Pursuant to ORS 197.615 (2)(8), please provide Steve and Kelli 
Bobosky and this fillIl Virith notice of decision or decisions regarding Ordinance No. 733 as 
required by ORS 197.615. 

Steve and Kelli Bobosky are the owners of a ten (10) acre parcel at 21393 NW West 
Union Road (Tax Lot IN2 14A 3000), zonedAF-5 and subject to an acknowledged exception to 
Goal 3 (Agliculture). The subject property is located in the "Bendemeer" exception area of 
Washington County. We object to the subject property being designated Rural Reserve as 
proposed in. Ordinance 733. The subject 10 acre property should either be left as "Undesignated" 
or, given that Washington County's professional staff confirmed in the summer and fall staff 
reports that the property meets the factors for Urban Reserve designation, designated as ''Urban 
Reserve". In any case, the subject 1 0 acre property neither meets the "Agriculture" nor ''Natural 
Resources" basis for designation as Rural Reserve in OAR 660-027-0060. Therdore, the Rural 

. Reserve category does not make sense to apply to it. 

Steve and Kelli Bobosky have previously submitted material establishing their property 
should not be designated as "Rural Reserve". That previous correspondence is aLLached as 
Exhibit A to this letter. We believe it is nevertheless likely that the designation of the subj ect 10 
acres as a Rural Reserve is mis-'"illlcen. This is because we have searched the record as much as 
we have been able on the website and, other than a statement in a County Issue Paper No. 10 
stating: "virtually all exception lands (AF -10 and AF-5) adjacent to urban areas have been 

. included in the urban resenre recommendations" we have found no recognition that the subject 
property is a designated acknowledged exception or explanation for why it would be locked up 
as a "Rural Reserve" rather than simply left as "Undesignated." We have similarly found no 
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recognition of the undisputed fact that the ama within which the subject 10 acre property exists 
(Bendemeer) is a designated acknowledged exception area. There may be something that exists, 
but our point is that the difficulty of locating anything along these lines suggests the decision 
makers were likely not aware that they were converting exception land to "Rural Reserves" 
while designating a great deal of high quality EFU Goal 3 Agricultural Land as Urban Reserves 
including in the same area. We sincerely hope that when you will look at this issue you will 
recommend revision of the Bobosky property's proposed designation to be at a milJlmum 
"Undesignated" or if it makes more sellSe to you "Urban Reserve". 

Cbncerrnng the latter, we recognize that whether exception land property like the subject 
is selected for classification as "lJndesignated" or "Urban Reserve", is a policy choice. 
However, with all due respect, please understand that there is no similar policy choice regarding 
whether exception land like the subject 1 0 acres is maintained as "Undesignated" versus 
imposing the "Rural Reserves" category upon it. Exception land vml rarely if ever meet the 
legal tests for "Rural Reserves." Here, the subject 10 acres do not meet the legal tests for Rural 
ReServes. 

State law has made the policy choice about exception lands like the subject 10 acres. 
( Specifically, under state law, exception lands are (l) not Agricultural Lands, and (2) are the first 

1\ ~" lands to be urbanized, i.e. be brought into a UGB (after urban reserves). Therefore, in the 
( absence of e):=traordinary of circumstances (not present here) exception lands that are not selected 

for "Urban Reserves" must remain ,c-Undesignated". ORS 197.298(1). Making exception land 
Rural Reserves is incollSistent with not only ORS 197.298(1) but also ORS 195.141 because 
exception lands are incapable of "providing long tenn protection to the agricultural industry." 
ORS 195.141(3). Residential exception land uses like on the subject property are by definition 
"nonfarm uses" that are tautologically incapable of sustaining faJ:m uses. ORS 195.141(3)(d)(B). 
Exception lands are incapable of providing any land or support for long term agricultural 
operations." ORS 195.141(3)(b). 

Exception land by definition is not "Agricultural Land." OAR 660-033-020(1)( c). 

We are troubled that nearby land zoned EFU is proposed for designation as Urban 
Reserve, but the subject non Agricultural exception land is proposed for designation as Rural 
Reserve. We belieVe that this has the legal framework exactly backwards. If there is a land 
need, includillg a specific area land need, then the region must draw from the exception land in 
the area or at a minjmum leave available exception land "Undesignated." We see no basis for 
the county or region to lock away from urbanization the very land that the state requires to be 
urbanized first - exception land - and convert good Agricultural Land to urban uses instead. If 
the region has land supply needs, it m:ust take those needs liom exception lands, unless there is a 
recognized adequate reason to do otherwise; but any such reason would not justify making 
exception land a "Rural Reserve." Where exception lands like the subj ect 10 acres are not 
selected as "Urban Reserves", then they must be left "lJndesignated." 
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In fact, pretencling that exception land can or does serve long tel1TI Agriculture by 
designating exception land "Rural Reserves" does a disservice to the Agricultural industry. Tills 

. is because exception lands do not, and cannot, serve long term Agricultural land supply needs. 
Setting aside exception land as Rural Reserves for agriculture simply leaves agriculture with 
nothing; and leaves the false and dangerous impression adequate Agricultural Land is being set 
aside. One need only refer to the county's Comprehensive Plan Exception Element to see that 
exception like the subject 10 acres has already been determined unsuited for, and unavailable to, 
agriculture due to "parcelization and ownership patterns", "lot size", "substantial * * * 
development of existing lots in the area * * *", "existing and adjacent uses which create 
operational conflicts with farming and forestry practices", "soil and teJ.Tain characteristics", 
"productivity", "irrigation potential" among others. See Washington county Comprehensive 
Plan Exceptions Document pages 3-4. 

Main'-taining the subj ect 10 acre of exception land as '1Jndesignated" is good policy for 
another reason. The '1Jndesignated" ~ategory supplies the land future decision makers are 
supposed to draw from fQr future urban land supply needs that are not met by today's urban 
reserves. Making exception land "Undesignated" then is particularly important in this situation 
because the region is not proposing to set aside all the land that Washington County's 
professional staff anticipated Washington County will need over the 50 year planning horizon 
and is even short of Metro's anticipated land need range. According to Washington County 
sta.:tt: this process will result in aJ3,OOO+/- acre shortage ofland likely to be needed over the 50 
year plannin g horizon in Washington County. Certainly then, there is a· strong possibility that at 
some point, future decision makers will be asked to find more land, 100k:iTIg to those lands the 
region now leaves as "Undesignated" but also required to look to "exception land" for UGB 
amendments when there are not enough urban reserves. ORS 197.298(1). But if exception lands 
are designated as "Rural Reserves" this sets up an untenable legal conflict between the 
requirement to draw from exception lands in ORS 197.298(1) and the rules about locked up rural 
reserves and policy favoring the protection of Goal 3 "Agricultural Land". On the other hand, 
leaving exception lands as "Undesignated" serves both the policy of ORS 197.298(1) while 
leaving flexibility to future decision makers to chose exception land for future land needs rather 
than forcing them to urbanize high quality Agricultural Land. 

While OAR 660-027-0060(3) allows Rural Reserve designation of "importanf' nat.-'ural ' 
areas identified in Metro's February 2007 "Natural Landscape Features Inventory" (a copy of 
which is Exhibit B to this letter) and "'other pertinent infol1llation", this· is a narrow exception and 
must be read as such. The subject 10 acres'do not come within this exception because it does not 
contain any identified "'important" or other natural resources; it is not on the 2007 Metro natural 
resources inventory and there is no "pertinent infol1nation" to justi.t)r bringing the subj ect 10 
acres within this narrow "'Rural Reserves" categmy. Further, it does not make sense that the . 
subj ect 10 acres of exception land containing no identified important or other natural resources, 
beillg across the street from an important Intel expansion site and havirig high quality 
transport.ation connectio:QS and public infrastructure investment should be tied up on this narrow 
basis especially when nearby high quality agricultural land zoned EFU is proposed to.be 

. urbanized. 
Exhibit f 
PageI3 
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In summary, Washington County's professional stlliTs analysis in the August 3,2009 and 
September 23, 2009 Staff Reports, establish that the subject 10 acres should be 'Urban Reserve", 
and these analyses were sound. If the County -wishes to exercise its policy discretion and 
exclude the subject 10 acres from the Urban Reserves, then it must simply leave the property as 
"Undesignated. In no case should the subject exception lands be tied up as "'Rural Reserves. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 

Very truly yours, 

A!:h~~, 
Wenme L. Kellington 

WLK:wlli: 
Enclosures 
CC: Clients 

( Dick Benner Esq. (w/o enclosures) 
(. Chris Gilmore, Esq. (w/out enclosures) 

(\ 
\ ' 
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April 12, 2010 

Washington County Board"of Commissioners 
155 N. First Avenue, Suite 300 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

Washington County Planning Commission 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 350 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

WINK BROOKS STRATEGIES LLC 
4810 NW 187th Avenue 

Portland, OR 97229 
503-629-9689 

Cell: 503-806-0220 
email: winkbrooks@comcast.net 

FILE COpy 

RE: Request to Adjust 10 Acres of Exception Land from Proposed "Rural Reserve" to Undesignated in the 
Matter of Proposed Washington County Ordinance No. 733 Pending Before the Board and Commission on 
April 21st: and 27th, 2010 . . 

Dear Commissioners: 

Please accept this letter into the record of County Ordinance 733. I represent Steve and Kelly 
Bobosky, the owners of an approximately ten (10) acre property located at 21393 NW West Union Road (Tax 
Lot 1N2 14A 3000), which is zoned AF-5 and subject to an acknowledged e({ception to Goal 3 (Agricu!ture). 
The property is located in the "Bendemeer Areal1 of Washington County. Pursuant to ORS 197.615{2}(B}, we 
request notice of decision or decisions regarding Ordinance No. 733 as required by ORS 197.615 be provided 
to the undersigned as well as to Steve and Kelli Bobosky. 

We object to the proposed dassification of the subject 10 acres as Rural Reserve. Washington 
County's initial decision to designate this property as Urban Reserves was the correct assessment and this 
parcel should be designated either "Urban Reserve" or left "Undesignated". We believe the subject property 
was mistakenly identified as "Rural Reserve" and welcome this process to enable adjustments for cases like 
ours. We see no legal or policy justification for making the subject 10 acres of exception land, located 
directiy across the street from the existing UGB and the well known and successful North Hillsboro Industrial 
area, to be a committed IlRural Reserve" for the next 50 years. At a minimum the subject 10 acres of 
exception !and should simply be left as "Undesignated." 

13EN15tMEERARtAbTICRIPTION 

The subject property is located within the Bendemeer Area (Exhibit A) which is north of NW West 
Union RoadJ betvJeen r..J\AJ Cornelius Pass Road·and Dick Road~ The subject proPerty is in residentiai USE. 

This area is fully covered by an exception to Statewide Planning Goa!s 3 (Agriculture). By definition, 
"Agricultural Lands" do not include "land within acknowledged exception areas for Goal 3 or 4." OAR 660-
033-0020(1){c). Therefore, there are no- if Agricultural Landsf} vvithin this arEa or on the subject 10 acres. 

Exhibit I 
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Bendemeer is a small area encompassing approximately 130 acres immediately adjacent to the 
North Hillsboro Industrial Area and Hillsboro's northern Regional Urban Growth Boundary which is located on 
West Union Road, running along the southern edge of Bendemeer. The majority of lots contain homes or 
businesses served by shallow wells and septic tanks. Land use in the Bendemeer Area is primarily residential 
in nature. Commercial development is located at the Cornelius Pass, West Union Road intersection. A 
railroad right-of-way bisects the area north-south. There are 58 tax lots in the Bendemeer area, with most 
lots being less than three acres in size, the smallest lot being .24 acres with three of the largest lots being 
approximately 5 acres and the largest being slightly smaller than 10 acres. More than 40 of the lots contain 
homes. Lot sizes and lots with improvements are shown on Exhibit B and are summarized in the County's 
Exception Statement bocument Sub Area No. 037, sub area data sheet, page 68 of that document. See 
Exhibit C. 

CURRENT PLANNING DESIGNATIONS! EXCEPTION AREA 

The County's Rural/Natural Resource Plan - Land Use Districts designate the Bendemeer Area as AF-
5, Agricultural and Forest (5 acre minimum lot size) with one lot located at the intersection of West Union 
and Cornelius Pass Roads zoned R-COM, Rural Commercial. None of these are exclusive farm use districts or 
implement Goal 3 (Agriculture) in any way. 

Because of the historical small lot configuration and residential development in the Bendemeer Area, 
the County determined the Bendemeer Area an exception to the requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 3, 
Agriculture. Goal 3 is designed to preserve contiguous, large lot prime agricultural areas. LCDC 
acknowledged this exception to Goal 3. Consequently the County's Comprehensive Plan and state law. 
recognizes that the subject property, as well as the Bendemeer Area, within which the subject property is 
located, is an acknowledged exception to Goal 3, unsuited for Agriculture and set aside for residential and 
not Agricultural use. Sections of the County's Rural/Natural Resource element of the Washington County 

(( Comprehensive Plan and the County's Exception Statement Document, dated September 9, 1986 regarding 
(' the Bendemeer Area are attached as Exhibit C and describe the Bendemeer Area as an area that meets the 
" definition of lands that are a "PhYSically Developed and Committed Area" and thus not suitable for 

agricultural protection. 

ORS 197.298 establishes "Priority of land to be induded within urban growth boundary". This 
statutory provision creates a priority system for identifying which land should first be considered for inclusion 
within an urban growth boundary (UGBlr requiring designated urban reserves and "exception land" be the 
first places to be drawn from for UGB amendments. Rural Reserves established by administrative rule cannot 
be selected ignoring this important statutory priority that exception lands enjoy. This is especially true when 
land nearby is zoned EFU but proposed for designation as Urban Reserve. 

SUBJECT PROPERTY PROXIMATE TO INDUSTRIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL LANDS AND PUBLIC FACILITIES 

The subject 10 acre property, and the Bendemeer Area within which it is located, is immediately 
north of the North Hillsboro Industrial Area, one of the largest contiguous industrial areas in the State of 
Oregon. Served by the Sunset Highway and two major interchanges at NW Cornelius Pass Road and 
Shute/Helvetia Road, this industrial area is home to Inte! Corporation's largest employment center, housed 
on three major campuses in the North Hi!!sboro Industrial Area. Bendemeer is located Jess than 2 miles from 
Intel's Ronler Acres_ Campus, which is one of the largest and most capital intensive industrial sites in the 
world. Across West Union Road from Bendemeer is another Intel campus site, held by Intel for its future 
needs. Many other industrial users large and small call the North Hillsboro industrial Area home. Larger 
industrial companies such as Genentech and Solar World, Radysis, Tri-Quint Semiconductor and FEI are 
located In this area as \A/e!! as smaHer companieS such as Accumed/ Pinnac(e Exhibits) Beaverton Foods! 

Estrogen, West Coast Coffee Company, Parr Lumber and Columbia Industries. The Bendemeer Area is 
located directlv adjacent to a highly successful employment area with excellent prospects for creating 
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additional employment in the future. See Exhibit D. The City of Hillsboro's adjacent Comprehensive Plan and 
Zoning designations are shown on Exhibit E. 

The Hillsboro School District's Liberty High School is also located close by in the North Hillsboro 
Industrial Area and serves the Bendemeer Area as do two local elementary schools, Lennox and West Union, 
which are located in the adjacent Rock Creek neighborhood and in the agricultural area west of Helvetia 
Road, respectively. Urban water and sanitary sewer utilities are located adjacent to Bendemeer and are 
provided by the City of Hillsboro, the Tualatin Valley Water District and Clean Water Services. A 12/1 
diameter water line is located in West Union Road adjacent Bendemeer's southern boundary and the subject 
property. This waterline is fed from the south by a 12" diameter water line in Century Boulevard at the 
western end of the Bendemeer Area and by two 18" diameter waterlines, one in Cornelius Pass Road and 
another on West Union Road, east of Cornelius Pass Rd. There is also another water line, 8;' diameter, in 
Cornelius Pass extending north of West Union Road. This line terminates at the northern property line of the 
southernmost [at in Bendemeer. 

WASHINGTON COUNTY URBAN AND RURAL RESERVES TECHNICAL ANALYSIS 

Ordinance No. 733 is Washington County's final decision regarding Washington County's land supply 
in the context of the region's Urban and Rural Reserves planning process. Washington County planners and 
Washington County cities worked closely together to create a Washington County urban and rural reserve 
planning program that would meet the county's long term [and supply needs. The planning work 
accomplished by the County, coordinated with Washington County cities, was technically competent, utilizing 
the best available information to support the County's recommended Urban and Rura[ Reserve designations. 
Had this technical work been supported by the region, the subject 10 acres would have been recommended 
to be designated as "Urban Reserve." 

Specifically, to assist the Washington County Urban and Rural Reserve planning process, the 
Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation Long Range Planning Division submitted a 
technical analysis to the Washington County Reserves Coordinating Committee on August 3, 2009, titled 
"Urban and Rural Reserves Planning in Washington County / Staff Report Urban and Rural Reserves 
Recommendations" (Exhibit F). This draft report was supplemented by September 1st and September 23rd 

Staff Reports. These reports were further supplemented by five appendices supporting and describing 
recommended Urban and Rural Reserves. These reports with their supplementary material, provided by 
Washington County cities and the public, proVided the technical basis upon which the County based their 
Urban and Rural Reserve recommendations designating the subject property and indeed the entire 130 acre 
Bendemeer Area as an Urban Reserve. A review of the August 3rd and September 23rd staff reports and 
appendices confirm that the subject property should either be designated an Urban reserve or remain 
undesignated under the Urban and Rural Reserve Factors provided by Oregon Administrative Rule 660-027. 

This conclusion is supported by the county documents that are Appendix 1 to the August 3 Staff 
Report (Exhibit F is the August 3 Staff Report and Exhibit F-l are the Appendix 1 Maps). These Maps 
supported both the August 3rd and September 23rd Staff Repol-ts and Recommendations. The maps 
discussed here are attached as Exhibit F-l. The Area within which the subject 10 acres of exception land 
exists ranked high as an eligib[e Urban Reserve on Map 2 primarify because it is adjacent to the existing UGB 
and the associated existing urban utilities and their service providers. Map 4, depicts the Oregon 
Department of Forestry "Wildland Forest inventory" describing the Area as "Low Density 
Residential/Commercial". Map 5 depicts the "Metro Natura[ Landscape Features lnventorV'. This map 
shows no major natural landscape features on the subject property or in the Bendemeer area. The County's 
Rural/Natural Resource Plan identifies a "Water Areas, Wetlands and Fish and Wildlife Habitat" along 
Ho[comb Creek which runs through the east most 3 tots of the Bendemeer Area immediately west of 
Cornelius Pass Road, affecting a little more than 9 acres of the Area's 130 acres. This does not in any way 
affect the subject 10 acres. See Exhibit G. 
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Map 9 depicts the Area as highly suitable for an Urban Reserve designation. Maps 11, and 12 depict 
the Area ranking lIHighly Suitable" for future sewer and water utility e),.'tensions. Map 13a, Transportation 
Connectivity Suitability, ranks the Area highest for transportation connectivity, relative to other areas. Map 
18, Water Resources, show the subject 10 acres and its larger exception area is not within the Tualatin Valley 
irrigation District Boundary, nor does it include properties with water rights .. 

Maps 23 and 24 , shDw the relative size of land parcel and ownership patterns within the area 
confirming the smaller lot sizes within the Bendemeer Area. Maps 25 and 26 describe Rural Residential 
Dwelling Density, also confirming the individual ownership of the small lots within the Bendemeer exception 
area. 

Maps 27 and 28, Farm Analysis Tiers and Sub-Areas define the relative suitability of land for Rural 
Reserve designation and this deserves some scrutiny. Out of four tiers, with Tier 1 being the most suitable 
for being classified as a "Rural Reserve" and Tier 4 the least suitable for being classified as a "Rural Reserve", 
the Bendemeer Area was ranked near the bottom for rural reserve SUitability - being put into Tier 3 in Sub
Area 14. Sub Area 14 is defined on page 33 of the August 3rd Urban and Rural Reserve Staff Report, as 
having higher urbanization potential and lower agricultural productivity primarily because of the smaller 
parcels and higher dwelling unit density of the area. This "Tier" analysis erroneously presumed that an 
exception area could be classified as "Agricultural Lands." Exception land should be shown as having zero 
suitability for agricultural productivity. It is impossible for exception land to be classified as Agricultural Land 
at all as OAR 660-033-0020{I)(c) specificaJiy excludes exception lands from the definition of "Agricultural 
Lands. r1 This misunderstanding of the legal significance of exception lands versus the protection to be 
afforded to land zoned EFU permeates the Tter analysis. Thus, many of the areas currently proposed to be 
designated as Urban Reserves, are areas designated Exclusive Farm Use by Washington County's 
Rural/Natural Resource Plan and subject to Statewide Planning Goal 3 (Agriculture). in fact, Areas 7B, 7D, 8B 
and 8C identified in Exhibit A of the Metro Washington County Intergovernmental Agreement proposed for 
Urban Reserve designation are composed entirely of Goal 3 Exdusive farm Use lands and in dude no 
exception lands (other than one small parcel in Area 8C which is R-COM, Rural Commercial and is also 
designated an exception area). See Ord. No. 733 Exhibit 2, pages 12 (8B), 13 and 15 (8C), 18 and 19 (7B) and 
26 {7D} attached as E)(hibit G. The agricultural land proposed to be designated Urban Reserve in Area 8e is 
located near Bendemeer being situated on the northwest corner of 18Sth and West Union Rd. If one 
excludes exception lands from the Agricultural analyses and includes only "Agricultural Lands" as defined in 
state law, then the subject 10 acres would have been "Tier IV" (lowest SUitability) for becoming a "Rural 
Reserve." In this regard, Maps 19, 20 and 21 regarding agricultural suitability can only be celevant for 
classifying the agricultural significance of nonexception lands, given It is impossible for exception lands to be 
"Agricultural lands." Moreover, as a matter of county law, the acknowledged comprehensive plan 
"Exceptions Statement" at page 3 makes dear that none of the agricultural related factors for Rural Reserve 
designation can apply to exception land like the subject 10 acres. Rather, the County Plan makes dear that 
exception land is deemed to be ullsuitable for Agriculture. 

Maps 30, 31, 32 and 33 describe Forest Analysis Tiers, Metro Natural Landscape Features InventolY, 
Important Natural Landscape Features (INLF) Overlay and Important Natural Landscape Features Composite 
Tiers, respectively. The subject property has no identified natural features, significant or otherwise. 

GROWTH ESTIMATES AND FUTURE LAND NEEDS 

Pursuant to Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-027-0040 (2), land designated Urban Reserve in 
the Metro Region must be based on estiillated population and employment grovvth~ To comply \/tiith this rule 

Washington County prepared population and employment forecasts for the County. This was a rigorous 
forecast process which is explained generally in the August 3rd Staff Report on pages 19-21. These Pages are 
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Attached as Exhibit F. Also attached as Exhibit F-2 is Appendix 4, Land Needs Estimate of the August 3m Staff 
Report which includes a summary memorandum as well as a memorandum from the Washington County 
Planning Directors to the Washington County Reserves Coordinating Committee, titled "Addendum to May 
11th Staff Report on Land Needs Estimates for Urban Reserves - Corrections to technic:al analysis", dated June 
4, 2009 (hereinafter "Need Memorandum"). Land needs estimates are shown in Appendix 4-(A-l and A-2) of 
this memorandum. The conclusion of the County's forecasting work estimated a 2060 demand for additional 
residential and non-residential urban land of somewhere between a low range of 27,722 gross acres and 
high range of 66,934 gross acres. The 2050 demand for residential and non-residential land was estimated to 
be within a range of 17,734 and 50,411 gross acres. Select pages of this Need Memorandum are at Exhibit F-
2. 

Metro's "Urban and Rural Reserves 2009-2050/2060 Chief Operating Officer Recommendation", 
dated September 15, 2009 recommends a much smaller urban land need estimate based on the expectation 
that the Region will be able to efficiently uttlize existing zoning capacity through redevelopment supported by 
targeted urban infrastructure investment in the region's downtowns, main streets and corridors. The Metro 
estimate of land need is based on the region's 2040 growth strategy and assumes that between 19 percent 
and 29 percent of future residential growth and key employment opportunities would occur on the land 
newly added to the existing UGB resulting in a Metro estimated urban reserve land need of between 15,700 
and -29,100 acres. The total Urban Reserve acreage proposed for inclusion in this process for the entire 
Metro region is 28,165 acres, 1,165 acres short of the Metro high estimate of 29,000 acres. 

Exhibit A to the "Intergovernmental Agreement Between Metro and Washington County to Adopt 
Urban Reserves" describes the results of the Core 4 Urban and Rural Reserve deliberations, resulting in a 50 
year Urban Reserve addition in Wasnington County of approximately 13,500 acres, far below the estimated 
land need supported by the Washington County "land Needs Estimates for Urban Reserves" (Exhibit F-2), . 
The total Urban Reserve acreage proposed for the entire Metro region is 28,165 acres of urban reserves: 
Washington County having 13,500 acres; Clackamas County having approximately 13,700 acres and 
Multnomah County having 855 acres. 

Given the range of assumed urban land to be needed over the next 50 years it would be consistent 
with both the Washington County and Metro land need estimates to designate the subject 10 acre 
"exception" parcel located directly adjacent to Hillsboro's highly successful industrial area as either urban 
reserves or "Undesignated". However, in no case is it consistent with law, considering the County's own 
exception land analysis, to designate the subject 10 acres a {{Rural Reserve." 

URBAN AND RURAL RESERVE FACTORS 

OAR 660-027-0050 and 0060 define the factors to be considered when determining whether an area 
should be classified as an Urban or Rural Reserve. Considering both Urban and Rural Reserve Factors, we 
believe that the Bendemeer Area is better suited for an Urban Reserve designation or left undesignated 
rather than being deSignated Rural Reserve. The Rural Reserve Factors express intent to designate as Rural 
Reserves those lands most suitable for sustaining long-term agricultural and forestry operation on large 
blocks of land taking into account, parcelization, tenure and ownership patterns. As previously discussed the 
subject property, and indeed the 130 acre Bendemeer Area within which it is situated, is not considered 
{/Agricultural Land" for long term agricultural (or forest) use. The subject 10 acres (and the Benedeer area) is 
an acknowiedged Ilexception area", not subject to Statewide Pianning Goai 3, Agriculture. Rather, the 
subject 10 acres is an acknowledged residential area, that is highly parcelized composed of smaH residential 
lots with many ownerships. Therefore,_the agricultural basis for designating land as Rural reserve does not 
exist for the subject 10 acres. 

EXhibit / 
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The subject property has no indentified significant natural resources and is not located near any 
identified significant natural resources. Therefore, it may not be designated as a "Rural Reserve" on the 
basis of natural resources. 

The subject 10 acres· meets the Urban Reserve factors as is the property is adjacent to existing urban 
utilities inside the UGB, making it relatively easy to efficiently extend public utilities. Water and sewer service 
are available from the City of Hillsboro, the Tualatin Valley Water District and Clean Water Services I all 
agencies among the most financially capable service providers in the Metro Region. The area is currently 
served by the Hillsboro School District, one of the largest school districts in the State. 

The existing street network (including NW Bendemeer Road l NW Old Pass Road and NW 212th and 
214th Place) provide a strong foundation for future traffic and pedestrian circulation. Sidewalks within 
Benedemeer already exist along Cornelius Pass Road and West Union Road adjacent to the existing 
Bendemeer commercial area. As the areas within the existing UGB develoPI sidewalks will be constructed 
adjacent to and connect the Bendemeer area with existing development south of West Union Road. 
Sidewalks adjacent to Bendemeer currently exist on NW Century Boulevard at the intersection of NW Dick 
Road and West Union l on NW Mauzey Road located east of West Union Road across from the Bendemeer 
commercial center and on Cornelius Pass Road south of West Union. These sidewalks and streets within the 
UGB connect the Bendemeer Area directly to the residential and industrial employment areas within the 
adjQcent UGB. 

If the County makes a policy choice not to make the subject 10 acres Urban Reserve l then it must 
simply leave it as "Undesignatedu . But there is no justification to designate the subject property IIRmal 
Reserve. u 

SUMMARY 

The subject 10 acres ~s an acknowledged and designated Uexception areau . it is not subject to Goal 31 

Agriculture and consequently does not contain UAgricultural Lands.1f It is located within a residential area 
containing a historical small lot pattern with varied ownerships. The subject property is well placed to 
provide additional housing capacity very close to a very highly developed employment area. Adjacent utilities 

. can be provided to the property and indeed the entire 130 acre exception area in which it is located. 
Transportation access to the area can easily be connected to the adjacent employment area making easy 
access for pedestrians and bicyclists to get to work and schools. Thus, deSignating the subject property as 
uUrban Reserveu or leaving it as "Undesignated meets the Urban Reserve Factors, consistent with State law. 
We are not aware of any justification to designate the subject property "Rural Reserve.1f We request the 
County remove the proposed Rural reserve designation of the subject 10 acres. 

We wish t.o thank you in advance for your .careful consideration our request. 

Respectfully Su bmitted, 

Winslow C. "Winklf Brooks, Principal 
Wink Brooks Strategies, LLC 
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RURAL LANDS 

LANDS PHYSICALLY DEVELOPED AND COMITTED TO lIMITED~ OR~ NON FARM OR FOREST USES 

a. INTRODUCTION FOR LANDS PHYSICALLY DEVELOPED AND COMMITTED TIT LIMITED FARM 
OR FOREST USES.' 

In applying LCDC Goals outside the Urban Growth Boundary, Washington County 

is guided, by three goals: 

'Goal Z: 
Goal 3: 
Goal 4: 

Land Use Planning 
Agricultural Lands 
Forest Lands 

Goals 3 and 4 ai~e resource goals which deal with th~ identtfica.tion and 

, preservation/conservation of specific resources. Goa1 2 1s a, procedural 

'goal which deals wit~ establishment of a raUonal'formu1ation and applica

tion of 4and use planning. 

In applying Goals 3 and 4. the County is'required to determine the loeation 

and ,extent of agricultural and forest 1ands. Upon identification of 'agri-

'cu1t',.n·al and forest 1ands~ the County is required to apply the respective' 

goal by applying' the appropriate Comprehensive Plan Designation and, land use, 

regulations on such parcels for exclusive resource use. Specifical1ys where 

the County i,dentifies agr4cuhural land~ the County is required to desig

nate such land Exclusive Farm Use. Where the County. identifi,es forest land, 

the County is required to:designate such land Exclusive Forest and Con-

sarvatiol1. 

In some cases. the County may i~entify lands where it is inappropriate to 
, ' 

apply either Goal 3 or 4., Part. n of Goal 2:' Land Use Planning'speaks, to 

'~such' a si-tuation by providing for the"Exceptions process~ 

, : The exceptions process is used to explain why. it is' not possible to appJy a 

,goal· which pres~ribes'ar les~ricts certain uses of resource 1and to ,speciflf, 

Page 4 
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properties. In this case the County must show why it is not possible to 
-

apply Goals 3 or 4" to certain 1ands in Washington County. A fu11 goa1 

exception is required when it is not possible to apply a particu1ar goal 

because there is a need. for a use not otherwise a11owed. by a goal. The 

exception must be justified based on the fo110wing: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Reasons justify why the state po1icy embodied ;-n the app1icable 
goals should not apply: 

Areas \t~hi cn do not n:quhe a new exception cannot reasonably accom
modate the use; 

The 10ng term enironmental. economic, social and energy conse
quences resulting from the use at the proposed site with measures 
designed tD n~duce advers·e impacts are not significantly more 
adverse· than would typical1y result fr.om the same proposed being 
located in areas requiring a go.a1 exception other than the pro
posed site; and 

The Pl~Dposed uses are compatible with other adjacent uses Ol~ will 
be so rendered through measures designed to reduce adverse impacts. 

"Compatible U' , a_s used in item 4, above. is not intended as 
an absolute term meaning no interference Dr adverse impacts 
of any type with adjacent uses. 

lCDChas alSO recognized that when agricu1tuta1 and fOl~est lands are either 

1) physically developed or buiit upon, or 2) irrevocably committed to nOD-

farm or non-forest uses, then Goals 3 and 4- do not have to be applied to 

these lands~ Therefoi~e, ItJasnington County has identified those lands 

which the County is excluding from the application of LCDC Goals 3 and 4 

because those lands are llPhysica11y deve10ped and comrnitted/' (see defini

tion Page). The foliowing·method was utilized to determine which lands qual-

ify as developed and co~~itted. 

The LCDC policy paper entit1ed "Common Questions About Goal 3: Agricultural 

.Lands" esta,blishes. the format fO\~ identifying both. resource 1 ands to be pre~ 

. s·erved and those lands no longer available for· natural resource uses. First, 

EXhibit~ 
Page---.!22::· 
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a 11 agri cul tura r 1 ands ·must be i dentifi ed: -- i n t~estern Oregon thes e 1 ands 

are classified by ·the U.S. Soil Conservation Servi.ce as predominantly Class 

·I-IV sons~ and tothe1~ lands l in different soil classes which are suitable 

for farm use taking into cO!1sidetation $oil fertillty; suitability for 

grazing; c1imati"c conditions; existing and future availability of water for 

farm irrigation;. existing land use patterns; techno1ogical and energy inputs 

required; and accepted farming practices. 

The process of identifying an agricultural 1ands yields the undeveloped and 

uncommitted agricultural lands which al~e to be pteserved tythe· Comprehensive 

Plan and the Exclusive Farm Use District (EFU)~ unless a full Goa1 2 Excep~ 

ti 011 is taken ~ This same procedUi~e app 1 i es to i dentifyi I1g forest 1 ands to 

be preserved. By clearly identifying those lands which are to be pteserved 

in exclusive farm or forestry uses~ and those 1ands where a fu11 Goal 2 

Exception is to be taken, a residual is left of areas which are deve10ped or 

committed to non-resource uses. 

The. fo1lowing definiti-on of a "Physically Deve.1oped and Committed Area" was· 

uti1ized in the public hearings for identification of lands which are capable 

of supporting limited farm and forest use or is not avai1ab1e fOlh resource 

lise, and which \11/11.1 be designated for· Rural land Development on the Compre-

hens; ve P1-an ~1ap . 

. IIA physical1y developed and -committed area is a geographic area which 
·is capab1e of supporting limited farm and forest use or which is not 
available for resource use as indicated by the fo11owing criteria: 

. . 2. 
3. 

parcelization and ownership patterns; 
lot size; . 
substantial (generally.40% or more) development of exi.sting lots 
in the area·; 

4 .. exi"sting and adjacent uses which create operational confl iets· 
\tii th- farmi·ng and forestry practi·ces; 

. soil and terrain character:istics; 

Page 6· 
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6. productivity; 
7. irrigation potential; 
8-. availabl~ public- services (water and roads); and -
9. other relevant factDrs. 

On a case-by-case basis, evidence r-r::lating to some or an oT the factors 
may be sufficient- to reach the conclusion that the subJect property meets 
the definition for a lIphysical1y developed and committed areal<. 

lr/ithin the context of this definition, the term Geographic Ar.ea is defined as: 

Geographic Area - Generally 40 acres or more fOl~ rural residential pur
poses; however, a sing1e 10tmay be designated as an area if it is de~ 
velopeq or committed to commercial or industrial us-e. -

b_: f~ETHODOLOGY- FOR DETERMINING DEVELOPED AND COMNITTED AREAS 

III undertaking this analysis of developed and committed areas, staff uti

lized the following- methodology;-

1. Potenti a 1 RUl~a l/Na tl1l~a 1 ResDurce 1 ands were i den titi ed as those Gutsi de 

the regiona1 Urban Growth Boundary.~ 

2. Groups of properti es vlfere numbered as l~m-~al subareas fOl~ data and 

narrative purposes. 

3. One or more assessors l maps and related data sheets define a l~ural 

subarea. 

4. The-basic unit of analysis i.eJas individual 111 - 2000 1' tax assessorst maps. 

Appl~opriate data collected on a tax map bas-is was summarized on "Devel~ 

,) oped and Commi tted Lands Data Sheets to • 

The deve10ped and committed data sheets provide a variety of inform at· ion 

about aparti"cu1ar rural area inciuding: 

a) The existing p1arl~ designation, determined fmm the existing Cornpre-

hensive Plan f1ap of 11; - 400Q' scale.-

b} The existin zDr.ing~ based on information an file in the Planning 

Department. 

c)- The pmposed 1and use- designations .. based upon policy direction from 

-the Board of County Commissioners~ 10cal voter- adopted initi"a-tive 

(Ba,l1ot Fleasure 11) and statewide land use goa1s.-

_ E~~~it31--
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d) The total acres, number of parce1s, average,_ smal1 est and largest 

paice 1 s. number of parcels on deferra 1, and total acres on tax de-

ferral programs'were al1 compiled by ass'esso!sl maps for each rUia1 

subarea; 

e) Ownership data. compiled from the assessors' microfiche tax rol1s on 

a tax map basis. 

5. To determine whether or not a property was improved. information from the 

assessors" tax roll was used. The figure of $5,000 was assumed to be the 

minimum improvement value, or thresho1d by lr.fhich· to distinguish lldeveloped 

land". The notation on the tax ro11: see mobi1e home tax 1"'011, was as;.. 

sumed 'to i'ndicate a mabne home value above $5~OOG and therefore was an 

improved property. Property with an improvement value of less than $5,000 

was assumed to be vacant~ Improvement data from the assessors J tax r011 

could often be confirmed by the l1se of survey aeria1s', flown on 10/10/79 

or 5/01/80 which are at a 111 - 1000' -scale. These.aerialphoto.s If Jere 

extremely useful in determining the uses of neighborhood parcels and gen-

ero.1 character of an area. HQwever~ an unknown number of residences 

have been established which do not appear on the assessorDs records, thus 

the percentage of development i.n some instances may be higher than in~ 

dicated. 

6. Soils data we.re estimated from the County's soil classification map and 

grouped in three categories as a percentage of SCS Class IV~ and Category 

I.II - SCS Class V-VIIL Forest land capability of 5011 \!las assumed hom 

the County overlay map showing SCS woodland potentia1s~ classifications: 

"cubic FOOi~ Site Class 1 ~ 2 .• 3 and·4. 
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7" Avail abil ity of water was determined by examination of publ ic: water 

district source area maps and identified c.ritica1 groundwater. areas. 

Additional poten-tial 10ts were estimated based upon minimum lot size of 

proposed zones. 

8. A narrative description of each rural area fol1ows the numerical data 

which adds to the findings of facts supporting thedesignatio-n of each 

area for rura1 rather than natural resource use.s.-

c. CONCLUSION SUHMARY 

Thi s document sets forth-, on an area by area basis. a statement of findi ngs 

Qf fact demonstrating the developed and/or committed status of such areas. 

Based upon: 

1. the definition of a UPhysical1y Developed_ and COlThll1tted Area; and 

2. the specific findings contained within the ana1ysis of each geographic 

subarea; and 

3. the review of the specificgeogr-aphic area by the Planning Commission 

through their public- hearing process~ 

vJasnington County finds that those lands hereinafter identified by 5ubareason 

the data sheets and the maps hereby made a part of this p1an as-consistent with 

the County1s definition of a ,ephysically Developed and Committed Area~" and 

therefOi~e an exception to LCDGGoal- 3 (agricu1tUi~e) and Goa1 4 (fol~estry) is 

justified~ 
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RURAL I NATURAL RESOURCE PLAN WASHING I ON COUNTY 
EXCEPTJON AREAS 35136,37, and 38 COMPREHENSiVE PLAN 

1t-42 24, 23'; 14".A • 14B. 14D, 11 FIGURE 20 
SOURCE:: WASH~GTON COUNTY DEPART!\!aITQF 

L~IID USE /\NO' TRANSPORTATlCll>!, 1985 

-hilS Io!kP tS CQt,'lPILED rRO~ .oRfGlfJF.L Mr..TEfr!r>.t.S J!..T 
D<FFEKE.~T SCI<.t.ES. tOR MOr:i;:E DETAll.$ PLEI\SE REFE~ 
'TO "HE 50lJRt;E MAi'ERU .. LS OR iHE WJ!,SHlt~G'tON COUlI.Tr 
OEPA;':;TMEJiT OF L1INO cSE AND TRJf.I'-lS'PO;::-r~TIOllJ 

SC/\LE 

It~~_L ____ ~ ___ _ 

Iii! t -
~~;; ~ 
1", I 
"B I 

!!~! f 

;!!: ~ 
, 

9 . 2000 4000 feet 
~I~~~-'--~~'--~--~,--~ 

o 1000 meters 

1:24000 
1 inch represents 2000 feet 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION 
F'LANNiNG DIVISION It DECEMBER,1985 
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Subarea No. ' 037 Tax Map No. lN2 14A. 148 & 14D 
Urban Intermedi~te 

Existing Plan Designation Natural Resource Existing Zoning FRC-3S; GFU-38; 

Proposed Plan Designa.tiol1_R_u_ra_1_" ______ .".".-:Proposed Zoning AF-5; R-COM 

./I, of .l!. of 10ts on # of if of lots with JL .-
;r 11" ll' 01 

Acres Parcels Deferrals Ownershios Improvements Vacant Lots 
d 

TotalS 158.3 62 5 58 54 8 

Average Parcel Size 2.55 
----------------~~------

Smallest Parcel .21 
----~----------~------------

Largest Parcel 
~--~--------~----------~-

15.5 

Tota1 Acres an Tax Deferral 24.8 
---=~~~----~~--

Soil Types 95% Category 1; 5% Category 3 

Av-ailabi1ity of Public Watel": Yes No x. 
-~-

Potential Additional lots Based on Recommended Zoning.~~3~ __ ~ __ ~ __ ~ ____ ~ 

Potential,Additional Lots Based on AF-5 Zoning.~~ __ ~~3~~~~~~~~ __ ___ 

Characterization of Developed and Committed Area: 

Area 037 inc1udes the rural cornmunitiesof Bendemeer and l~est Union. Residential 
deve10pment occurs on 70% of the lots l'llhich are generally less than 5 acres. One 
15 acre parcel containing a filbert grove has been inCluded because it is 
bordered on 3 sides by the UGB \rJhich runs along ltJest Union and NW Cornell Roads. 

',R residential subdivision~ within the UGB~ a1so borders this parcel on the south
east. 

Commercia1 uses in this area include the 14est Union Vil1age Square and a gas 
station. The area also includes a cemetery. church and a residential sub
division. Only 17% of the land in the area is in' tax deferral programs. 

Land north of the exception area consists of parcelS which range from 17 to 48 
acres in size and \!ifhich are proposed for 'EFU zoning. These lands are currently 

,being cu1 tivated and are, under different olrmershi pthan 1 ands ,inside Area 037.' 

lrJCP-D/9-81 E~hibit, ·1, 
, page~' 
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Bendemeer Area 
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( WASHINGTON COUNTY 

OREGON 

August 3, 2009 
To: Washington County Reserves Coordinating Committee 

From: Brent Curtis, Plannillg Manager, Department of Land Use and TranspOliation, 
Long Range Planning 

SUbject: Staff Recommendations and Staff Report for WashingtoJll County 
Urban and Rural Reserves 

Recommendation: Washington County staff, in cooperation with the Washington County Reserves 
Coordinating Committee's Project Advisory- Committee 1 provides the following recommendations for 
Urban and Rural Reserves within the Washington County Reserves Study Area: 

o Urban Reserves - ApproxiJnately33,800 acres are recommended for designation as urban 
reserves as indicated on the attached map (areas indicated in orange.) 

o Rural Reserves - Approximately 108,800 acres are recommended for designation as rural 
reserves as indicated on the attached map (areas indicated in green.) 

These recommendations are based upon application of the "Factors" in the Oregon Administrative 
Rules OAR 660-027. These "Factors" provide guidance to staff in determining the suitability oflands 
as either Urban Reserves or Rural Reserves. 

The report intends to remain in draft form as this committee deliberates on the recommendations. Staff 
will provide continued refinements with the Committee's direction and ongoing discussions with 
stakeholders. The Committee also will benefit from public testimony received through September 1 
including an August 20 Public Hearing. A final recommendation from thls committee will be provided 
to the regional Reserves Steering Committee and Core 4 decision makers in September. 

The attached Staff RepOli describes the analysis process. of the approximately 171,000 acres contained 
in the Washington County portion of the Reserves Study Area. The Study Area was agreed upon by 
this committee and the regional Reserves Steering Committee in fall of200S. Since then staff has 
applied a succession of increasingly finer-meshed analytical screens to c}laracterize lands within the 
Study Area. Each characterization related to factors for either urban or rural reserve suitability (or 
indicate,d that no designation needed to be applied.) 

The recommendations reflect the suitability of those lands identified as providing efficient and cost
effective areas for growth (as defined in the Urban Reserves Factors) or wananting protection from 
urbanization (as defmed in the Rural Reserves Factors.) 

1 County Planning Directors and/or assigned principal staff of each member government/agency. 

Department of Support Services· Long Range Planning Division 
155 N First Avenue, Ste.350 MS 14· Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072 

phone: (503) 846-3519· fa>c (503) 846-4412 
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. Urban and Rural Reserves Planning in 
Washington County 

Staff Report 
Urban and Rural Reserves 

Recommendations 

Submitted to: Washington County Reserves Coordinating Committee 

Prepared by: Department of Land Use and i ransportation 
Long Range Planning Division 

August 3, 2009 
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Recommendation 

Washington County staff, in cooperation with the Washington County Reserves Coordinating 
Committee's Project Advisory Committee 1 provides the following recommendations for Urban and 
Rural Reserves within the Washington County Reserves Study Area: 

o Urban Reserves - Approximately 33,800 acres are recommended for designation as urban 
reserves as indicated on the attached map (Map 34.) 

o Rural Reserves - Approximately 108,800 acres are recommended for designation as rural 
reserves as indicated on the attached map (Map 35.) 

These recommendations are based upon application of the "Factors" in the Oregon Administrative 
Rules under OAR 660-027. These "Factors" guide staffs efforts in determining the suitability of lands 
as either Urban Reserves or Rural Reserves. 

staff Report Introduction 

This staff report provides an overview of the technical analysis conducted to support the above 
recommendations. Beginning in early 2008, County staff researched and identified attributes of lands 
under consideration for reserves in order to determine whether those lands could meet the applicable 
Rule Factors. Theati:ributes were used for analysis as was information supplied by key stakeholders 
throughout the process. 

Staff relied on assistance from the Project Advisory Committee (as provided in the Washington 
County Reserves Coordinating Committee - WCRCC - bylaws), input from stakeholder groups 
(business, development, environmental, citizen, and neighborhood organizations among others), 
stakeholder agencies, and the public. Staff also was provided direction by the WCRCC and the Board 
of County Commissioners. The process was additionally informed through collaborative efforts with 
Metro and staff of Clackamas and Multnomah counties. 

This report provides a brief process background and- review of the regional effort toward designating 
reserves. In-depth background material is available on Metro's website and the dedicated Washington 
County reserves website (in the Documents and Maps section.) The report further provides details of 
staffs approach in using a geographic information system (GIS) for technical analysis and for the 
mapping of land attributes. This aided in the determination of how well within the study area lands 
qualified as either Urban or Rural Reserves under the Factors. A step-by-step methodology was 
utilized which allowed for continued refinements leading to the recommendations in this report. 

Regional Urban and Rural Reserves Designation Background 

Washington, Multnomah and Clackamas counties and Metro are coilaborating ona regional effort to 
help shape future growth in the tri-county region over tile next 40 to 50 years. Tile designation of 
Urban and Rural Reserves are a significant component of this process and are intended to provide 
greater certainty as to where future growth may take place outside the current Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB), while protecting important farmland and natural areas from urbanization. 

The Urban and Rural Reserves designation process derives from Senate Bill 1011 adopted in 2007. 
The Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) adopted administrative rules to 

1 County Planning Directors and/or assigned principal staff of each member government/agency. 
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(, govern how Urban and Rural Reserves are determined. Those rules OAR 660-027-0050 and OAR 
( 660-027-0060 (Appendix 2: Figures 1 & 2), provide the framework for how future reserves are 

determined through the application of "factors" used to identify and select lands appropriate for 
designation. Washington County staff analysis is based on the OAR's eight urban factors and four 
(plus subset clarifications) rural factors. All of the factors are of equal importance in the designation 
process and all relevant factors will be addressed in the course of the analysis. Factors were applied 
with increasing specificity in successive process refinements. 

The eight Urban Reserve Factors guide the analysis of potential growth areas to ensure new 
communities, whether residential or employment, meet Metro's intentions to be efficiently planned. 
The eight Factors consider: 

o Can the land be developed at urban densities that make efficient use of existing and future 
infrastructure? 

o Does the land have enough development capacity to support a healthy economy? 

o Can water, sewer, schools, parks and other urban-level systems be provided efficiently? 

o Can the land accommodate a well-designed system of streets, trails and transit? 

o Can the area be designed to preserve and enhance natural ecological systems? 

o Is there enough land to accommodate a range of housing types? 

o Can the area be developed while preserving natural landscape features?· 

o Can the area be designed to minimize conflicts with farms, forests and important natura! 
features on nearby land, including adjacent rural reserves? 

The Rural Reserve Factors are based on the results from a comprehensive study conducted in 2006 
by Metro, the three counties, Oregon Department of Agriculture, and Department of Land . 
Conservation and Development. That study, "The Shape of the Region", identified how the agricultural 
economy, natural areas, and urban communities contribute value to this region. Those Factors 
consider: 

o Is the· land in an area that is potentially subject to urbanization? 

o Is the area capable of sustaining long-term agriculture or forestry operations? 

o Does the area include: 

.. Natural landscape features such as natural hazards? 
'" Important fish, plant or wildlife habitat? 
'" Lands that protect water supply and quality? 
II Features that provide a sense of place such as rivers or buttes? 
II Lands that separate cities? ,----------~__:__-------,__-___r 

'" Lands that provide access to 
recreational opportunities? 

Regional Uroallll and RlLllfal Reserves 
Study Area 

Throughout summer and early fan of 2008 
the regional partners (Clackamas, 
Multnol11ah and Washington counties and 
Metro) worked to identify the appropriate 
lands within the region that should be 
studied as potential candidates for 
designation as Urban or Rural Reserves. I 

I 
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In August 2008 the WCRCC concurred on a Draft Reserves Study Area within Washington County 
and forwarded that recommendation to the regional Reserves Steering Committee (RSC). At their 
September 2008 meeting, the RSC approved the Reserves Study Area for the three counties. This 
Study Area encompassed approximately 404,000 acres (Appendix 1: Map 1.) 

Next, Metro and the three counties began applying the factors to the study area in order to determine 
areas that are suitable for urban or rural reserve consideration or that should not be considered for 
either. 

Refnnement thlf'OlLOg)h "screefils" 

Initially, the administrative rule factors were broadly applied across all areas potentially suitable for 
designation as either Urban or Rural Reserves. 

Figure 3 
Each jurisdiction began to apply 
increasingly higher levels of Rwrai Reserves 

detail in the technical analysis ru 
©l} 

(represented by the series of b <J!J 

"screens" in the adjoining t:( <:l} 
:;. 

diagram. > ~~ 
~ w, (5 
d :£~ 

As each of these "screens" ,(os! I'@ 

VlJ- -;~ 
(Figure 3) was applied, the bl::: 

~ 
:::ii@ 

results were reviewed with key ~::: 
~ 'l;l]~ 

stakeholders, interested parties, ~ ,..,= 
the WCRCC and Project &:: @3 

@ <F@ 

Advisory Committee for further IlffI! @~ 
,&il llJ review and comment. At key '-

~ ;;;,\ 

points throughout the "screening" 
process, public outreach was 
conducted to provide opportunity Ulirban Resefi'JFes 

for community review and input. 

Shape of the Regnolil am:ll Great Comml!.mitie§ StlLOii]nes 

Several significant studies provided the basis of Senate Bill 1011 and the accompanying Oregon 
Administrative Rules. Key elements of these studies became the guiding Factors to identify Urban and 
Rural Reserves. 

The Shape of the Region, completed in early 2007, included three distinct studies through the 
cooperation of Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Counties, Metro, the Oregon Department of 
Land Conservation and Development, and the Oregon Department of Agriculture. Three broad issues 
were investigated: 1) what lands are functionally critical to the region's agricultural economy?; 2) what 
natural landscape features are important in terms of ecological function and defining a sense of place 
for residents of the region?; and 3) what attributes allow lands to most efficiently and effectively be 
integrated into the urban fabric of the region to create sustainable and complete communities? 

The results provided the impetus for Senate 8m 2051 (providing a one-time, two-year extension of 
Metro's UGB analysis) and Senate Bill 1011 initiating the Urban and Rural Reserves designation 
process. The outcomes also assisted in developing the Rural Reserve Factors and looking at new 
tools to preserve the agricultural integrity of the region. -
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Each of the three studies produced maps (and descriptive text) to be used as the foundation level of 
regional analysis. Those maps included: 
Agricultural Lands Inventory - Oregon Department of Agriculture (Appendix 1: Map 3) 
Wildland Forest Inventory - Oregon Department of Forestry (Appendix 1: Map 4) 
Landscape Features Inventory - Metro (Appendix 1: Map 5) 

The Great Gommunit~es studies, completed in December 2006 with cooperation of the same 
participants as the Shape of the Region, provided a basis for creation of the Urban Reserves Factors. 
The study defined and described community characteristics to be included in urban decision-making 
processes. The eight Great Communities attributes directly relate to the factors and intend to guide 
community development to embody Metro's 2040 Growth Plan concept for compact, efficient 
communities. 

Washington County Approach to Analyzing Potential Urban and Rural Res8lVe5 

In late October 2008 Washington County staff began presenting preliminary maps to the public 
addressing the suitability of lands for Urban and Rural Reserves. These maps represented initial 
efforts to use spatial data and geographic information system (GIS) applications evaluating different 
factors to identify candidate reserves areas. This analysis was subject to continuous refinement and 
improvement. 

Suitability Analysis 

GIS and suitability mapping 

One of the approaches Washington County has taken to identify candidate areas is to perform a 
suitability analysis for Rural and Urban Reserves. This method relies upon the processing of spatial 
data in GIS to measure the suitability of a location for a particular purpose. Data layers that help 
define or quantify criteria are selected and then their attributes are ranked based on their relative 
ability to support the intended use. A numeric value representing this ranking was then applied. 
OnCe all of the layers were selected and assigned they were weighted based on their relative 
importance and then added together to generate a suitability layer that was mapped. Some of the 
benefits of this approach were that it allowed the user to objectively measure the outcomes of 
alternative decisions and that by changing the weightings different scenarios or values could be easily 
mapped and compared. 

Suitability values and weightings 

Staff utilized data layers to represent or define the LCDC factors identifying Urban and Rural 
Reserves. Figures 4 and 5 show the Factors and related land attributes used for the initial reserves 
screening. Attributes for each factor were assigned a value from one (1) to nine (9) with nine (or the 
highest value for that attribute) being the most suitable for reserve consideration. For instance, the 
agricultural inventory was assigned three values (based on foundation, important, and confliCted 
lands) with three being most suitable. Irrigation was assigned nine values with nine the most suitable 
for consideration. For some factors, due to the nature of the Factor or the lack of available data, staff 
were unable to apply this GIS-based suitability analysis. 

Multiple factors were then combined into one map with each factor given a "weighting" relative to 
other factors. In all cases the total weight of any compilation was 100%. Tables 1 and 2 indicate the 
relative weightings of the initial compilation of six factors (with Water Resources representing three 
attributes) for Rural Reserves and five factors (with Transportation representing eight attributes) for 
Urban Reserves. The following two sections provide greater detail regarding specific factors. 
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~. Rural Reserves suitability factors 
f' 
\ For Rural Reserves eight data layers were identified, one of which is identified in the rule itself; the 

(' 

Oregon Department of Agriculture's (ODA) Agricultural Lands Inventory (Appendix 1: Map 3) was 
divided into Foundation, Important and Conflicted lands. The Oregon Department of Forestry's (ODF) 
Wildland Forest Inventory (Appendix 1: Map 4) was used to represent forestry in the same way as 
ODA's inventory represents agriculture. A second set of ODA attributes, soil types, was also used 
and their productivity Classes I, /I, Ill, & IV were all valued as being most suitable. 

Acknowledging the impact of water resources on farming, three data layers were ranked and weighted 
for this component. The first was whether a location was inside or outside of the Tualatin Valley 
Irrigation District because it would allow for the possibility of receiving irrigation. The second was for 
properties with existing point-of-use water rights for agriculture or forestry use; this data came from 
the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD). The third layer was to identify those lands 
located inside ground water limited areas as determined by ORWD (Appendix 1: MAP 18). 

To address the criteria for being subject to urbanization, proximity to an existing urban grow'"th 
boundary (UGB) was used as a proxy with areas closer to the UGB (Appendix 1: Map 15) presumed 
to be more suitable for a rural reserve than those farther away. 

The final element used was to identify those lands meeting the requirements for being an American 
Viticulture Area in Oregon. These elements were then weighted, with water resources, the ODA 
inventory, and the ODF inventory given a total weight of 70% and soils, proximity to the UGB, and 
viticulture given the remaining 30%. The values and weights assigned to data layers for rural 
reserves can be found in Table 1. 

Table 1. Rural Reserve Suitability Values and Weighting 

Value 
ODA 

ODF Lands 
SoH ViticuHrure Irrigation 

Lands Type Lands District 

9 Foundation 
Wildland I, II, Ill, 

Inside inside 
Forest IV 

8 
Wildland 
Range 

7 
S 

Mixed 
5 Important Forest V 

Agriculture 
Mixed 

4 Range VI 
Agriculture 

3 
Intensive 

VII 
Agriculture 

Low 

2 
Density 

ViII 
ResidentiaV 
Commercial 

Urban & No 
1 Conflicted 

Other Data 
Outside Outside 

30% 
Wgt 20% 20% I 10% 10% 

Water Resources 

Water Rights 

Agriculture or 
Forestry Use 

No Agriculture 
or Forestry 

Use 
30% 

30% 

Exhibit 1 
Page~ 

Ground 
Water 
Umi~d 

Area 

Outside 

Inside 

40% 

Proximity 
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< 0.25 mi 

O.5mi 

0.75mi 
1 mi 

1.5 mi 

2mi 

2.5mi 

3mi 

>3mi 

10% 
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o Urban Reserves suitability factors 

( Twelve data layers were used for reviewing urban reserve suitability, eight of which were related to 
transportation. The ranking of attributes for most of the data layers focused on efficient uses of 
existing investments and infrastructure. As with the Rural Reserves suitability, proximity to an UGB 
was used with locations closer to an existing UGB being assigned higher values than those farther 
away. Proximity to an existing incorporated area was also used because of a working agreement in 
Washington County that future urban areas will be governed by cities. 

The limitation of slope on urban development was likewise considered. Limited development can 
occur on steep slopes given environmental constraints and the difficulty of creating well-connected, 
compact communities. For these reasons, Staff ranked slopes less than 7% as the highest scoring. 

Three of the eight elements of the transportation component were based on the distance from the 
following features (or layers in the GIS): freeway access, proximity to light-rail/commuter rail, and 
proximity to railroads. The remaining five elements were based on 2005 data for evening two-hour 
peak modeled travel times. The overall attempt was to depict how an eXisting rural transportation 
zone may relate to the rest of the region. Travel times from the central city, regional centers and 
industrial areas were used to tie into the existing investment in 2040 centers. The average travel time 
for each zone was also used as was the percentage of trips on congested routes. The percentage of 
trips on congested routes identified zones that may exacerbate existing roadway deficiencies and was 
used because such deficiencies may be difficult, expensive or impossible to fix. 

A final element was the County's Mineral and Aggregate Areas. These areas are comprised of 
District A, which would be the site of extraction, and District B, which is a buffer of that use. The 
inclusion of these districts is due to the often incompatible interface between quarries and urban uses. 
Transportation and distances to a city and UGB received 75% ofIhe weighting with each being 
assigned 25%. Slope was weighted with 15% and mineral and aggregate areas 10%. The values 
and weights for data layers for Urban Reserves can be found in tables 2 and 3. 

Table 2. Urban Reserve Suitability Values and Weighting 

Value 
Distance to Distance to 

Slope 
UGB City 

9 I 0.25 mi < 0.25 mi 7% 

8 0.5mi 0.5 mi 

7 0.75mi 0.75mi 10% 

6 1 mi 1 mi 

5 1.5mi 1.25 mi 

4 I 2mi 1.5mi 15% 

3 2.5mi 2mi I 
2 3mi 3mi 20% 

1 >3mi >3mi >25% 

I I 
Wgt. 25% I 25% 15% 

I 

T ranspoJi:aiion 

See Table 3 
fordetaffl 

25% 
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\ Table 3. Detailed Transportation Component 

(, 
Freeway 

Proximity 
Proximity Average Time from Time from Time from Perce-nt_on 

Value 
Access to 

to Rail 
Travel - Central Regional Industrial 

Congestion 
LRTIWES Time City Centers Areas 

9 1 mi. 0.25 mi 250 ft < 15 min < 10 min < 10 min < 10 min <10% 
8- 2mi 0.5mi- 500 ft 15-20 min- 11-15 min 11-15min 11-15 min 10%-20% 
7 3mi 0.75mi 750 ft I 20%-30% 
6 4mi 1 mi 1000 ft 16-20 min 16-20 min 16-20 min 30%-40% 
5 5mi 2mi 1250 ft 40%-50% 
4 6mi 3mi 1500 ft 21-25 min 21-25 min . 21-25 min 21-25 min 
3 7mi 4mi 1750 ft 25"7.30 min 26-30 min 26-30 min 26-30 min 50%"60% -. 
2 8mi 5mi 2000 ft 30,35 min- 31-35-min 31-35-min 31-35-min 60%-75% 
1 >8mi > 5 mi >2000 ft > 35 min >35 min >35 min >35 min >- 75% 

6% 6% 7% 20% 12% 12% 12% 25% 
Wgt. 25% 

Summary of suitability factors application 
While the suitability maps (Appendix 1: Maps 2, 6) do not provide a definitive answer on where to 
draw a boundary for reserves, they do provide guidance into what areas would likely make better 
reserves than others. For both Urban and Rural Reserves the areas along existing UGBs are the 
highest scoring. With regards to Urban Reserves this is largely due to their proximity to existing 
infrastructure and service providers. The scores are high mostly from the almost ubiquitous 
assessment of a large percentage of rural Washington County as Foundation lands in the ODA 
inventory along UGBs in Washington County and from being considered as subject to urbanization 
through the use of proximity to UGBs. 

Subject to Urbanization 
Proximity to Urban Growth Boundary 

One of the factors to be addressed when selecting land for designation as a rural reserve requires a 
consideration ofthe potential for urbanization (Appendix 1: Map 16.) Rural Reserve Factor (2)(a) 
requires a consideration of those areas that: "Are situated in an area that is otherwise potentially 
subject to urbanization ... or proximity to propelties with fair market values that significantly exceed 
agricultural values for farmland, or forestry values for forest land." 

Fair Market Value 

Staff has compiled more than a dozen analysis variations to address this facior. Because adequate 
-data necessary to explore fair market value was not readUy available, Staff utilized real market values 
(RMV) for individual parcels as recorded in Washington County's Department of Assessment and 
Taxation. Study areas included land at one to nine mile intervals from the existing Urban Growth 
Boundary. Based on the results, elevated RMVs occurred within one, six and eight miles of the UGB 
(Appendix 1: Map 17.) Succ;essfve iterations included: 

o Utilizing only natural resource lands' zoning designations (Exclusive Forest and Conservation 
- EFC; Exclusive Farm Use - EFU; and Agriculture and Forestry, 80-acre minimum lot size
AF-20) with .5 acre minimum lot size and 10 acre minimum lot size. 

o Removing non-natural resource use lands, for example golf courses. 

o AdEliAg updated A&T data. 

o Changing the data to only lands in farm and forest deferral (zoned farmland, un-zoned 
farmland, and forestland) with attention to calculating the RMV per acre values from the 
portion oUhe tax lot in deferral. 

o Comparing RMV's in quarter-mile increments from the Urban Growth Boundary for lots of 
similar size (0-10 acres, 10-20,20-40,40-80,80-120 and greater than 120 acres.) For 

Exhibit ( 
Page 5'1 

Page 14 



example, this provided comparable average costs for 10-20· acre plots beginning at one
quarter up to 3 miles from the UGB. 

o Applying a GIS interpolation method (Kriging) as an additional aid to viewing the data. 

Based on results from the above iterations, planning staff determined that the notion of "Fair Market 
Value" independent of other indicators does not provide a conclusive indication of land areas that may 
be "subject to urbanization". 

Moving toward Candidate Reserve Areas 

Referring to the "screen" metaphor (Figure 3), staff efforts to this point identified broad attributes 
within the Study Area and generated data layers that could be mapped. These visual depictions, like 
all the data created in this process, did not provide answers but instead provided opportunity to 
evaluate various attributes for decision-making. 

Screen one, the coarsest filter, was used to evaluate the entire Metro region. Applying broad analysis 
resulted in the Reserves Study Area as likely to contain potential Urban or Rural Reserves. Screen 
two could be interpreted as staffs efforts at evaluating more speCifics. Although still broad in nature, 
this screening looked at each of the Urban and Rural Reserve Factors and determined initial 
characteristics that could be analyzed relative to one-another. 

In Washington County the second screen generated discussion regarding what further characteristics 
should be considered and how those characteristics might inform further refinements. Results from 
this screen also opened discussions regarding what, if any, areas could be removed from fUither 
study leading directly into efforts to identify "candidate" reserve areas - stm broad but with 

,( increasingly more detailed information. ( ... 
, 
'\ 

Candidate Urban Reserves Development 

Introduction 

Oregon State law guides designation of Urban and Rural Reserves by the definitions established 
under DRS Chapter 195. ORS 1"95.137 (2) defines Urban Reserve: 
"Urban reserve means lands outside an urban growth boundary that will provide for: 

(a) Future expansion over a long-term period; and 

(b) The cost-effective provision of public facilities and services within the area when the lands are 
included within the urban growth boundary." 

Standards for the creation of Urban Reserves for the Portland Metro Region are outlined in the eight 
Urban Reserve Factors established under OAR 660-027-0050 (Appendix 2: Figure 1.) These Factors 
provide the basis of Washington County's analysis of candidate Urban Reserve areas as described in 
the following analysis overview. 

Analysis overview 

In March 2009, the WCRCC approved an initial candidate Urban Reserve study area surrounding the 
Metro Urban Growth Boundary in Washington County. This approximately 107,000 acre study area 
was selected out of the county's regional Study Area 171,000 acre portion. Subsequent land suitability 
analysis are shown in Appendix 1: Map 9. Appendix 1: Map 10 identifies approximately 107,000 acres 
as the Candidate Urban Reserve Study Area. (Note that the parallel analysis of Rural Reserve 

,( candidate areas continued to examine the entire 171,000 (+/-) acre primary study area.) 

\' 
\ 
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Washington County utilized two unique processes to further refrne analysis and identify lands most 
suitable for designation as Urban Reserves. These processes included an additional, more refined 
land suitability analysis along with cities' aspirations-based growth area plans developed in response 
to requests from Metro. As described in the fonowing discussion on Factor 1 the cities of Washington 
County developed overall aspirations for future growth, including the general character of expected 
growth within their existing boundaries (including infiH and redevelopment in centers and along primary 
transportation corridors) as well as the general character of potential new Urban Reserves expected to 
be added to their service areas over the course of the next 40 - 50 years. The areas identified by the 
cities were selected based upon a variety of criteria including but not limited to: 

o Visioning exercises designed to elicit long-term growth expectations 

o Long-term land needs estimates included in local Goal 9 based Economic Opportunities 
Analysis 

o Geographic limitations of surrounding land areas (floodplains, wetlands, steep slopes, etc.) 

o Logical service area boundaries based upon: terrain, location of existing infrastructure, relative 
costs of service extensions, service areas of neighboring cities and/or special service district, 
etc. 

Combined, these approaches assure that lands selected for potential designation as Urban Reserves 
conform to the Factors of OAR 660-027-0050. 

Of the 171,000 acres, 107,000 acres were selected for further analysis as candidate urban reserves. 
Additional analysis was done to evaluate the suitability of lands for urban reserves designation. This 
analysis continued to rely upon the Factors described in OAR 660-027-0050. Provided below is a 
discussion of the analysis tied to each of the Factors. 

Factor 1 - Can the land be developed at urban densities that make efficient use of existing and future 
infrastructure? 

To support a reasonable level of region-wide consistency in the application of this first Urban Reserve 
Factor, Metro and the three counties worked with service providers throughout the region to analyze 
and report relative levels of difficulty and/or cost to providing primary infrastructure. Results from three 
key areas; Sewer, Water and Transportation were published as a series of sub-regional maps and 
accompanying brief methodology reports. Maps 11, 12 and 13 (Appendix 1) show the results of the 
water, sewer and transportation analysis. 

In order to integrate the resulting regional infrastructure analysis into the developing recommendations 
fOfcandidate Urban Reserve areas, the .cities were asked to review the products of the regional 
infrastructure analysis as an element of the "Pre-qualifred Concept Planning" work they were 
undertaking for each of their respective "aspirational areas of interest". The actual application of these 
regional infrastructure analysis products varied from city to city and most chose to look at local 
infrastructure at a much higher level of detail than available in the regional anaiysis. The application of 
this regional analysis is included in the Pre-qualifred Concept Plans matelials submitted by the cities 
as included in Appendix 3. 

City Aspiration Areas 

!n October of 2008, Metro began a discussion of future growth "aspirations" 'vvith cities throughout the 
region. This discussion was targeted on fulfrlling the intent ofthe Region 2040 Growth Concept and 
included a focus on enhancing growth within major centers and along major transportation corridors. 
Aspirations focus on the desired future characteristics of urban design in each city. The main urban 
design characteristics include building heights (low-rise, mid-rise, high-rise), activity hours (8, 12, i8 
hrs./day) housing densities and accessibility (walk, bike, transit. .. etc). It is expected that the relative 
change from existing plans expressed through these aspirations wHI generally give rise to estimates of 
increased growth capacity in most, if not all cities. 
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I ncluded in the cities' expressions of their aspirations was recognition of the long-term need for 
additional land. In Washington County, the cities aspirations included areas of interest outside of their 
existing boundaries. Generally, these areas include lands which could reasonably fulfill the long-term 
need to accommodate expected/forecasted growth and meet the standards outlined in the "Factors for 
Designation of Lands as Urban Reserves" (Appendix 2: Figure 1.) 

The aspirational areas of interest for cities in Washington County initially totaled approximately 47,000 
acres. This acreage was compared with the Land Needs Estimates (see discussion under Factor 2) 
developed from the long-term regional population and employment forecast. This comparison 
demonstrated that the areas of interest supported by the cities could reasonably fulfill the requirement 
of OAR 660-027-0040 (2). These initial aspirational areas of interest are depicted on Appendix 1: Map 
8. 

Following the initial mapping of the lands depicted on Map 8 as "potential areas of interest", the cities 
began a more detailed technical analysis and review of these areas to determine overall serviceability, 
appropriate land uses, developable vs. un-developable land areas, environmentally sensitive lands, 
and potential number of housing units and jobs that could be accommodated in each area. This 
analysis was called "Pre-qualified Concept Planning" and is further described below. 

Pre-qualifying Concept Plans Typology Introduction 

Pre-qualifying Concept Planning was a vital component of Washington County's approach to 
identifying urban reserve areas. The approach to Pre-qualifying Concept Planning connects directly 
with three important planning concepts/considerations: 

o The Urban Reserve Factors of OAR 660-027-0050 

o The Metro Region 2040 plan typology and related plan approach (focusing on local growth 
aspirations) 

o The Washington County Urbanization Forum2 being conducted by the cities of Washington 
County, the service districts of Washington County and the County itself. 

The overall approach of Pre-qualifying Concept Planning was to prepare a plan map (a general 
example of these maps is shown in Appendix 2: Figure 6) 'and plan text (depicting the planning 
intentions) for each Urban Reserve Candidate Area. The overall intent was to apply the OAR 660-
027-0050 Urban Reserve planning factors. The level of plan detail was akin to the detail of the Metro 
2040 Plan and of Concept Plans called for in Title 1 i of Metro's Urban Growth Management 
Functional Plan (UGMFP). It was proposed that the Metro Plan typology be employed with several 
enhancements as further described below. . 

Typoiogy 

The application of the typology was in the form of a plan map and plan text setting the planning 
concepts firmly in the context of the planning work to prepare Pre-qualifying Concept Plans. The 
planning work would be led by the appropriate city, with assistance, if required, from Washington 
County. 

This approach was consistent with the Urbanization Forum's exploration of a policy which would 
provide governance and urbanizing land use authority by a city for all future UGB additions. The 
Washington County Reserves Coordinating Committee (WCRCC), along with assistance from the 
Planning Directors of Washington County coordinated the concept planning efforts to ensure 

2 The Urbanization Forum is ~ concurrent but separate planning effort regardh1.g service and infrastructure delivery to future 
Urban Growth Boundary inclusions in Washington County. The Forum is a group of elected and appointed officials 
representing the County, cities aud special service districts in Washington County. See www.urbanizationforum.com 
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(' consistency within the County. The WCRCC will, in turn, coordinate with the regional Reserves 
(' Steering Committee and Core 4. 

It was not the intent of Pre-qualifying Concept Planning to be an official, binding land use plan. 
Rather it was a depiction of a city's ideas of how Candidate Urban Reserve Areas fit with established 
Centers and Transportation Corridors, city aspirations for future growth, and how lands within the 
candidate areas would be used to create great communities. Subsequent to final decisions on Urban 
Reserves, more deliberate planning, with extensive citizen involvement will be required. 

Designating Land Uses 

The foundation for the land designations used is the regional 2040 design types. The reason for 
applying these is that they are a familiar and common nomenclature. Not all of the design types were 
being recommended for candidate urban reserves and not every reserve would use every one of the 
suggested types. There were seven design types being recommended. Definitions for the first six are 
from Section 3.07.130 of Metro's Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. The seventh, 
Neighborhood Center, was proposed as a means to capture a type that was not adequately 
addressed in the current 2040 plan. 

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

Town Center - Local retail and services wi!! be provided in town centers with compact 
deve!opment and transit service. 

Corridor - Along good quality transit lines, corridors feature a high-quality pedestrian 
environment, convenient access to transit, and somewhat higher than current densities. 

Employment Area - Various types of employment and some residentiai development are 
encouraged in employment areas with limited commercial uses. 

Industrial Area - Industrial areas are set aside primarily for industrial activities with limited 
supporting uses. 

Inner: Neighborhood - Residential areas accessible to jobs and neighborhood businesses with 
smaller lot sizes are inner neighborhoods. 

Neighborhood Center - Areas providing localized commercial services to neighborhoods. 
People who live in Inner Neighborhoods should be able to obtain daily goods and services from 
centers that are accessible via walking or biking thereby reducing vehicle miles traveled. Such 
centers can range from 3-5 acres. 

Associated with these design types were targets for dwelling units and employment. Because future 
Urban Growth Boundary expansions will look to areas designated as Urban Reserves and would 
involve the conversion of land from rural to urban it is not unreasonable to expect higher densities 
from Urban Reserves than existing urban areas. The recommended densities for these design types 
are shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. Recommended Design Type Densities 

Dwelling 
Design Type Units per 

Acre 

Station Community Area 20 

Jobs 
per 

Acre 

20 

Notes 

Some areas may be more employment 
based and others more residential 
based which may justify different splits 
between units & jobs. 

Exhibit I 
Page~ 

Page 18 



( 
( 

Some areas may be more employment 

Town Center 20 20 
based and others more residential 
based which may justify different splits 
bei:ween units & jobs. 

Corridor 10 
Employment Area 0 I 40 
Industrial Area 0 19 
Neighborhood Center Draft definition being developed 

50% Single-Family Detached 
Inner Neighborhood 10 0 25% Single-Family Attached 

25% Multi-Family 
Residential densities are for net residential acres 
The housing type splits for inner neighborhoods may change for an area to reflect local aspirations. 
The splits used need to be documented, particularly for the calculation of students to determine 
school needs. 

Factor 2 - Does the land have enough deveJopmentcapacity to support a healthy economy? 

A variety of methods were used to determine whether Candidate Urban Reserves would contain 
enough development capacity to form complete communities. Staff utilized population and 
employment forecast data from Metro to develop a Land Needs Analysis that is discussed in more 
detail below. In addition, the findings for Factor 2 were supplemented by data presented by the 
National Association of Industrial and Office Properties (NAIOP), a business group focused on needs 
of industrial and related uses, as well as a stakeholder in the Reserves process. 

Land Needs Estimates 

A significant component of the Urban Reserves planning process was consideration of the potential 
demand, based on population and employment forecasts, for how much land should be included in 
Urban Reserves recommendations. Population and employment projections were important to identify 
the gap between how much growth can be accommodated inside the current UGB and what, if any, 
additional land needs should be considered. 

OAR 660-027-0040 requires that "Urban Reserves designated under this division be planned to 
accommodate estimated urban population and employment growth in the Metro area for at least 20 
years, and not more than 30 years, beyond the 20-year period for which Metro has demonstrated a 
buildable land supply in the most recent inventory, determination and analysis performed under ORS 
197.296." Effectively, with Metro scheduled to make a UGB decision in 2010, the applicable planning 
period would run to between 2050 and 2060. 

Metro provided initial 2005 - 2060 population and employment forecasts in May 2008. These forecasts 
covered the seven-county Portland-Beaverton-Vancouver Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(PMSA) in its entirety. No county-specific allocations were provided to assist in determining potential 
demand within Washington County_ In spring of 2009, Metro provided updates of the 20 and 50 year 
Regional population and employment range forecasts; again without specific county allocations. 

Members of the WCRCC and the regional Reserves Steering Committee, along with staff, noted many 
times that a range of demand was relevant to Urban Reserve discussions. Washington County staff 
decided that developing estimates for inclusion in these discussions was important and therefore 
developed county-specific growth allocations which were in turn used in developing land needs 
estimates for consideration and refinement of Candidate Urban Reserves. These allocations were 
based on Metro's most recent population and employment forecasts issued in April 2009. 
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(\ Following is a brief summary of the allocations and land needs estimates. (A complete report, including 
( source data tables, assumptions and calculation methodology is included in Appendix 4.) 

( C 
\. 

Four key steps were required in the development of long-term land needs estimates designed to meet 
the requirements of OAR 660-027. These steps included: 

1. Determining County shares of forecast population and employment (county level 
growth allocations) 

2. Determining the amount of forecast growth that could reasonably be accommodated 
within the existing Urban Growth Boundary (UGB capacity analysis) 

3. Determining the amount of growth that could not be accommodated within the existing 
UGB 

4. Estimating the amount of land needed to accommodate that growth. 

Following is a summary of the growth a!locations and related land needs estimates resulting from the 
analysis developed by Washington County staff: 

1. The following table provides the population and employment projections for Washington 
County based on the county's share of the 7-county Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(PMSA): 

Table 5 Washington County's 2050 and 2060 Population and Employment Forecasts 

Population (low) Population (high) Jobs (low) Jobs (high) 

2050 899,051 1,105,959 395,676 592,910 

2060 989,785 1,238,075 430;062 666,749 

'" The allocations split for 2050 and 2060 address the OAR requirement that Urban Reserves be " ... planned to 
accommodate estimated urban population and employment growth in the Metro area for at least 20 years, and not 
more than 30 years, beyond the 20-year period for which Metro has demonstrated a buildable land supply in the most 
recent inventory, determination and analysis ... " 

2. A growth capacity analysis for Washington County was conducted dunng the winter of 
200812009. This analysis was a cooperative effort between and among the county and each 
of its cities and was based upon Metro's 2007 vacant lands inventory. The results of this 
analysis show that through a combination of new development, infill, and redevelopment, 
lands within the current (2008) UGB in Washington County could accommodate up to an 
additional 64,844 housing units and 113,477 jobs. 

3. The population forecast was utilized as the basis for determining future housing demand (see 
Appendix 4 for a description of the housing unit demand estimates). Based upon the growth 
forecast allocations and capacity estimates noted above, by the years 2050 and 2060, 
Washington County will have a shortfall in capacity for housing units and jobs as shown in the 
table below: 

Table 6. Projected Capacity Shortfall of Housing Units and Jobs in 2050 and 2060 

Housing Units Housing Units 
(low) (high) 

2050 96,500 182,600 

2060 134,300 237,500 

jobs (jow) 
I 

jobs (high) 

Up to 191,400 

28,600 
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4. Assumptions related to typical land efficiencies and average job and housing densities are 
outlined in Appendix 4. These assumptions are combined with the deficits indicated under 
item 3 above to determine the amount of land that would need to be designated as Urban 
Reserves in Washington County in order to meet the requirements of OAR 660-027-0040 (2). 

Following completion of the four analysis steps above it was determined that the total estimated 
Urban Reserve land needed to accommodate projected growth in Washington County range between 
17,734 and 50,411 acres by the year 2050 and between 27,722 and 66,934 acres by the year 2060. 
For general reference, the mid-points of these two ranges produces an estimated land needs range 
for the year 2055 of between 22,728 and 58,673 acres. 

Business group / NAIOP input 

The National Association of Industrial and Office Properties (NAIOP) is a Commercial Rea! Estate 
Development Association and a stakeholder in the Urban and Rural Reserves process. This 
organization is also a member of the regional Reserves Steering Committee (RSC) and has been 
directly involved in the reserves planning process. NAIOP invested in research designed to assist the 
region in determining lands that would be suitable for future industrial and related employment uses 
(Appendix 1: Map 7.) Together with a coalition of other business interests, they requested the 
inclusion of areas not constrained by steep slopes, floodplain, or wetlands into the candidate Urban 
Reserves. 

Staff incorporated the recommended attributes into the technical analysis as another GIS data layer. 
The resulting boundaries were drawn in a manner designed to avoid the potential creation of small 
Urban Reserve islands. An additional 1,000 foot buffer was then added to this new boundary to avoid 
or minimize impacts to adjacent rural land uses. Appendix 1: Map 7 - "Deve!opment Constraints 
Regarding Industrial and Employment Lands" shows the results of the NAlOP supported research in 
the regional study area. The lands identified on this map as priority areas for candidate Urban 
Reserves were included in the county's technical analysis. 

Factor 3 - Can water, sewer, schools, parks and other urban-level systems be provided efficiently? 

Metro and the three counties worked with service providers throughout the region to analyze and 
report relative ~evets of difficulty and/or cost to provjding primary infrastructure. Results from three key 

, areas; sewer, water and transportation were published as a series of sub-regional maps and 
accompanying brief methodology reports. Maps 11, 12 and 13 a - c (Appendix 1) show the results of 
these three analyses. Additional information regarding the provision of water, sewer, schools, parks 
and other urban services was provided in the individuai Pre-Qualified Concept Plans prepared by cities 
and included in Appendix 3 to this report. 

Generally, following the removal of land for deSignated open space (see the discussion for Factor 5), 
the developable portion of the plan area was further reduced for pubiic infrastructure, principaiiy 
streets, schools and parks. From the planning of recent urban growth boundary additions, a 20% 
deduction for rights-of-way was recommended and typically applied. An additional 5% may have been 
removed for small-scale neighborhood commercial and non-park and school institutional uses. Using 
the acreages for design types (less the 25% for streets and other uses) and the estimated yields for 
residential units and jobs in Table 5, the initial number of units and jobs was determined. The number 

. of dwelling units by housing type was typicaliy used to determine school needs. Presuming an 
average of 2.5 people per dwelling unit allowed the estimation of potential population for the area. 
This number was then used to determine park needs. 

It was recommended that ex[~ting school standards be used to estimate the number of students by 
I school type that would result from development and how many of each school type would be needed 

(\ 
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along with the number of acres to build those schools. The information in Table 7 is an example from 
the Beaverton School District; the standards of the applicable school district were typically used. 

Table 7 Estimated Students by School Type 

Type Students per Household Type 
Students per Students per 

School Dwelling Unit* 
Elementary School 0.31 Single-Family Detached 

0.10 Single-Family Attached 600 0.205 
0.10 Multi-Family 

Middle School 0.13 Single-Family Detached 
0.05 Single-Family Attached 1,000 0.0875 
0.04 Multi-Family 

High School 0.13 Single-Family Detached 
0.08 Single-Family Attached 2,000 0.0975 
0.05 Multi-Family 

~ 

- Housing type split of 50% Detached, 25% Attached & 25% Multi-Family 

In order to build complete communities, adequate park space was also needed. Existing park 
requirements varied from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. A starting point was the targets being used for the 
West Bull Mountain planning area that were a hybrid of the standards from the Tualatin Hills Park & 
Recreation District, City of Tigard and the National Recreation Parks Association, shown in Table8. 
As with the school standards the applicable local district standards were also considered appropriate. 

Table 8 Park Facility Standards and Sizing 

Park Type Size 
Acres per 

1,000 People 
Community Park 15 acres & larger 3 
Neighborhood Park 1- 3 acres 2 
Open Space I Linear Parks I I rails N/A 5 

The overall park standard was 10 acres per 1,000 people. If open space did not reach 5 acres per 
1,000 people, additional acres were to be assigned to community and neighborhood parks to reach 10 
acres. 

The needed acres for parks and schools led to an iterative process of taking out the acres from 
development capacity and recalculating the park and school needs until a balance was reached 
between students and schools, population and parks. 

Factor 4 - Can the land accommodate a wefJ-designed system of streets, trails and transit? 

Transportation infrastructure was an important and expensive element for preparing an area for urban
level development Consideration was given not only to circulation within the new urban areas, but 
how people would get to and from these new urban areas. Additionally, it was important to consider 
the transportation impacts new urban areas would have on existing urban transportation facilities. A 
suitability analysis related to transportation was performed and the resulting data was captured in 
Appendix 1: Map 9. 

Some of the proposed Urban Reserve areas may be suitable for expansion of the region's high 
capacity transit system and such opportunities were identified as part of Pre-qualifying Concept 
Planning. A sample Pre-qualified Concept Plan is located in Appendix 2: Figure 6. The spacing of 
facilities was structured as an attempt to meet the goals identified in the regional road concept; 
arterials spaced a"pproximately one-mile apart with collectors midway in-between. Additionally, 
pr~posed trait afignments were shown in the individual cities' concept plans. 
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Testing for transportation system needs and off-site impacts was important to assist with 
understanding the nature of transportation needs the new urban areas may eventually have. The 
testing and resulting costs should not have been seen as a constraint to urban growth area expansion. 
Rather this type of testing was designed to inform the planning process by reviewing the size and 
scope of necessary off-site improvements. 

Factor 5 - Can the area be designed to preserve and enhance natural ecological systems? 
After applying the design types the next step was to determine the capacity for dwelling units and 
employment that would be generated from the pre-qualifying concept plans. Natural areas requiring 
protection or that would not be available for development were typically identified and their designation 
changed to "Open Space" on the plan. These areas were comprised of: 

o 1 ~O-year Floodplain 

o Steep Slopes (over 20%) 

o Power Line easements 

o Classes I, II, HI, A & B of Metro's Goal 5 Inventory - where it exists 

o 50' buffers of known streams and wetlands and 125' buffers along the Tua!atin River 

o Areas on Metro's Natural Landscape Features map 

Factor 6 -Is there enough {and to accommodate a range of housing types? 

The calculations to determine needed land for housing units by 2050 and 2060 are provided within the 
discussion for Factor 2, as well as within Appendix 4. The land needs estimates indicated the number 
of acres necessary to accommodate housing units projected to be needed by the year 2060. In 
addition, individual Pre-Qualified Concept Plans prepared by each city indicate the range of housing 

(( types that may be accommodated within given Reserve areas. 

\, Factor 7 - Can the area be developed whHe preserving natura/landscape features? 
This Factor was addressed through the development of Pre-Qualified Concept Plans by the county 
and the applicable cities. Site-specific strategies for preserving natural landscape features can be 
found in the Concept Plans located in Appendix 3 to this staff report. 

Factor 8 - Can the area be designed to minimjze conr1jcts with farms, forests and impOitant natural 
features on nearby land, including adjacent Rural Reserves? 
This Factor was addressed through the development of Pre-Qualified Concept Plans by the county 
and the applicable cities. Farmland is a highly valued resource in Washington County; many of the 
Urban Reserve study areas were in part defined by Natural Landscape Features such as streams, 
floodplains and wetlands which would provide natural buffers from nearby agricultural lands. Site
specific strategies for preserving natural landscape features can be found in the Concept Plans in 
Appendix 3. 

Candidate Area Adjustments 

Beginning with Washington County's share bf the regional Reserve Study Area (Appendix 1: Map 1) 
approved by the regional Reserves Steering Committee in September of 2008, Washington County, in 
cooperation with its cities, has progressively analyzed lands for overall conformance with the Urban 
Reserve Factors outlined in OAR 660-027-0050 (Appendix 2: Figure 1.) Candidate areas vvere 
analyzed through a series of screens as described early in this report. The first screen was identifying 
the area presumed to contain all lands within the entire Metro region that include potential Urban or 
Rural Reserves - the result was the Reserves Study Area. 

County staff, in cooperation with the Project Advisory Committee, the WCRCC, stakeholders and 
((, partnering jurisdictions embarked on refining the Study Area by analyzing it with finer screens 

\ .. 
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(increasing levels of detail for each screen/refinement step.) Following is a synopsis of the Urban 
Reserves analysis (it must be noted that a parallel analysis was occurring for Rural Reserves and the 
concurrent analysis informed every discussion.) 

For potentia~ Urban Reserves, the next screen was to identify which lands within the Study Area were 
suitable for urbanization. The processes discussed above, urban suitability analysis (Appendix 1: 
Map 2), the cities' areas of interest (Appendix 1: Map 8) and the business community's (NAIOP) 
evaluations (Appendix 1: Map 7) were applied as a series of data layers over the Study Area. In 
addition to these considerations, staff included a 1,000 foot buffer between these refined Candidate 
Urban Reserve areas and surrounding rural areas to reduce potential conflicts (Urban Reserve Factor 
8.) This analysis resulted in the first level of Candidate Urban Reserves (Appendix 1: Map 10) and 
included approximately 107,000 acres. 

The next level of analysis, or screen, included the Land Needs Analysis (Appendix 4), discussed 
previously, providing a population and employment range. Combined with the detailed analysis of 
remaininggr-owth capacity within Washington County's 2007 UGB, a clearer understanding was 
gained of how much additional land might be needed for future expansion. Based on this information 
the WCRCC agreed to a reduction in the Candidate Urban Reserves to approximately 47,000 acres 
(Appendix 1: Map 14) in June 2009. 

Beginning in June the cities within Washington County began developing their Pre-qualified Concept 
Plans to assess how Urban Reserves, if brought into the UGB, would complete each of their 
respective communities. This planning effort provided opportunity for the cities to review their areas of 
interest and affirm if the identified areas were appropriate. The results of these efforts further refined 
the Candidate Urban Reserves to approximately 39,000 acres. 

Rural Cities: 

The cities of Banks and North Plains are rural cities located in Washington County outside of the 
Portland Metro jurisdictional boundary, yet they fall within the Urban and Rural Reserves Study Area. 
For purposes of the Urban and Rural Reserves planning effort there are three important points related 
to these cities: 
1. They would potentially be affected by the designation of Rural Reserves in proximity to their Urban 

Growth Boundaries and therefore required careful coordination as priorities for Rural Reserves 
were developed. 

2. They have their own Urban Growth Boundaries independent of the Portland Metro UGB, and are 
responsible for managing those boundaries in a manner that adequately addresses local needs. 

3. They are not subject to the standards of OAR 660-027 and have therefore not developed detailed 
Pre-qualified concept plans. They have however, provided important background information 
relating to the characteristics of their communities and their respective plans for accommodating 
future growth. This information has been inc!L!ded in Appendix 3 to this report. 

A final reduction to tile approximately 33,800 acre Urban Reserve Recommendation (Appendix 1: . 
Maps 34 & 36) was to subtract the approximately 5,100 acres located witllin of the Cities of Banks 

·and North Plains areas of interest. Both cities aspirations and potential to absorb growth were 
important to Washington County's long-term planning efforts and both cities participated fully in the 
Urban and Rural Reserves designation process. However, Banks and North Plains are outside of 
Metro's jurisdiction and the Urban Reserve planning process under OAR 660-027 is not applicable to 
them. These cities are independently responsible for their UG8's and are subject to different 
standards for establishing Urban Reserves. 

EXhibit~ 
Page-6!/-

Page 24 



{ Candidate Rural Reserves Development 

Introduction 

In September 2008 the Metro regional Reserves Steering Committee (RSC) concurred on an Urban 
and Rural Reserves Study Area including approximately 171,000 acres within Washington County 
(Appendix 1: Map 1). This approximately five-mile band around the existing Urban Growth Boundary 
was considered to contain lands that could potentially be designated as urban or rural reserves. For 
potential Rural Reserves, Washington County must consider designating farmland, forest land and 
important landscape features for long-term protection. Staff began applying the Rural Reserve Factors 
to determine if any of the lands within the Study Area could be removed from consideration. 

In February, 2009, staff provided a report to the Washington County Reserves Coordinating 
Committee (WCRCC) suggesting that initial analysis indicated all lands within the Study Area remain 
candidates for potential Rural Reserves and that additional analysis would be necessary for further 
refinement. The WCRCC concurred and staff provided that information to the RSC in March. Staff 
began more detailed evaluations with the results provided in this staff report. 

Analysis Overview 

The basis for Rural Reserves analysis began with three inventories: the Oregon Department of 
Agriculture's (ODA) Agricultural Land (Appendix 1: Map 3), the Oregon Department of Forestry's 
(ODF) Wildland Forest (Appendix 1: Map 4), and Metro's Natural Landscape Features Inventory 
(Appendix 1: Map 5). The inventories provided a broad basis for analysis and the first "screen" for 
considering the Study Area. Throughout the analysis staff continued to refine the tools required for 
more specific determinations assuming that the more characteristics that could be identified, the more 
inforined the discussion would be regarding reserves suitabiiity. 

Staff applied the Rural Reserve Factors (Appendix 2: Figure 2) separately to farmland, forest land and 
natural landscape features by identifying additional characteristics (beyond the inventories) for each 
Factor. Staff used those characteristics to define the suitability for reserve designation. Those 
evaluations foliow. 

To provide darity as tD which Df the three base inventDries are being discussed the individual 
descriptions are indicated as follows: 

o RF - indicating Rural Farmland Reserves evaluations 

o RFL - indicating Rural Forest Land Reserves evaluations 

o RNF - indicating Rural Natural Landscape Features Reserves evaluations 

Farmland Analysis 

The following descl-ibes the considerations and application of fi?ctors used for farmland analysis in 
Washington County. 

Farmland 

The ODA Agricultural Lands Inventory divides land into three categories; Foundation, Important; and 
Conflicted. The inventory map (Appendix 1: Map 4) shows that virtually all of the five-mile study area 
is designated Foundation or Important Agricultural Land. Since the majority of the existing UGB abuts 
Foundation Agricultural Land, it is much more likely to be impacted by potential Urban Reserves than 
forest land. Staff believes that there "Ifill be serious consideration of adoption of Urban Reserves on 
the vaHey floor near existing cities and therefore it is necessary to provide additional specific details 
about farmland beyond the ODA Agricultural Lands Inventory. 

Rural Reserve Factors - 660-027-0060 Section 2 
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Factor 23 ~ Are situated in an area that is otherwise potentially subject to urbanization during tbe 
applicable period described in OAR 660-027-0040(2) or (3) as indicated by proximity to a UGB or 
proximity to properties with fair market values tbat significantly exceed agricultural values for 
farmland, or forestry values for forest land; 

Proximity to a UGB 

To apply this factor, we initially proposed to score "proximity to a UGB" on a scale of 1 to 9 (Appendix 
1: Map 6) and subsequently refined this analysis to a scale of 1 to 4, which reflected areas least 
subject to urbanization to those most subject to urbanization. Based on additional review, staff 
proposed using only three classes of land (Appendix 1: Map 16) - land that is rated as high subject to 
urbanization (HU), medium subject to urbanization (MU), and low subject to urbanization (LU). The 
city areas of interest are rated HU. The area previously identified as potential urban candidate areas, 
approximately 106, 000 acres, (Appendix 1: Map 10) is rated MU. The remainder of the five-mile 
reserve study area is rated LU. . 

This takes into account that land being studied for Potential Candidate Urban Reserve Areas is 
subject to urbanization and should also be considered for Rural Reserves designation. The land 
nearest the UGB is rated as high for subject to urbanization. Land that is rated as medium is generally 
further away from the UGB. Land that is rated as low is usually furthest from the UGB. New 
information such as population and employment forecasts will add to future refinements. 

Fair Market Value 

Staff compiled more than a dozen analysis variations to address this factor. Because adequate data 
necessary to explore fair market value was not readily available, staff utilized real market values. 
(RMV) for individual parcels as recorded in Washington County's Department of Assessment and 
Taxation(A&T). Study areas included land in intervals of one to nine miles from the existing Urban 
Growth Boundary. Based on the results, elevated RMVs oCCurred within the one, six and eight mile 
intervals of the UGB (Appendix 1: Map 16). Successive iterations included: 

o Utilizing only natural resource lands' zoning designations (Exclusive Forest and Conservation 
- EFC; Exclusive Farm Use - EFU; and Agriculture and Forestry, 80-acre minimum lot size -
AF-20) beginning with a .5 acre minimum lot size and expanding to aiD acre minimum lot 
size. 

o Removing non-natural resource use lands, for example golf courses. 

o Adding updated A& T data. 

o Changing the data to only lands in farm and forest deferral (zoned farmland, un-zoned 
farmland, and forestland) with attention to calculating the RMV per acre values from the 
portion of the tax lot in deferral. 

o Comparing RMVs in quarter-mile increments from the Urban Growth Boundary for lots of 
similar size (0-10 acres, 10-20,2040,40-80,80-120 and greater than 120 acres.) For 
example, this provided comparable average costs for 10-20 acre plots beginning at one-
quarter up to 3 miles from the UGB. \ 

o Applying a GIS interpolation method (Kriging) as an additional aid in viewing the data. 

Map 17 (Appendix 1) illustrates the % mile increments out to three miles with various parcel sizes. 
The three charts included in the map illustrate the lack of a correlation between parcels in close 
proximity to the urban growth boundary and property value. Based on results from the above 
iterations, planning staff determined that the notion of "Fair Market Value" independent of other 
indicators does not provide a conclusive indication of land areas that may be "subject to urbanization". 

Factor 2b - Are capabfe of sustaining long-term agricultural operations for agricultural land, or are 
capable of sustaining long-term forestry operations for forest land; 

After examining various methods for analyzing farmland, water availability appears to be a significant 
factor in preservation of farmland over the long-term. Given projected growth rates for the region and 
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(\ existing limitations to available water resources, the likelihood that water availability is going to 
(\ become more intensively managed in the future is high. When considering between two areas for 

designation as a Rural Reserve, preference was therefore given to irrigated farmland over non
irrigated farmland. Irrigated soils are more productive than non-irrigated soils (see discussion under 
"Agricultural Productivity Ratings for Soils") and can grow more diverse crops. The WiHamette Valley 
typically gets most of its rain in the winter (50% of the annual total occurs from December through 
February) with less in the spring and fall, and dry summers (The Climate of Oregon, George H. Taylor 
and Chris Hannan, 1999). Staff believes that water availability will be a significant limiting factor for 
agriculture over the 40-50 year planning horizon for the reserves process and will be key to sustaining 
long-term agricultural operations. 

Approximately 82,100 acres offarmland are in the Tualatin Valley Irrigation District (TVID). The water 
is allocated by Bureau of Reclamation as part of the Tualatin Project The principal features of the 
Tualatin Project include Scoggins Dam, Henry Hagg Lake, Patton Valley Pumping Plant, Spring Hill 
Pumping Plant, and more than 120 miles of a piped distribution system. The area of land that can be 
irrigated varies year to year. For example, in 2001 (a drought year), the Bureau of Reclamation 
allocated only 12,832 acre feet of water to TVID. 

Staff mapped the boundaries of the Water District as well as existing water rights based on "place of 
use" (Appendix 1: Map 18) using Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) data. Rural 
Reserves should protect irrigated farmland where possible. 

Factor 2c - Have suitable soils where needed to sustain long-tel171 agricultural or forestry operations 
and, for agricultural land, have available water where needed to sustain long-term agricultural 
operations; 

After examining various methods for analyzing farmland, water availability appears to be a significant 
feature. If there are Urban Reserves, staff believes irrigated farmland should be considered for 

\ 
protection where possible. (No data is currently avaHable for several attributes that could assist 
farmland analysis such as leased or rented farmland that could be used to determine farm sizes and 
types. Therefore in addition to Factor 2a, staff focused much effort on Factor 2c.) 

\ 

Staff considered four approaches when identifying characteristics for agricultural lands analysis: 

o ODA Agricultural Lands Inventory (Appendix 1: Map 3) 

o Soil-capability classifications (Appendix 1: Map 19) 

o Agricultural productivity ratings for soils (Appendix 1: Map 20) 

o High-value farmland (Appendix 1: Map 21) 

o 
aDA Agricultural Lands Inventory 

This rating system is described above under "Farmland" and is used as the basis for farn; evaluation. 
All the foiiowing characteristics build upon the base information. 

\ 

Soil-Capability Classification 

This system was developed in the 1930s and has been used by to defined soil types in the state since 
1973 when Goal 3 (Agricultural Lands) was adopted. The Soil Survey of Washington County, Oregon 
was published in 1982 by the Soil Conservation Service (SCS-now National Resource Conservation 
Service or NRCS). The digital copy of the soH maps was produced in 1991. Seven of the eight soil 
classifications are found in Washington County (see Appendix 1: Map 19 for soil classifications within 
the Study Area). Although this system continues to be widely used, there are several inherent 
challenges and discrepancies: 

o Agriculture Handbook No. 210 notes that new technology applies unevenly to soils and that 
soH conditions can change over time (e.g. some soils that were once considered poor for crop 
production are now some of the best) 
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o The originators of the system realized that land conditions were not permanent and any 
number of changes in the land such as accelerated erosion or supplies of irrigation water 
would call for reclassification of the area. Staff is unaware of any systematic examination or 
change to the soil classifications in Washington County that reflects an update to the original 
soil mapping. 

o Them is subjectivity to the assignment of certain soil types to a class due to issues of overlap. 
For example, the slope range, which often divides classes, can be 7 to 12% for a Class II soil 
and the range for Class III can be 12 to 20%. The edge of class distinctions are therefore 
difficult to assess. (LiDAR mapping could be used to reexamine slopes but is currently not 
available for all areas) , 

o Classes I - IV within the valley are intermingled making it difficult to distinguish areas that may 
be are more suitable (Le. Classes I or II) or less suitable (Le. classes ill or IV) for agriculture. 
Mapping agricultural land in Washington County based on NRCS Soil Capability Classes 
results in all agricultural land on the valley floor looking the same. 

High-Value Farmland 

This system for defining agricultural land was adopted by the Oregon Land Conservation and 
Development Commission (LCDC) in 1993. It too is based on the SCS classification system, but it 
provides only two types agricultural land: High-Value and Other. For Washington County, High-Value 
Farmland is mainly Class I - IV (Appendix 1: Map 21.) With only two categories of agricultural land, 
the system is not a useful analysis tool for refining the reserve work - the valley floor is primarily all 
High-Value Farmland. 

Agricultural Productivity Ratings for Soils 

This rating system 3 was developed by J. Herbert Huddleston, an OSU Extension Service Soi! 
Specialist. This system divides soils into three categories: Native Productivity, Maximum Productivity 
for Dryland farming, and Irrigated farming. This rating system is based on actual yields for indicator 
crops and provides a ratings-based system for dryland, and irrigated maximum crop productivity. One 
of the intended uses of the report is to help planners "make difficult decisions when choosing among 
competing uses for agricuitural land." It also highlights the importance of water (Appendix 1: Map 20). 

Staff considered this rating system useful because: 

o It highlights the importance of irrigation. The maximum Native Productivity is 75, the maximum 
Dryland Productivity is 80 and the maximum Irrigated Productivity is 100 - there is only a 5% 
difference between Native Productivity and Dryland but there is a 20% difference between 
Dryland Productivity and Irrigated Productivity. 

o This system provides a classification system with 1 00 levels of disiinction_ It provides one 
additional method for analysis refinement. 

Staff believes that in the future water availability will be a significant limiting factor. Land inside TVID 
and land wrth agricultural water rights based on "place of use" (OWRD data), were mapped and given 
Irrigated Productivity values with all other farmland given Dryland Productivity values. These maps 
were used to identify the most productive farmland . 

. Factor 2d - Are suitable to sustain long-term agricultural or forestw operations, taking into account: 

(AJ for farm iand, the existence of a large block of agricultural or otlier resource fand with a 
concentration or cluster of farm operailons, or, for forest land, the existence of a farge block of 
forested land with a concentration or cluster of managed woodlots; 

3 Agricultural Productivity Ratings for Soifs of the Wi/lamette Valley, Huddleston, J. H. 1982. Oregon State University 
Extension Service - Circular 1105. 
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(B) The adjacent land use pattern, including its location in relation to adjacent non-farm uses 
or non-forest uses, and the existence of buffers between agricultural or forest operations and 
non-farm or non-forest uses; 

(e) The agricultural or forest land use pattern, including parceJization, tenure and ownership 
patterns; and 

(D) The sufficiency of agricultural or forestry infrastructure in the area, whichever is applicable. 

Data is currently not available for several attributes that could assist farmland analysis, such as 
information on leased or rented farmland that could be used to determine types and sizes of farm 
operations. The only information that can be easily analyzed is ownership and parcel sizes. As an 
initial "test run" effort, Staff first studied approximately 44,000 acres north of the Cities of Cornelius, 
Forest Grove and Hillsboro for parcelization and ownership patterns. 

Tax lots were ranked by size into seven ranges and color coded to determine parcelization patterns 
(Appendix 1: Map 22). A similar process was used to rank ownership. However, the ownership 
analysis was time consuming since the data had to be cleaned up - slight differences in data entry of 
names resulted in tax lots being labeled as different owners (e.g. one include middle initial and 
another tax lot only includes first and last name). 

The ownership ranking map (Appendix 1: Map 23) looked similar to the parcel ranking map - large 
ownership patterns seemed similar to large parcel patterns. Inasmuch as the County has no 
information about leased or rented farmland that can be used to determine actual farm operation sizes 
and that location of farms and ownerships change over time, staff determined that tax lot sizes are the 
best available data for mapping parceHzation blocking patterns. With the current minimum lot size 
restrictions of SO-acres in the exclusive farm use zones (EFU & AF-20), staff believes that parcel sizes 
are less subject to change than ownership data and thus more useful for predicting future agricultural 
land-use patterns. Staff is aware that crops and agricultural practices vary over time, but ultimately 
parcel sizes and shapes are more static. 

The initial parce!ization study area was then expanded to include approximately 95,000 acres of the 
reserves study area (56 percent). Only the areas nearest the UGB were studied due to the labor 
intensive nature of this analysis. The parcelization data covers most of the valley floor though some 
areas, such as southwest of the Tualatin River, were not studied. The study area is essentially a ring 
around the existing UGB. An overall map (Appendix 1: Map 26) was made that ranked tax lots in the 
area into seven ranges to determine patterns. 

As noted above, TVID boundaries and water right data were mapped to help define agricultural 
infrastructure. Staff continued to analyze other infrastructure such as agricultural product processors 
and access to farm markets. 

Potential candidate Rural Reserve Areas for Farmland and Sub-Area Types 

For the farmland analysis, the entire reserve study area was divided into 41 sub-areas. The purpose 
of creating sub-areas throughout the reserve candidate area was to account for area differences 
based on the following four categories: . 

1. The degree to which the sub-area was subject to urbanization 

2. The productivity rating of the area 

3. The degree to which the area has multiple parcels 

4. The physical features of each area. 

Residential dwelling density was an additional consideration in those sub-areas that had clustered 
housing. Finally, all sub-areas were assigned into one of four tiers based on their suitability as a rural 
reserve. Tier rankings and categories are discussed helow and summarized in Table 7. 
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Urbanization 

Sub-areas were broadly defined as high subject to urbanization (HU), medium subject to urbanization 
(MU), and low subject to urbanization (LU). City areas of interest were rated HU. The area previously 
identified as potential urban candidate areas (approximately 106,000 acres) were rated MU. The 
remainder ofthe 5 mile reserve study area was rated LU. 

Productivity Rating 

All parcels throughout the study area were assessed for agricultural productivity based on the 
availability of water. This method of determining productivity is based on HUddleston's 1982 soil 
productivity study as discussed above. As shown in this report, irrigation increases the productivity 
rating of most soils, including significant increases in the productivity rating of moderately rated soils. 
Soils that were in the TVID or had an existing water right were given the Irrigated productivity rating. 
Remaining soils were given the Dryland productivity rating. GIS data layers were then mapped to 
reveal those areas where maximum productivity was attainable. Sub-areas were rated higher for 
productivity if a majority of the parcels were at or above 90 on the productivity rating scale. Parcels 
were rated lowest for agricultural productivity if they had no access to water for agriculture. 

Parcelization 

Parcelization of a sub-area was used in the analysis given Staff's belief that commercial agricultural 
production is more easily facilitated in areas where parcel size is large enough to viably farm, given 
economies of scale and the input cost of agricultural infrastructure such as drainage tile, machinery, 
etc. Additionally, the degree of parcelization tends to correlate with residential dwelling density. 
Conflicts (as noted below) between agricultural.and non-agricultural users can increase as a result. 
Areas of high parcelization were therefore rated comparatively low for rural reserve designation. Sub
areas boundaries were in part shaped by the degree of parcelization. Staff considered a sub-area to 
be parce/ized if a majority of tax lots in the areas were generally 35 acres or less. 

Rural Residential Dwelling Density 

Sub-areas that have residential clusters are listed in the table as High Dwellings (HD). High dwelling 
unit density is considered more likely to be a negative factor to agricultural uses given the potential for 
residential complaints related to typical agricultural practices such as spraying, machinery hours of 
operation and noise, increased dust levels from tillage, etc. Conversely, residential uses can 
potentially impact farm operations through increased traffic congestion on rural roads, trespass and/or 
va.ndalism, or livestock disturbance from household pets. 

After determining from A and T information which tax lots had dwellings, aerial and oblique photos 
were used to physically locate dwellings on tax lots (Appendix 1: Map 25). A point pattern was then 
used to map dwelling density in order to determine density clusters throughout the study area. Point 
patterns were then illustrated within each of the sub-areas (Appendix 1: Map 26). 

Physical Features 

Sub-areas that have physical features that help define boundaries are labeled PF. Both natural and 
man-made physical features were considered when delineating sub-area boundaries. The most 
common physical features are flood plains, golf courses (of which there are eight in the study area), 
and roads. Golf courses, depending on size and location, can demarcate one area from another. 
Flood plains also form buffers between areas. Finally, roads tended to form more consistent linear 
boundaries compared to features· such as property lines. 
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Sub-area and Tier delineation 

Sub-area boundaries were determined first by the subject to urbanization boundaries. These broad 
areas were then divided into smaller areas based on parcelization patterns and productivity ratings. 
Sub-areas were further refined based on physical features (roads, floodplains, golf courses). Final/y, 
additional adjustments were made based on dwelling densities. For larger sub-areas, dwelling density 
was not factored into the analysis if there was no discern able density pattern. 

Sub-areas were divided into four tiers based on an analysis of how the above components (subject to 
urbanization, parcelization, productivity, and dwelling density) interrelate. Tier 1 indicates that 
candidate areas are most suitable for rural reserves, followed by Tier 2, Tier 3 and Tier 4 areas. Some 
features are positive (e_g_ high productivity) while others are considered negative (e.g. areas that are 
highly parcelized). All tier 1 sub-areas had high productivity ratings given the importance of land 
productivity to the agricultural component of rural reserve designation. Dwelling density was generally 
lowest in Tier 1 areas given the negative externalities discussed above. Typically, Tier 1 areas had a 
high subject to urbanization rating and had larger parcels, though variability existed in the latter case 
as some Tier 1 areas had parcels that were intermediate in size between high and low. Tier 
specifications are noted as follows. Table 9 below provides a brief discussion of each sub-area. 

Tier 1 areas are rated as high productivity and either high of medium subject-To-urbanization. Except 
for two sub-areas (17 and 3), the majority of all other Tier 1 areas are composed of bigger parcels. 
Tier 1 areas also have lower dwelling densities. Sub-areas 17 and 3 have somewhat smaller average 
parcel sizes than the other Tier 1 sub-areas but were not rated as having small parcels. Sub-areas 
that have high productivity ratings but are rated as having small parcels or high dwelling densities 
were not induded in Tier 1. 

Tier 2 areas are sub-areas that have lower productivity ratings and either high or medium subject-to
urbanization. Tier 2 are also sub-areas that would have been rated as Tier 1 but have negative 
attributes, such as higher dwelling densities or smaller parcel sizes, that reduced the tier rating. 

Tier 3 areas distinguished from Tier 1 and 2 areas by higher dwelling densities. They are also all rated 
as having smaller parcel sizes. The only exception is Sub-area 8, which has a high productivity rating, 
bigger parcels and lower dwelling densities. This data is misleading, however, given that 50% of the 
sub-area is Pumpkin Ridge Golf Course. Golf Courses are non-farm uses; since Pumpkin Ridge Golf 
Course is the dominate feature of the sub-area, the area was rated was Tier 3. 

Tier 4 areas are all either rated as conflicted by ODA or have a low subject-to-urbanization rating. 
Sub-area 33 is an exception; it is surrounded by the UGB (includes two areas). 

Potential candidate Rura! Reserves for farmland 

• RF 1 - Farmland that should be considered for protection due to higll productivity (HP) 
and either high or medium subject-to-urbanization value (HU or MU). 

• RF 2 - Farmland that is either less productive (LP) but a high or medium subject-to
urbanization value (HU or MU) and bigger parcels CBP) or has a high productivity (HP) but 
smaller parcels (SP) or higher dwelling density (HD). 

.. RF 3 - Farmland that could qualify as Tier 1 or 2 but is rated lower because of higher 
dwelling density or has a significant physical feature that dominates the area and reduces 
its farm value. 

I> RF 4 - Farmland that has the fowest subject-to-urbanization values (LU) or conflicted on 
the ODA map or surrounded by UGB. 
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0' Table 9 Farm land tiers 
( Tier 1 

ro 
ill 
m , 
.D 
:::I 

CJJ 

Tier 2 

9 

HD 

Evaluation Notes 

Medium Urbanization, Higher Productivity Rating, Bigger Parcels, 
Physical Features help define the area 

High Urbanization, Higher Productivity Rating, Physical Features 
help define the area 

Higher Urbanization, Higher Productivity Rating, Bigger Parcels, 
Physical Features help define the area 

High , Higher Productivity Rating, Bigger Parcels, 
Physical Features help define the area 

Medium Urbanization, Higher Productivity Rating, Bigger Parcels, 
Physical Features help define the area 

High Urbanization, Higher Productivity Rating, Bigger Parcels 
Physical Features help define the area 

Medium Urbanization, Lower Productivity Rating, Bigger 
Parcels, Physical Features help define the area 

High Urbanization, Lower Productivity Rating, Bigger 
Parcels 

Urbanization, Higher Productivity Rating, Physical 
help define the area, High Dwelling density, 

High Urbanization, Higher Productivity , Bigger 
Parcels, Physical Features help define the area, High 

Medium Urbanization, Lower Productivity Rating, Bigger 
Parcels, Physical Features help define the area 

Medium Urbanization, Lower Productivity Rating, Smal[er 
Parcels, Physical Features help define the area 

High Urbanization(small portion is Med.) , Lower 
Productivity Rating, Bigger Parcels 

High Urbanization, Lower Productivity Rating, Smaller Parcels, 
Physical Features help define the area, High Dwelling density 

High Urbanization, Higher Productivity Rating, Smaller 
HD Parcels, Physical Features help define the area, High Dwelling 
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Tier 4 

Medium Urbanization, Lower Productivity Rating, Smaller 
Parcels, High Dwelling density 

High , Physical 
Features help Course) 

Higher Urbanization, Lower Productivity Rating, Smaller 
Parcels, High Dwelling density 

Urbanization (small portion is Med.), Lower 
Rating, Smaller Parcels, Physical Features help define the 

area, High Dwelling density 

Medium Urbanization, Lower Productivity Rating, Smaller 
Parcels, High Dwelling density 

High Urbanization, Higher Productivity Rating, ~ml,;,II'''r 
Parcels, Physical Features help define the area, High Dwelling 

, Lower Productivity Rating, Parcels, 
Features help define the area, High Dwelling density 

Medium Urbanization, Lower Productivity Rating, Smaller 
Parcels, High Dwelling density 

High Urbanization, Rating, Smaller 

High Urbanization, Lower Productivity Rating, Smaller Parcels, 
High Dwelling density 

Low Urbanization, Lower Productivity Rating, Physical 
Features help define the area 

Chehalem Mm., Low Urbanization (small portion is Med.), 
Lower Productivity Rating, Physical Features help define 

the 

Henry Hagg Lake area, Low Urbanization, Lower 
Productivity Rating, Physical Features help define the area 

er 

HU = High Urbanization, MU = Medium Urbanization, LU = Low Urbanization, C = Conflicted 
HP = High Productivity, LP = Low Productivity . 
BP ::: Bigger Parcels, SP = Smaller Parcels 
PF = Physical Features 
HD = High Dwelling Unit Density 

Washington County Farm Bureau Rural Reserve Input 

In addition to staff work, key stakeholders have contributed significantly to the analysis for both urban 
and rural reserves. The Washington County Farm Bureau submitted a map (Appendix 1: Map 29) 
denoting an approximately one-mile wide rural reServe adjacent to the current Urban Growth 
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(( Boundary tn Washington County. The explanation accompanying the map stated that "its design and 
( model reflect the visions and wishes for the future of our rural heritage, our industry and our county." 

{ ( 

\ 

Forest Land Analvsis 

The following describes the considerations and application of factors used for forest land analysis in 
Washington County. . 

Forest Land 

The Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF) Forest Land Inventory (Appendix 1: Map 4) divides land 
into four categories - Wildland Forest, Mixed Forest/Agriculture, Intensive Agriculture, and Low 
Density Residential/Commercia/.4 (.) For the reserves process, ODF provided Metro with a more 
recent analysis of forestland (See Criteria for Consideration of Forestlands within Future Rural 
ReselVes, ODF January 29, 2008) which was used as the basis for forest analysis. 

Wildland Forest is defined as large continuous tracts of forest land with fewer than five dwellings per 
square mile. This designation may include both timberland and other forest land. Timberland is forest 
land not withdrawn from timber utilization and capable of growing at least 20 cubic feet or more per 
acre per year of industrial wood. Forest land, which is of lower productivity or which is withdrawn from 
timber production, may also be classified as wildland forest. 

Mixed ForestfAgricultureis defined as intermixed forest, range, and agricultural lands with fewer than 
nine dwellings per square mile. 

Intensive Agriculture is defined as large continuous tracts of agriculture (and with fewer than nine 
dwellings per square mile. 

Low Density Residential/Commercial is defined as forest, agriculture, range, or other non-urban land, 
or mixture of these lands, with nine or more dwellings per square mile. 

Factor 2a - Are situated in an area that is othefWise potentially subject to urbanization during the 
applicable period described in OAR 660-027-0040(2) or (3) as indicated by proximity to a UGB or 
proximity to properlies with fair market values that significantly exceed agricultural values for 
farmland, or forestry values for forest land; . 

Proximity to a UGB 

As with the fannland analysis process, staff initially proposed to score "proximity to a UGB" on a scale 
of 1 to 9, which would reflect areas least subject to urbanization to those most subject to urbanization. 
Upon further review, we are proposing to define three classes of land -land that is rated as high 
subject to urbanization (HU), medium subject to urbanization (MU), and low subject to urbanization 
(LU). The city areas of interest are rated HU. The area previously identified as potential urban 
candidate areas (approximately 106,000 acres) is rated MU. The remainder of the five-mile reserve 
study area was rated LU. This process and result was identical to that utilized for the farmland 
analysis. 

Fair Market Value 

Staff compiled more than a dozen analysis variations.to address this factor. Because adequate data 
necessary to explore fair market value was not readily available, staff utmzed real market values 
(RMV) for individual parceis as recorded in Washington County's Department of Assessment and 
Taxation. Study areas included land in intervals of one to nine miles from the eXisting Urban Growth 
Boundary. Based on the results, elevated RMVs occurred within the one, six and eight mile lntervals 
of the UGB. Successive iterations were identical to those noted above under comments specific to fair 
market value for farmland. 

(\, 4 As described in Forests, Fanns, and People: Land Use Change on Non-Federal Land in Western 
\ . Oregon, 1973-2000. Oregon Department of Forestry. May, 2002. 
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Map 17 (in Appendix 1) illustrates the % mile increments out to three miles with various parcel sizes. 
The three charts contained as insets on Map 17 show the lack of evidence that values of properties 
adjacent to the UGB are indicators of potential urban growth. 

Based on results from the fair market value iterations, planning staff determined that the notion of 
"Fair Market Value" independent of other indicators did not provide a conclusive indication of land 
areas that may be "subject to urbanization". 

Factor 2b - Are capable of sustaining long-term agricultural operations for agricultural land, or are 
capable of sustaining long-term forestry operations for forest land; 

The aforementioned studies conducted by ODF state that Wildland Forest land are areas that need to 
be protected in order to "sustain long-term forestry operations for forest land." These lands were 
considered to be among the most suitable for rural reserves. 

Factor 2c - Have suitable soils where needed to sustain long-term_agricultural or forestry operations 
and, for agricultural/and, have available water where needed to sustain fang-term agricultural 
operations; 

The Wildland Forest category includes land that is capable of growing 20 cubic feet or more per acre 
per year of industrial wood. This volume production rating is related to soils. These lands were 
considered to be among the highest for suitability as rural reserves. 

Factor 2d - Are suitable to sustain long-term agricultural or forestry operations, taking into account: 

(A) for farm land, the existence of a large block of agricultural or other resource land with a 
concentration or cluster of farm operations, or, for forest land, the existence of a large block of 
forested land with a concentration or cluster of managed woodlots; 

(B) The adjacent land use pattern, including its location in relation to adjacent non-farm uses 
or non-forest uses, and the existence of buffers between agricultural or forest operations and 
non-farm or non-forest uses; 

(C) The agricultural or forest land use pattern, including parcelization, tenure and ownership 
patterns; and 

(D) The sufficiency of agricultural or forestry infrastructure in the area, whichever is applicable. 

Based on ODF's analysis contained in Forests Farms & People and the updated maps produced by 
ODF, Wildland Forest are lands that need to be protected in order sustain long-term forestry 
operations. 

Potential candidate Rural ReselVe Areas for Forest Land: 

• RFL 1 - Forest land that should be considered suitable as rural reserves because it is wildland 
and has either high or medium subject-to-urbanization value (HU or MU). 

• RFL 2 - Wildland Forest that has a low subject-to-urbanization value (LU) or Mixed 
Forest/Agriculture has either high or medium subject-to·curbanization vaiue (HU or MU). 

• RFL 3 - Mixed Forest/Agriculture has a low subject-to-urbanization value (LU). 

Map 30 (Appendix 1) illustrates application of the three tiers to the Study Area. 

N::,t!1r~i Landscape Features Ana.lvsis 

The following discussion describes staff application of avaHable data to the criteria specified in OAR 
660-027-0060 (3) (Appendix 1: Figure 2.) Rural Reserve Factor 3 required consideration of Metro's 
Natural Landscape Features InVentory as well as other pertinent information when addressing each 
factor. 
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· { Background 

( Metro published the Natural Landscape Features Inventory report (Appendix 1: Map 5) February 28, 
2007 as pali of the "Shape of the Region" - a key document supporting the urban and rural reserves 
designation process. This study was published prior to LCDC adopting Division 27 in January 24, 
2008. Metro subsequently published a revised Natural Landscape Features Inventory map February 
20, 2009 that expanded upon the original inventory (Appendix 1: Map 31). Staff then augmented 
Metro's work by adding Washington County's Goal 5 resources, steep slopes (25% or greater), and a 
sense-of-place criterion based on areas above 350 feet (Appendix 1: Map 32). Staff used this final 
iteration as the basis for applying the Factors. 

Factor 3a - Are situated in an area that is otherwise potentially subject to urbanization during the 
applicable period described (in) OAR 660-027-0040(2) or (3) 

The farm and forest analysis discussed above also considered subject to urbanization pursuant to 
OAR 660-027-0060 (2)(a). However, factor (3) (a) is worded differently than Factor (2) (a). Factor 
(2)(a) requires the consideration of proximity to a UGB or proximity to land with fair market values that 
significantly exceeds agricultural values for farmland or forest values for forest land. Factor (3) (a) 
simply states that reserve lands "are situated in an area that is otherwise potentially subject to 
urbanization." Thus, "subject to urbanization" can be defined differently than how staff defined it in 
Factor 2. Two approaches in defining "subject to urbanization" were therefore considered. 

One approach was to use the same definition as used in Factor 2 -land that is rated as high subject 
to urbanization (HU), medium subject to urbanization (MU), and low subject to urbanization (LU). A 
disadvantage to this option is that some natura1 feature areas may be strong candidates for inclusion 
in a rural reserve but be in an area of low urbanization potential. Weighting of values used to make a 
decision would be one way of addressing this issue. 

A second approach is to broadly define "subject to urbanization" as all of the 5 mile study area. This 
allows for all natural features to be considered equally reiative to this facior. The Washington County 
Farm Bureau has advocated that some of the hillside areas should be in urban reserves rather than 
farmland on the vaHey floor. Given this perspective, all of the 5 mile study area may be subject to 
some degree of potential urbanization. 

Factor 3b - Are subject to natural disasters or hazards, such as floodplains, steep slopes and areas 
subject to /andsfides; 

Staff considered 1 ~O-year floodplains and steep slopes over 25% to be additional pertinent 
information and mapped these resources. 

Factor 3c - Are important fish, plant or wildlife habitat; 

Staff mapped Washington County's Rural/Natural Resource Plan Goal 5 Significant Natural 
Resources, which includes the following: Water Areas and Wetlands (floodplains); Water Areas and 
Wetlands/Fish and \Niidlife Habitat (riparian corridors); Wildlife Habitat (upland habitat for game and 
non-game species) and Significant Natural Areas. 

Factor 3d - Are necessalY to protect water quality or water quantity, such as streams, wetlands and 
riparian areas; 

The hundred-year floodplains of significant water features were mapped as were streams in upland 
areas. 

Factor 3e - Provide a sense of place for the region, such as buttes, bluffs, islands and extensive 
wetlands; 

Washington County has historically defined the Tualatin Valley floor as below an elevation of 350 feet 
Limiting urban development above the 350 foot contour helps provide a sense of place by maintaining 

k viewpoints and minimizing residential -density. There are exceptions to this ,such as Cooper and Bulf 
'( Mountains which already have existing residential density impacts. Additional areas considered for 
" 
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( this factor included the Tonquin Scabland area, the wetlands west of the town of Banks, and rural 
( communities such as Verboort and Roy. 

OAR 660-027-0010 provides definitions for the subsequent Urban and Rural Reserve Factors. 
Definition (6) notes under "Important natural landscape features" that these features "include, but are 
not limited to ... historic and cu!tural areas; and other landscape features that define and distinguish the 
region." Factor 3e however provides only examples of natural features, not man-made features. Staff 
nevertheless analyzed historic and cultural areas, such as rural communities, historic structures, and 
pioneer cemeteries. These resources, while important on a local level, were determined to not provide 
a sense of place for the reqion and were not included in the tier considerations. 

Factor 3f - Can serve as a boundary or buffer, such as rivers, cliffs and floodplains, to reduce conflicts 
between urban uses and rural uses, or conflicts between urban uses and natural resource uses; 

The primary streams of the Tualatin Basin can serve as buffers between urban uses and natural 
resource areas. These are the Tualatin River, Lower Gales Creek, Dairy Creek and McKay Creek. 

Factor 3g - Provide for separation between cities; 

Where possible, consideration was given to providing separation between cities. 

Factor 3h - Provide easy access to recreational opportunities in rural areas, such as rural trails and 
parks; 

Where possible, consideration was given to providing recreational opportunities in rural areas. 

Potential Candidate Rural Reserve Areas for Important Natural Landscape Features 

The Potential Candidate Rural Reserve areas are divided into three tiers based on the combination of 
factors including a broad definition of subject to urbanization. 

'" RNF 1 - AU areas above the 350-foot contour that provide a sense of place as well as 
providing headwater protection for streams. Not included were Cooper Mountain and Bull 
Mountain, which already are impacted by urban development. Other Tier 1 areas included 
mapped resources not having sonle type of existing land use protection (Le. not protected by 
floodplain regulations) or cannot be preserved as an important natural landscape feature if 
included in an urban reserve (Le. Tonquin Geologic Area). The main stems of the Tualatin 
River, Lower Gales Creek, Dairy Creek and McKay Creek were also considered Tier 1 areas 
given their flood plain functions, wildlife habitat value, sense of place value, and potentia! role 
as natural buffers. 

• RNF 2 - The remaining areas on Metro's Natural Landscape Features Inventory. This included 
buffer areas to designated flood plains on primary streams, the Cooper Mountain area, and 
floodplain areas adjacent to primary stream floodplains. 

• RNF 3 - Tier 3 areas are on Metro's revised inventory but most were not on the original 
inventory. Almost all are portions of streams on the vaHey that do not contain floodp[ains and 
have less riparian vegetation. Some are manmade reservoirs. 

Map 33 (Appendix 1) illustrates application of the natural landscape features attributes applied to the 
Study Area in Washington County. 

Urban and Rural Reserves Recommendations 

As described in the Recommendations section of this report, staff recommendations are the result of 
successively more detailed analysis to provide a basis for decision making. Staff worked closely with 
members of the Project Advisory Committee, stakeholder groups including business, development, 
environmental and community organizations, and took direction from the Board of County 
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Commissioners and the Washington County Reserves Coordinating Committee (WCWCRCC.) In 
addition multiple public events and avenues for communications resulted in significant community 
input that helped to shape the process and outcome. At every level of evaluation staff was cognizant 
of the goal to provide useful and accurate information that would bear on the question of which areas 
within the Reserve Study Area were most suitable as an Urban or Rural Reserve. 

Urban Reserves Recommendations are the result of applying the eight Urban Reserves Factors 
utilizing as many characteristics as could be identified to support each Factor's suitability. The 
approximately 33,800 acres illustrated in the Urban Reserves Recommendation Map (Appendix 1: 
Map 34 and 36) "represent lands that best meet the intent for all eight Factors. 

Rural Res-erves Recommendations result from evaluation of multiple characteristics for agricultural 
and forest lands and natural landscape features. The recommendations capture lands within the 
Study Area receiving the highest characteristic values across many criteria. Those approximately 
108,800 acres illustrated in the Rural Reserves Recommendation Map (Appendix 1: Map 35 and 36) 
represent lands that should be protected from urbanization for the next 40 - 50 years. 

Where an area was under study as a candidate area for either Urban Reserve or Rural Reserve and 
otherwise qualified under the prevailing analysis as either Urban Reserve or Rural Reserve a choice 
was available about which designation was most appropriate. The Planning Directors looked to the 
OAR 660-027 (Urban and Rural Reserves in the Portland Metropolitan Area) for guidance. 

OAR 660-027-0040 (2) requires Urban Reserves to accommodate estimated urban population and 
employment growth of at least 20 years and not more than 30 years. The Washington County 
Reserves Coordinating Committee has repeatedly requested Metro provide Washington County with 
an estimate or a!location of urban growth. Absent Metro providing the requested growth 
estimate/allocation, Washington County deveioped its own analysis of a growth estimate/allocation 
which is contained in the June 4, 2009 memo titled "Addendum to May 11 Staff Report on Land 
Needs Estimate for Urban Reserves." In June 2009, the subject memo was utilized to decide in favor 
of continuing study of approximately 47,000 acres rather than continuing to study '107,000 acres. 

The June 4, 2009 memo regarding land needs estimate for urban reserves found that a Washington 
County estimate for land needs for 2050 ranged from 17,734 acres to 50,411 acres. Similarly, for 
year 2060, the Washington County estimate for land need ranged from 27,722 acres to 66,934 acres. 
Therefore, Washington County's estimated land need for the period 2050 to 2060 ranged from 17,724 
acres to 66,934 acres (with a midpoint of 42,334 acres). 

OAR 660-027 requires Urban Reserves to accommodate a land need of at least 20 but not more than 
30 years of urban land need, beyond the20 year period for which Metro has a demonstrated buildable 
land supply inside the UGB. Absent any Metro estimate of Washington County land need for 20 years 
but not more than 30 years, it is reasonable to utilize the June 2009 Washington County estimate of 
land need. The suitability analysis and pre-qualifying urban reserve concept planning identified 
approximately 33,800 acres of land as needed and suitable for Urban Reserves. The identified 
33,800 acres is below the midpoint estimate of 42,334 acres and is clearly at the lower end of the 
estimated Washington County land need from 2050-2060 of 17,734 acres to 66,934 acres. 

The requirement to accommodate urban land need was the deciding element in choosing between an 
Urban Reserve designation rather than Rural Reserve designation, where the underlying suitability 
analysis would othelWise support either designation. 

Referring to the Urban and Rural Reserves Recommendations (Appendix 1: Map 36) there are areas 
in white that represent lands within the Study Area not recommended for either Urban or Rural 
Reserves. There are three reasons: 
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1. The lands surrounding the Cities of Banks and North Plains have been removed from Urban 
Reserve recommendations as they are outside of Metro's jurisdictional ability to provide Urban 
Reserves. (This was discussed in the conclusion to Candidate Urban Reserves Development.) 

2. Analysis of these lands did not identify them as the highest priority rural resources (Tier 1) for 
agricultural lands, wildland forest or important natural landscape features. 

3. The land needs estimates provided a range of population and employment needs for 40 and 
SO years. The total acres recommended for Urban Reserves falls within the lower half of the 
lands need estimate range. Staff and the Project Advisory Committee deemed it appropriate to 
retain some undesignated lands to address potential long-term population and employment 
needs that may not be accommodated within the recommended Urban Reserves. 

Public Involvement 

Overview 

Phase 3 of the Urban and Rural Reserves designation process began with the establishment of the 
reserves study area in September 2008 and will conclude with recommendations of Urban and Rural 
Reserves delivered to the regional Reserves Steering Committee and Core 4 in September 2009. 

County staff and advisory committee members of all three counties and Metro applied the Urban and 
Rural Reserve Factors (Appendix 2: Figures 1, 2) to lands within the Reserves Study Area. As 
analysis was conducted to determine the suitability for future reserves, ongoing public involvement 
occurred through a myriad of outreach activities. 

In April 2009 the Washington County Reserves Coordinating Committee (in collaboration with the 
regional partners) made recommendations for Candidate Urban and Rural Reserves areas. The 
regional Reserves Steering Committee concurred with their findings, kicking off an intensive public 
engagement effort to achieve two primary outcomes: 1) continue building public awareness and 
understanding of the reserves designation process and 2) validate results of the suitability analysis by 
asking for public feedback on the candidate area maps. 

Outreach Activities 

The most visible outreach activity was a series of eight regional open houses (three within 
Washington County) attended by more than 6S0 community members. Between questionnaires 
provided at the open houses and online more than 1,400 comments were received. The Phase 3 
Public Comment Report is attached as Appendix S. Less than half of those who responded 
suggested specific changes to the proposed candidate reserve areas though many added thoughtful 
comments and hopes for a weil considered decision. 

Thereserves process has been in the news, under discussion in community and stakeholder 
meetings, and considered in the context of regional and local planning processes. From September 
through July, staff and elected officials from Washington County jurisdictions have distributed 
information at community events and made pmsentations to citizen groups as well as professional, 
agriculture, business and commerce organizations. Regionally, members of the Reserves Steering 
Committee and the Washington County Reserves Coordinating Committee have conducted outreach 
and advocacy through their respective networks. The reserves process has been regularly covered by 
the Oregonian and a variety of community papers, as well as on Oregon Public Broadcasting radio. 

In addition, staff along with assistance from community members and Washington County cities' staff, 
have distributed more than 2,000 brochures by placing counter-top displays in gathering places 
across the county. Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) members distributed information at 
neighborhood events, Concerts in the Parks, and the County Fair. 

Key public comment themes 

In broad terms, public input indicated that protection offarm and forest lands is very important to their 
sense of livability, with conservation of land for local food production as a central theme. Many 
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(( recognize growth as inevitable, some as beneficial, but most encourage officials to contain as much 
( future growth as possible within existing boundaries before moving into agricultural areas. 

Much public comment focused on the area north of Highway 26, including Helvetia and the Portland 
West Hills adjoining Forest Park. Comments focused on the area's agricultural and habitat values, 
aesthetics,lack of readily availab1e infrastructure and production of fann-to-market goods. Many 
comments suggested the area be protected from urbanization either by removing it from consideration 
for urban reserve designation or by designating it a rural reserve. 

The complete report provides more detailed responses to the suitability questions, suggestions for 
process refinements, and compilations of other community input through presentations, letters, emails 
other venues. 
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w..,hington County'l Geographic InrollTlillian S\'Sll!m(GI5j. COle 
was bkan In Iha "reaUon Dr lhl~ milp, however, WlIshlnlllan County 
cannot occopl any IlIs ponsibWlyloJOIIOrS, nmlnlons, or pOl lionol 
Becumey. nreluloJ8 thor. ole no lv.JrmnUo, wlrlch accompany Ule. 
product.IJoUrlc"Uonol:mY"flor.\\11Iblloppracl3Iod. 

Washington County LOIlg Range Planning Division 
155 North Firs l Avenue, Suite 350 MS 14 

HiOsboro, OR 97124 
ph (503) 846-3519 
fax (SOl) 846-4412 

IU lplan@co.washinglon.or.us 
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,- " 

mmlwe~ftory 

Wi ldland Forest 

Wi lclland Range 

Mixed Forest Agriculture 

Milled Range Agriculture 

! Intensive Agriculture 

Low Density Residentia l/Col1ll1lercial 

Other (sancl, lava, water) 

Urban 

000000. Urban Growth Boundary 

County Boundary 

Sou rce : 
Oregon Departm ent o f Forestry 

Dbclalmcl: 

Tha Inlolmatioll on 1111s m;op W'aS derlvlld hom dlgllal d"r3hun Dn 
Washington County's G~D!lrllphlc InfortroUon System (GIS), Carl! 
\'iilS bklln IfJlhu cloatlon of U~5 map, hOI""~Dr. Washington County 
o;annlltRCI:OptDny rrspanllbltity rorn[JelS,oml,slons, orpos.lo",ll 
occur.lcy. Thal.roro WlerOHIOnOVt<lmm605v.lllchaccontponl'lhis 
ploducl NoUrlc"lIono l :mvcrrol&wiUbll :lpplodalod. 

Washington County Long Range Plallning Division 
155 North First Avenue, Suite 350 MS 14 

HiUsboro, OR 97124 
ph (503) 846-3519 
fax (503) 846-4412 

lutplan@co.wBshington.or.us 
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Urban and Rural Reserves Staff Report 

.;.;' 

., 

, \1 

--_._-_ ._----------- - '--

- .. .--_.-......... ·· .. ··---1 
t·'alural Landscape 
Featllres Inventory 

rr:1HII::J1j' 7ijlfi 

In a process to identify l'Ey (latIna! 
(!?nlUfCS on q bloiJd [Llfldscupe 

stale. we bought parUcinanls 
fFJllIlIim willi the area. let view l\ 
number of <'l'lailable dalasels anQ 
clarify wlla \ Ellens d~nlles UI~ 
reo Ions slWli(lcanl natural features 
Then a I,;hafletle was I,;ornposed q ( 

1I1ls e~lended regIon, [lOrn Ule 
COflst Rallye \'J the C~lSLtldC!!; rmu 
from Salp.1n In Ille NOIIIl Fork ullhr. 
Lewj;. River. 

III 1I11!'; oWl-! W~ 1jlmJull! ill ttlt~ 

tUCltJl1 iq i:1\Hj tliiYlled 1\ wilh tile 
LJrh;:Hl lind Rollmt Reser'Je's 
Study ArtJB . tn Subse(Q8,mr.u 
We Iwv€ RHf!mpterJ tu bre~r. 
down \11888 general u ~ scripllon3 
~','ilh lhe GIS dalo, Th.is Is to help 
Counties D'iellay the Natural 
Fe<ltures with the regioniJlly 
importanl Agricullure.i8ud FOlesl 
layers 

::', ' ! ' PI~ .. lt" , . -,I(t ~ ! .. I " ,1 :!',',' :I 

Met[f([} 

NattMraJ LLanl(dJ§l1:ape 
rFeailUJres h tlwentolrY 

So u rce: 
Metro 

OiscIBlm~r: 

Tho Inl""""Uo"onlhls "'DP "'as derlvod /lol1.digilaldalab"sel on 
Wnh n glcn Counly's GO"Rlaphlc Inforrrudon SV,rllm (GIS). CilIa 
"'>IS !:Ikon In Ihe c:reotion of Ihl~ map, hO\\l1v~r, W"shlnglon County 
~nnol aCl'Opt uny r"spon.lbml~ for DrmlS, <:Imlsslnns, 01 ptls l hmal 
accuracy. Th~reror~ H,ule DrD 1'" warronUu whk:h occompijny Uris 
producL l~o6rlc3lion of:ln)' 011015 wig be "ppllld"led, 

Washington County Long Range Plallnlng Division 
155 North FirslAvenue, Suite 350 MS 14 

Hillsboro, OR 97124 
ph (503) 846~3519 
fax (503) 846-4412 

Julplan@co,washlngton.or.us 

August 3, 2009 
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In and Rural Reserves 

(UllbiaUI1J ~e§enfe§ 

§LLoo'ltabUrnfty 
DRAFT 

Candidate Urban Reserve Areas 

NOll Urban Reselve Areas 

Suitabil ity AnOliysis 

D 1.2·1 - "1.92 (Leas I Suilable) 

D ·1.93-2.63 

D 2.64-3.34 

[:~] 3.35 - 4.05 

D 4.06-4.76 

L .. · .J 4.77 - 5.47 

••••• 0 Urban Growlh Boundary 

County Boundary 

D!sclolfll~r; 

Th81"rQrm~Ho"o"thr l m;,p .... o'd~rlvedrrDmdr9Iloldatobase50fl 
V'J;Jsh n glon COU"Iy'B GeOllrllphlc InfolmoUan Syslenl (GIS). Cara 
\~5 tlkun In Ihll cI~~!lIIn III th!s map, hll\·,~var. Washnllllln Coun!)' 
C3000lllCCllplBny lesponslbllilyroreHofs,omlnlons,IIrpo,llonal 
BeCUI'ilC)'. TlleroforB lhe'B 010 nOVl';l(mnUoswhichocclimpanYUI!s 
p,"ducl. t~odficall\lnolllny 01/015 \\1U be "ppraclalod. 

Washitlgtoll County Long Range Planiling Divlsioll 
155 North First Avenue, SuiLe 350 MS 14 

Hillsboro, OR 97124 
ph (503) 846-3519 
fax (503) 846-4412 

IUlplan@co,washlngton.or.us 

August 3, 2009 
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WatteU" Setrwke 
S(UJ~~ab~Hty 

Source: 
Metro 

D~r;liljmcl: 

Th,lnlDlmallnn on lhls (nilP Wi!! dOlfvBd homdlll!t~1 dOlilbnn en 
\o'If.!~hlnglon County's Geoglaphte Inl'lfrroUon Sysl~m (GISt. Care 
\\'ilstlkanIn IhocrnUonor lhlsrn3p,hov.uvllr,Wa5hlnglanCounly 
call/lolaccoplBny responslbllltyfo[arrOfS,cmisslons,o r poslloJlal 
occurilcy. Thol1!fclID there. illD na VI'3[mnlio5 which Il.ccompany Ulis 
pia dueL tJo~ncillion of ilny !nOIS wm bit appreclatnd, 

Washington County Long Range Planning Division 
155 North Flrs l Avenue, Su ite 350 MS 14 

Hillsboro, OR 97124 
ph (503) 846·3519 
fax (503) 846-4 412 

lutp lan@co.washington.or.us 
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IF'fr'e~~m~narr'y 

Sewew Servk~ 
S~Dtab~~gty 

Source: 
lVletro 

Dbcl~llIlor; 

Th .. lnlolm~U on on Ihls rnap \'.':'1 dOl Nod IIDmdl~llaldillabn .. all 
Wa$hlnglol'l County" GOIIl!lBphlc InlonmHon 5~'S lem(G'SI. Cn'l! 
\\1:15 "'kon In tho cI I! 3l1on 01 Ihl! map, hOl'.'lIvcr, Wash n glon County 
ClIl1nolotcaplHny IU ponslbWlyforerrors.omls&ions,orpodkIl131 
;>ccuJtIl;y. The lolola ttllllB BIB no W;UJ(lnfi.s whk:h n=ompnny thb 
plod!JclllotillcaUonoIDnyollolillilibooppracialed. 

WashingLon County Long Range Planning Division 
155 NorU, FIrst Avetlue, Suite 350 MS 14 

HiOsboro, OR 97124 
ph (503) 846-3519 
fax (503) 846-4412 

lu (pIa n@co,washlngton.or.us 
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COID1lmlei;Ct~wffity 

§Mntabi~~ty 

Source: 
iVletro 

D!sclalmRr: 

Th. InID(m~dDn on 111Is map Wn d~lt.oad [romdlglla l dal~l>a.n OJ, 
"""'ilshlnlllol'l C,nmly'r. GPDII'~phl~ InloflTUUan SY51am (GIS). Cil!~ 

....... st.:Jkonlnthecr~allDnD r lhlsmap,hllv.'IIvl!l.Wa5hilgIDnC"unly 
cannglal;CUplBny lo..sponslbl&tyfollrrtnS,omlnlons.orplIsllona l 
ot:t:Lllacy. Thollllore there Qr. no Vo'arranti~s which oceompony Ul!!; 
product. No~llr:al"'n 01 ony errors \\;11 bo appreciated, 

Washington County Long Range Planning Division 
155 North First Avenue, Suite 350 MS 14 

Hillsboro, OR 97124 
ph (503) 846-3519 
fax (503) 846-4412 

lulplan@co.washlnglon,or,us 

August 3, 2009 
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DRAFT 

[---j 1\110 Boundary 

l--~'J Waler Rights 

D Groundwater Critical/Limited 

~ Extent of Reserves Study Area 

Urban Growth Boundary 

County Boundary 

Olsc;!alnlBI; 

ThelninlnlOlhononlldlmuplVilsdc'Nodframdlgllaldalllllu8SDn 
VI'ashlngwn County's GODglOlphlc lnl!lrm~UDn Syslem(Gls). Care 
I'/<IS b~Dn 1I'Ilh. craallcn "Ithls llIap. I\""ll"", V\.\>shinglt>nCoIJllIy 
ctJnnoi;]ccapl ,my r~spDns bllty IlIr Dllnro, DnSslons, 01 pDsfllana) 
OCCUliitY. Tha'elolall1l1ll1l1lano ..... ."uanllaswhldloccDmpanythls 
product. NOllficaUon "[""Y"IIDII \\11tba DppIDclal~d. 

Washington County Long Range Planning Division 
155 North FirstAvenue, Suite 350 MS 14 

Hillsboro, OR 97124 
ph (503) 846-3519 
fax (503) 846-4412 

lutplan@co.W8shlngton.or.us 
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OwnlEffi"§hcp S~((]ldiS:§* 
UrE§t Alrea 

DRAF T 

Tota l Ac res 

_~] 0.05 -1 8.15 

'18.28 - 50 . '18 

50.95 - 88 .27 

90 .99 - '147 .25 

151 .50 - 259 .38 

280 .05 - 492 .3 '1 

519.90 - B79 .84 

Urban Growth Boundary 

cit ies 

County Boundary 

"Ownership blocks we're determined by 
comb ining tile acreages of all 101s owned 
by a single individual or business . 

Disclaimer: 

Thelnlormadon on Ihl3 map "''''1 de riYad liD,,, dl!!II~1 do la bases Oil 
Washington County's G. agl!lphl .. Inicftnallon Syslom (GIS). CH,e 
Vias b~lIn In Ills "r."Uon o[thls m~p, l1tI\\,over, 'II!ashlngton county 
c:m"ol accoplony respDnsib il ily lol.IIDr s . otriulons.Dfpo5 1I bn~1 

OCl;WOcy. Theretol! Url/B ar. no Wil nBnllas · .... hldl DteOl'flI:my this 
pmducL tJo liflc:ltion 01 ~ny euo,; \\~ I bll apprccl:!t...d, 

Washlnglon Coun ty LOIlg Range Planning Division 
155 North Flrs t Avenue, SuJle 350 MS 14 

Hillsboro, OR 97124 
ph (503) 846-3519 
fax (503) 846-4412 

Iu tp la n@co.washington.or.us 
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l?G31D'~e~ Snze 
lFuml1.U Awea 

DRAFT 

Tall LOis [S ize in Ac res) 

i-- ----: om -6.58 
I _~ .- I 

6.59 - 17.73 

"17.74 - 35.26 

35.27 - 63.68 

63.69 - "107.59 

"107.60 - '188.23 

'188.24 - 36"1.75 

Urban GroWlIl Boundary 

ciUes 

Counly Boundary 

Tho Intnlm:.Unn on Ihls In:Ip WilS darNed II0lll diglhltdDlilba5u Dn 
W;u;hlngtDn Cnunty', Googlophlc Inlotln:lliDn Sys lem(GIS). CalB 
\\,ilibkoninthDcraalionoflhlsrnop.ho\\'I!Var,V'I.';J 5hlnlli<>nCounty 
cannolaccoplRny responsibRityfotonolS,orrinlons ,orposllbnal 
acclHilcy. Therofore thalo oro no wiwRnlios " .. hlell 1I"'=0I1l',mv lhls 
product rlDIIr.~tionDrDnY.IfDrS\~illbtlappreclalcd. 

WashingLon County long Range Planiling Division 
155 NorU, FirslAvenue, Sulle 350 MS 14 

Hillsboro, OR 97124 
ph (503) 846-3519 
fax (503) 846-4412 

IUlpia n@co.washinglon.or.us 
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fhis data was derived from the field located In Ihe "Imprat" lable from Washington County's A&T OM databasBS. 
he lable was Joined to a lax lois feature class In ArcGIS using the ''TLlD'' field . .. The '"lmpType~ field was used for 
elerminlng wtich tax lots had residential Uses. The resulting set was used \0- guide Ihe digitizing of single family 
nd mobile horneslocaled on each parcel. Although care was taken In attemp~ng to locate multiple locations fat the 
3me use within each tax lot, the possibility of missing units Is pl"esent. Point placement accuracy for each unit wa3 

onfined 10 the dweWng rooftop only. The overall accuracy of these point loca~ons Is difflcu!t to quantify but 
onseIVaUve estimales put all points vAthin 30 flof Bach rooftop. 

he Washington County 2006 photos were used on the filst Identlficallon /Un. While completing Ihe first run the 2008 
halos became available and were used In the 2nd and 3rd refining runs. The 2007 pholos weren't used because 
lat night was for the urban area only. The oblique photos available on Bing Maps (formerly Uve Maps) were u~lized 
Ihere multiple structures made Identifying dwelling units lmlXacticalLGlng the county's orthophoioB. 

he density map was crealed wilh the Density lunct!on in tl1e Spatial Analyst Toolbar In AtcGIS 9.3. The criteria, 
sed for this 1001 were as folows: 
• Input Dala: Residenllal Points FeatU/e 
· Population Field; Nona (No WleghLs). 
· Density Type: Kernal 
· Search Radius: 3960 fl (314 mI.). 
· Area Units: Square Map Unils (feetl. 
· Output Cell Size: 10 (feel). 
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·Thls data was derived hom U18 field localed In Ihe "lmPlar' table from ~hJngton County's A&T OM databases. 
The lable was Joined to a lax lois feature class In AtcGIS Using Ihe "TUD" field, The "lmplVpe" field was used lor 
determining whloh tax lote had resIdential uses. The resuJijng set was tEed to glide Ihe digitizing of single family 
and mobile homes located on each parcel. Although care was laken in eltempUng to locate mulUple locations lo[ Ih!!;: 
same Use within each lax lo~ the possibility of missing units Is present Point placement accufilcy for each unit was 
confined to the dwelling roof tap only. The overall BGCuracy of Ihese point locations Is difficLU to quantify but 
conservative esUmales put all points v,.jU~n 30 Itot each lOollop. 

The Washington County 2006 photos were used on Ihe first idenlificaUon run. Itl/'hile completing the first run the 200B 
,tiolos became availabla and were used in the 2nd and 3rd refining runs. The 2007 photos weren't used because 
thai flight was fOT Ihe urban area only. The oblique photos available on Bing Maps (formerly Uve Maps) were u~lIzed 
where mulLlple structures made Identifying dwelling units ImpracUcal USing the county's orthopilotos, 

TIle dsrnlty map was crealed V.iU1 the Density funcUon In the Spallal Analyst Toolbar In ArcGIS 9.3. The criteria 
used for this 1001 wera as folo .... '5: 
1. Input Data: Residential Points Feature 
2. Populallon Field; None (hlo Wieghls). 
3. Density Type: l<ernal 
4, Search Radius: 3960 It (:Y4 mI.). 
5, Area Unils: Square Map Units (feet). 
6. output Cell Size: 10 (feet). 
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To: 

From: 

Washington County Urban and Rural Reserves Coordinating Committee 
(WCRCC) 

Washington County Planning Directors 

Subject: Land Needs Estimates for Urban Reserves 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The Washington County PlanJllng Directors recommend adjustment of the Candidate Urban 
Reserve area from the current approximately 107,000 acres to approximately 47,000 acres. The 
adjustment is supported by two different analyses: 

1) The Washington County revised staff analysis for long-term land needs identified in 
the attached technical memo, and 

2) The GIS suitability analysis of Urban Reserve factors applied to the Washington 
County Reserves Study Area (see Appendix F). This analysis also considers 
NAlOP's constrainedhmconstrained analysis regarding suitability. 

Additionally the recolThllended adjustment is supported by the draft Urbanization Forum policy 
regarding future additions to the Urban GrowLh Boundary. This draft policy is directly related to 
Urban Reserve Factor OAR 660-027-0050 (3) and was utilized in the GIS Suitability Analysis. 

BACKGROUND: 

On September 10th, 2008 the regional Reserves Steering Committee approved a Reserves Study 
Area of nearly 405,000 acres for analyzing lands potentially suitable for Rural or Urban Reserves 
(under the new planning rules OAR 660-027). On March 2nd, the WCRCC approved a refined 
study area for Candidate Urban Reserves designations in Washington County - a broad analysis 
area of over 107,000 acres. 

Since 2007 Washington County staff has been in discussion with Metro staff to ascertain county
level growth projections and land needs estimates as key components to technical analysis efforts 
designed to address the new 'Reserves' planning rules. In-lieu of providing these popUlation and 
employment allocations, Metro Council has chosen to pursue local growth aspirations. Although 
this may be a reasonable approach to addressing the shorter term needs for UGB expansion, such 
an approach does'not provide adequate direction/context for further analysis and refinement of 
the broad study areas. Refinement of a regional study area in excess of 400,000 acres will require 
at least broad-scale estimates of future lfuid needs. 

In order to complete the technical analysis work, meet the requirements of law, and prepare 
related findings necessary for development of Urban Reserve recommendations within a 
reasonable time frlliue, Washington County staff, in cooperation with the Washington County 
Planning Directors, has developed the attached teclmical memorandum entitled "Urban and 
Rural Reserves - Preliminary Estimates of Long-Term Land Needs". This technical 
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( memorandum provides a methodology for estimating cou..nty-level distribution of proj ected 

future popUlation and employment growth for the Portland Metro area. It also provides a 
methodology for, and estimates of; long-term land needs to be utilized in ongoing technical 
analysis leading to Urban Reserves recommendations in Washington County. 

Also attached is a discussion of the application of Urban Reserve factors both within City 
Aspiration Areas and outside City Aspiration Areas. Staff concludes that in general, higher 
(more appropriate) Urban Reserve Factor Ratings are found within City Aspiration iUeas. 
Likewise, Staff concludes that when considering lands potentially suitable for supporting a 
healthy economy, as measured by NAlOP's unconstrained lands analysis, sufficient amount of 
lands appear available within City Aspiration Areas. . 
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To: 

From: 

_Subject: 

June 4,2009 

Washington County Reserves Coordinating Committee 

Washington County Pla11lling Directors 

Addendum to May 11 th Staff Report on Land Needs Estimates for Urban 
Reserves - Corrections to technical analysis 

Recommendation 
Stafr'""'s recommendation, based on the revised Land Needs Analysis, supports the May 11 th 

WCRCC decision to reduce the Candidate Urban Reserve area from 107,000 acres to 47,000 
acres. 

Summary 
Additional analysis of the 10ng-tern11and needs estimates identified in the May 11, 2009 staff 
report revealed errors in calculations resulting in a dovmward adjustment of the total land 
needs estimates within Washington County for the 2060 and 2050 horizons. Corrected data 
for Washington County is attached as appendices to this report and replaces the tables 
included in the May 11 th staff report. 

The decrease in overall land needs for the 2060 and 2050 scenarios was discussed in depth by 
the Planning Directors at their meeting on June 4th. Several planning directors expressed 
concern that the calculations used to determine existing capacity within the urban growth 
boundfuy (UGB) may not adequately reflect the actual availability of land over the plalliling 
hOlizon. Several city representatives noted that they would revisit this data, which had been 
provided to the county in early 2009. 

The Planning Directors reviewed the revised land needs estimates; the GIS suitability analysis 
of Urban Reserve factors as applied to the County Reserves Study Area; and the draft 
Urbanization Forum policy regarding future additions to the UGB, in conjunction with the 
cities' expressed aspirations for future growth. Following their review, the Plalli-TIng Directors 
continue to recommend that the Candidate Urban Reserve area be reduced from 
approximately 107,000 acres to approxilllately 47,000 acres. 

The subst~l1tive changes between 2060 (Scenario 1) county-by-county allocations outlined in 
the May 11 th report and the analysis described in this report are detailed on the following page 
within Table-I: Revisions to 2060 (Scenario 1) County Growth Allocations. 
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Addendum Staff Report - Land Needs Estimates for Urban Reserves 
June 4, 2009 

Table 1: Revisions to 2060 (Scenario 1) County Growth Allocations 

2060 2060 
(May 11 staff report) (June 3 staff report) 

Low High Low I High 

Clackamas (P) 470,292 (P) 570,206 (P) 616,161 (P) 742,837 
(e) 314,350 (e) 462,047 (e) 259,245 (e) 406,942 

Multnomah (P) 605,641 (P) 734,310 (P) 877,389 (P) 976,306 
(e) 498,971 (e) 733,412 (e) 664,884 (e) 899,325 

Washington (P) 1,154,976 (P) 1,400,352 (P) 989,785 (p) 1,238,075 
(e) 503,751 (e) 740,438 (e) 430,062 (e) 666,749 

Backffound 

Change from 
5/11 Report 
(numbers are 
approxiLllate) 

Pop: + 146,000 
to 172,000 
Emp: -55,000 

Pop: +241,000 
to 271,000 
Emp: +166,000 

Pop: -162,000 
to 165,000 
Emp: -74,000 

At the May 11, 2009 meeting of the Washington County Reserves Coordinating Committee 
(WCRCC), Washington County Staff presented a staff report and recommendation for 
adjustment ofthe Candidate Urban Reserve area. This recommendation was to reduce the 
Candidate Urban Reserve study area from approximately 107,000 acres to roughly 47,000 
acres; a reduction of approximately 60,000 acres. 

Following the presentation of the recommendation and discusslon of the technical analysis 
work, the WCRCC voted to approve the recommended adjustnent to the study area. The 
results ofthis action removed approximately 60,000 acres from further study as potential 
Urban Reserves. Lands remaining withiLl. the adjusted study area for Candidate Urban 
Reserves will subsequently be subjected to a much more detailed technical analysis and may 
be further adjusted based upon findings tied to the criteri~ in the State Planning Rule (OAR 
660-027). 

After the WCRCC meetiJ1g, Wastrington County staff received a number of questions from 
Committee members and the public related to the information in the staff report. Some 
questions focused on growth distribution information incorporated in the technical analysis 
white paper which appeared to be in error. County staff not adsigned to the Reserves process 
were asked to review the rOW-ill distribution model that was used in the development ofthe 
data tables in the May 11 t report Staff's analysis is detailed below. 

Analvsis 
Staff reviewed the· following documents to provide an ful.alysis of the May 11 th staff report 
projections and recommendation: Census data, Portland State University popUlation 
information, ful.d the growill distribution models prepared by Metro and county Reserves 
project staff. Staff determined there were three primary explanations for the errors within the 
original staff report presented to the WCRCC on May 11 th: . 
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Addendum Staff Report - Land Needs Estimates "for Urban Reserves 
June 4,2009 

1) Transposed Data Columns. The historical population data provided to the county by 
Metro included population counts from seven Oregon counties: Multnomah, 
Clackamas, Washington, Yamhill, Columbia, Mfu-ion and Polk. The table also 
included historic population counts for tvvo Washington state counties, Skamania and 
Clark: Skamania and Clark counties (not Marion and Polk counties) are included 
within the 7-county Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA). Wnen data was 
copied from the Metro table into Exhibit 1 of the May 11 th staff report, the population 
counts from Marion and Polk counties were included, rather than the population 
infonnation for Skamania and Clark counties. Correction of this error in Exhibit 1 (see 
Appendix B to this staff report) resulted in an initial undercount of approximately 
48,000 people within the 7-county PMSA. 

2) Updated PopulatiolIl Data. Metro used more recent population data for the 
development of their March 2009 Draft Urban Growth Report, which was released 
after county Reserves project staffbegal1 work on developing Washington County's 
land needs estimates. On May 28 th, as part of this audit and at the request of 
Washington County staff, an updated population table was received from Metro. 
Exhibit 1 of the May 11 th staff report was revised to adjust the 1970, 1980 and 2000 
popUlations for Multnomah County, and the 1980 populations for Clackamas and 
Washington counties. 

The updated population counts showed that Multnomah County's popUlation was 
actually 10,170 people fewer over the sixty year time period from 1940 to 2000, while 
Clackamas and Washington counties posted more modest corrections. Clackamas 
County's 1980 population was adjusted down eight people and Washington County's 
population during the same decade was corrected to reflect 52 additional people. 

3) Incorrect Cell Reference. Tn Exhibit 2 of the May 11th staff report, an incorrect cell 
reference (a formula was copied incorrectly within the spreadsheet) was found in the 
colunms listing 2060 low and high projections for population ai1d employment. The 
overall "Growth Distribution and Land Needs Model" is comprised of a series of 
interrelated data tables (Excel worksheets). This incorrect cell reference was found in 
a cell-based equation designed to convert forecasted future total popUlation and 
employment to population and employment growth increments between the year 2000 " 
base and year 2060 horizon. The combination of updated population data described in 
item 2) above and corrected cell references resulted in a significant increase in the 
popUlation and employment projections in Clackamas and Multnomah courities, while 
the amended population and employment figures in Washington County dropped. 

The corrections made in Ex11ibits 1 a..'1d 2 of the May 11th staffrep01t [included as Appendices 
B and C to this report] resulted in the need to recalculate data shown in the remaining exhibits 
relative to UGB capture rates for the three Metro-area counties. As shown in the revised 
Exhibit 3 tables [Appendix D to this report], the popUlation growth capture rates for 
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties are 16.52%, 12.9% and 32.38%, 
respectively. These growth capture rates differ slightly from the capture rates listed in the 
original Exhibit 3 tables, which were 13.03%, 16.78% and 32.00% for Lhe respective counties. 
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Addendum Staff Report - Land Needs Estimates for Urban Reserves 
June 4, 2009 

More significantly, these corrected growth capture rates estimate how much of the expected 
regional population growth might be accommodated wi thin Washington County. According to 
the May 11 ttl staff report, that number ranged between 1,154,980 and 1,400,350 within 
Washington County in 2060. Based on the recalculations done for this audit, that population 
range has dropped to 989,785 to 1,238,075 people. The employment growth totals in the 
May 11th staff report ranged between 503,751 and 740,438. Based on the recalculations 
completedfor this audit, the employment range has dropped to between 430,062 and 666,749 
jobs. 

Overall Implications of This Audit 
As a result of this analysis, the Washington County 2060 and 2050 Land Needs Estimates 
were changed. Instead of the potential land needs ranging from 46,829 to 85,812 acres (2060 
Scenario) and 36,925 to 69,411 acres (2050 Scenario), staff found that the revised 2060 
Scenario features an es""timated land need ranging between 27,722 and 66,934 acres. The 
revised 2050 Scenario's estimated land needs ranged between 17,734 and 50,411 acres. Based 
upon the revised land needs data, the initial staff recommendation, to reduce the 107,000 acre 
Candidate Urban Reserve area to 47,000 acres, continues to be appropriate. 

The revised land need estimates for 2060 and 2050 are shown in Appendix A as Appendix 
A-I (2060 Scenario) and Appendix A-2 (2050 Scenario). The methodology used to create the 
calculations shown in Appendices A-I and A-2 is described in Appendix A-3. The county 
level population and employment growth allocations shown at the top of Appendices A-I and 
A-2 are derived from historic population and employment trends and related 'shares' of 
growth within the Greater Portland, OR and Vancouver, W A, 7 -County Primary Metropolitan 
StatiSTIcal Area (PMSA). Appendix B shows the historic popUlation data for the 7 -County 
PMSA and includes average annual growth rates, county shares of PM SA growth and relative 
shares of growth allocated within the Metro UGB (UGB capture rates). Appendix C shows the 
results of applying the population and employment' growth capture rates' to the 7 -County 20 
and 50 year Regional population and employment range forecasts. Appendices D-1 through 
D-4 show the relative shares of proj ected growth allocated to the three Metro area counties. 
The compilation of estimated remaining growth capacity for residential and employment land 
within Washington County can be found in the three tables that make up Appendix E. 

Attachment 1 - Technical Analysis: Preliminary Estimates of Long-Term Land Needs 
Appendix A - Land Needs Estimates Calculation Methodology 
Appendix B - Historical Population Data for the 7-County PMSA 
Appendix C - PoplEmp Growth Allocations for the 3-County Region 
Appendix D - Population Growth Al1ocation~ by County (4 tables) 
Appendix E - La-nd Capacity Estimates (3 tables) 

RESERVES-PLANNINGIGRO WTH_ANALYSJSlGROWTH-ANALYSIS-UPDATES_MA Y-291060309 _Audit1060409 _PlngDir! _Addendum _ Report.doc 
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URBAN AND RURAL RESERVES 
TECHNICAL ANALYSIS: 

June 4, 2009 

'PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES OF LONG-TERM LAND NEEDS' 

F.ollowing the passage.ofSenate BilllOll in 2007 and the subsequent LCDC adoption of 
implementing rules under this Bill (OAR 660-027) in 2008, Metro and its three counties have 
been engaged in a collaborative process designed to establish Urban and Rural Reserves 
around the Portland Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). 

OAR 660-027-0040 (2) requires that Urban Reserves be " ... planned to accommodate 
estimated urban population and employment growth in the Metro area for at least 20 years and 
not more than 30 years, beyond the most recent inventory, determination and analysis 
performed under ORS 197.296" (generally, the analysis Metro incorporates in the "Urban 
Growth Report"; a document designed to demonstrate that the Metro UGB will continue to 
meet the requirements for a 20 year land supply). 

The first key step in determining whether Urban Reserves could accommodate 20 to 30 years 
of growth is the development of a long-range population and employment forecast outlining 
the likely range of growth expected within the Metro area out to the year 2060. On March 
16th, 2009 Metro issued "20 and 50 year Regional population and employment range 
forecasts". These forecasts indicate that by the year 2060, the 7-County Portland, Beaverton, 
Vancouver (Oregon, Washington) Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA) is expected 
to have a total population of between 3,609,300 and 4,376,100 people and total employment 
ranging between 1,648AOO and 2,422,900 jobs .. 

Since the Ur~an reserves planning process this region is currently engaged in only applies to 
the Portland Metro UGB, it becomes necessary to detennine the general share of the forecast 
7 -county growth thfl.t is likely to be attracted to the three counties within Metro and, more 
specifically, t'CI the urban area of these three counties within the current and future DGB. 

The attached Appendices have been developed to show historic growth trends in the 7-County 
PMSA As shown in these Appendices, historic growth trends are utilized to project fhtlli-e 
growth trends for each of the seven counties in the PMSA County growth trends are then 
utilized to determine future growth shares for the Portland Metro area cOlllties (capture rates). 
These shares are then applied to the regional growth forecast to estimate future population and 
employment growth by county. A final set of tables is utilized to show potent;iallong-term 
iand needs in VI ashington COUllrj based upon a series of growt.h assurnptions (including 
average household sizes, housing vacancy rates and average housing and employment 
densities). Following is a list of these Appendices together with a general description of their 
respective content. 
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Appendix A - Washington County 2060 & 2050 Land Needs Estimates 
Based on the Residential Capture Rate out1i.11ed in Metro's 2009 'residential' Urban Growth 
Report (UGR) and Employment Growth Trends 1970 to 2000, the infonnation in Appendices 
A-I and A-2 show the general steps utilized in estimating land needs for Urban Reserves in 
Washington County. The assumed population and employment growth distributions utilized 
in this analysis are shown in Appendix D. In order to reflect the time period within which 
Urban Reserves must accommodate forecast growth, these tables include forecast land needs 
estimates to both 2060 and 2050. These tables rely upon the county level allocations of 
Metro's '"20 and 50 year Regional Population and Employment range Forecasts" (1vfarch 2009 
draft) as shown in Appendices C and D. FollowiJ.""1g is a description of Appendices A-I and A-
2:1 (Note that each of these tables includes line references - Appendix A-3 provides 
descriptions for each of the referenced line items in these tables). 

a) Appendix A-l (Scenario 1): Scenario 1 provides land needs estimates for 
forecast growth between 2007 and 2060. This scenario assumes average 
housing densities of 10 dwelling units per net buildable acre and average 
employment densities of20 jobs per net buildable acre; 

b) Appendix A-2 (Scenario 2): Scena.l;o 2 provides land needs estimates for 
forecast growth between 2007 and 2050. As in scenario 1, this scenario 
assumes average housing densities of 10 dwelliJ.""1g units per net buildable acre 
and average employment densities of20 jobs per net buildable acre. 

Scenarios 1 lli""1d 2 include land needs estimates that are based (in part) upon a 
generalized methodology adapted from the Metro Urban Growth Report2• Following is 
a list of the assumptions incorporated in the Washington County analysis: 

o Average household size (2.5); 
o Average housing vacancy rates (historic average of all housing types) = (4%); 
o Overall average housing densities assumed to be achievable long-tenn: 10 

dwelling units per acre); 
o Overall average employment densities assumed to be achievable long-tern1: 

(20 jobs per acre); 
o An asswned average of 47 percent overhead for residential lands to address 

reductions resulting from: 
Non-buildable la.l1ds (floodplains, wetlands, environ..'1lentally sensitive 
areas protected by local codes, etc.); 
Land needed for Schools, Parks, Churches and other fraternal 
organizations; 
Land for public facilities (including road right-of-ways, trails and bike 
and pedestrilli""1 facilities, power line easements, power sub-stations, 

1 A key factor in each of these tables is the assumed average housing and employment densities. There is a direct 
(1: 1) relationship between assumed density within an Urban Reserve and resulting land needs proj ections. 
2 The Metro Urban Growth Report is a technical document designed to address State requirements applicable to 
the Portland Metro area U IbaIl Growth BOliD.clary. 
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water and sewer treatment and distribution facilities; storm-water 
management facilities; fire stations, etc.; 
Parks & open space, public plazas; 
Other lands not accommodating dwelling units (e. g. parking lots or 
structures not owned by or associated with private businesses 
including public transit facilities). 

o An assumed average of 40 percent overhead for employment lands to address 
reductions resulting from most of those listed above for residential lands. The 
primary difference for employment lands (~7%) results from lower 
requirements for road right-of-ways and land uses that typically occUJ.: more 
frequently within residential lands (e.g. schools, parks & churches). 

Appen dix A-3 provides general descriptions of each of the line items in Appendix A-I and 
A-2 of the June 2, 2009 staff report and describes the basic methodology utilized in estimating 
land needs based upon the assumed housing and employment densities. 

Appendix B - Historic Population Growth in the 7-Connty, Oregon / Washin2ion PMSA 
This table shows historic popUlation and related grow'"ili trends for the seven county PMSA by 
county between 1940 and 2000. This table includes estimates of historic popUlation growth by 
county, average annual growth rates by county, county shares oftotal PMSA growth and 
average shares of7-county growth attributed to the three Metro area counties as well as shares 
within the Metro UGB (UGB growth capture rate). 

Appendix C - Preliminary Growth AHlocations - 2060 and 2050 
This table shows a scenario-based distribution ofprojected popUlation and employment from 
the ch-aft Metro forecast released in March 2009. This scenario distributes projected 2060 
popUlation and employment to each ofllie three Metro counties. The key assumptions ill this 
scenano are: 

a) 

b) 

Future distribution of population growth will be based upon the trends 
established beiween 1980 and 2000 - a 20 year period marked by a wide 
variance in growth trends from the very low growth of the recessionary period 
of the early 1980's to the very high growth of the 1990's. 

Future distribution of employment growth will be based upon historic shares of 
employment growth between 1970 and 2000. Since employment growth is far 
more sensitive to local economic conditions, fluctuations within short tenn 
business cycles are tempered by including a broader time period from which to 
derive county shares of growth. Note that (when compared with the 1980 to 
2000 time period) higher shares of employment are captured by Clackamas and 
Multnomah counties as a result of including the 1970's decade in the trends 
analysis. 
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The relative shares of growth shown in the far right colulThl ofthis table are based upon these 
key scenario asswnptions. For comparative purposes, this table also includes county 
population and employment estimates for the year 2000, annual growth by county, total 
growth between 2000 and 2060 and 2060 forecast midpoints. 

Appendix D - Population Growth Allocations by County (2060 and 2050) , 
There are a total of 4 tables in Appendix D. The first two show county and Metro UGB shares 
of the 7-county region for popUlation and employment, respectively to the year 2060. The 
second two tables show county ru'ld Metro UGB shares of the 7 -county region for population 
·and employment, respectively to the year 2050. The upper portion of Appendices D-l and D-
3 are based upon the popUlation estimates and growth trends reflected in Appendix B. 

Utilizing historic county growth shares, this top section of the Appendix D tables shows 
relative percentages of historic growth that have been attracted to each of the three Metro area 
counties. The tables in Appendices D-l and D-3 also show the relative shares of historic 
popUlation growth in these three counties that has located within the Metro UGB - these 
percentages are, in turn, utilized in determining relative county shares of future growth to be 
utilized in estimating 10ng-telTIlland needs for Urban Reserves. The percentage of 7 -county 
growth utilized in the "Land Needs Estimates (Scenarios 1 and 2)" are shown in this 
appendix. 

Appendix E - Washin!!ton Coum.ty Buildable Lands Capacity Estimates 
Appendices A-I, A-2 and A-3 show estimated growth capacity within the Washington County 
portion of the Metro UGB. These estimates were recently developed (winter 2008-2009) 
through a cooperative effort by Washington County and its cities. These estimates are based 
on a detailed review of the potential tax lot level development capacity within urban 
Washington County. These estimates include lands having remaining vacant land areas 
included in the Metro 2007 Vacant Lands Analysis, lands having vacant buildable areas 
which fall below the Metro 1i acre w.reshold for vacant lands (Infill), together with modeled 
estimates of potential redevelopment capacity. These estimates rely upon local regulatory 
standards in determining final buildable land area and related capacities. As sho·wn in the 3 
tables of Appendix E, the preliminary estimates of remaining capacity for dwelling units 'and 
jobs in Washington County include: 

Appendix: E-l: 
a) Based upon the 2007 Metro vacant lands inventory, Washington County has 

approximately 9,242 acres of net buildable 'Vacant' land area. 
b) Estimated housing capacity on remaining vacapt lands is approximately 42,763 

dwelling units. (l'..j"ote: these estimates include preliminary estimates for 
approximately 640 acres of net buildable land area in the urban plarming areas of 
N orill Bethany at"'1d West Bull Mountah1.). 

c) Estimated employment capacity on remaining vacant lands is approximately 
79,197 jobs. 
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Appendix E-2: 
d) Infil1 Capacity: an estimated 5,888 dwelling units on approxLm.ately 1,174 acres of 

. lands below the 0.5 acre threshold for vacant residential land; (Note: Due to the lot 
size limitations of the infil1 analysis, in:fi.11 has not been applied to non-residential 
lands. Other potential jobs capacities beyond those identified for vacant and 
redeveloped lands should be analyzed and incorporated into :final estimates. An 
example of such estimates would includfl backfilling of space within existing 
structures [filling currently underutilized or vacant portions of existing buildings]. 

Appendix E-3: 
e) Residential Redeve!opmen-f capacity for housing has been estimated at 

approximately 16,193 housing units on land estimated as likely to 'Redevelop' 
within the next 20 years. These estimates are based upon a minimum land to 
improvement value threshold of 1.20 and are tied to general land use (zoning) 
designation. (Example: a currently developed site has an appraised real market 
value (RMV) on the land of $120,000 and an RMV on the improvements of 
$100,000: $120,000 divided by $100,000 = 1.20. Carrying this example to a 
redevelopment capacity estimate, assuming that the zoned minimum density on 
800 acres of the identified residential redevelopment sites would be 9 units per 
acre we would get a residential redevelopment capacity on these lands of 800 ac. X 
9 = 7,200 units). 

f) Non-Residential RedeveJopmen-f capacity for employment has been estimated at 
approximately 34,280 jobs on lands zoned for non-residential uses. This estimate 
is based upon a minimum land to improvement value threshold of 1.20 and an 
assumed average employment density of 20 jobs per acre. 

In summary, the total remaining housing capacity within. urban Washington County as of 
March 2009 is .approximately 64,844 dwelling units while total remaining employment 
capacity is approximately 113,477 jobs. 

RESER VES-PLANNlNGIGROWTH _ ANALYS/SIGROWTH-ANALYSIS--UPDATES _ MAY-291060309 _AwiitlA/lnchmentl.doc 

] Redevelopment is generally a function of market demand. Within any given market area, if demand for a real 
estate product is high enough and the overall costs of site development allow for the creation of a profitable 
product, then redevelopment is likely to occur. The general exception to this would be government or 'publicly' 
funded redevelopment (i.e. Urban Renewal). The estimates of potential redevelopment capacity descnbed in this 
report are based upon market conditions in unin.corporated areas of Washington County over the course of the 
past ten years (1998-2008). Changes in market conditions will affect the potential for redevelopment and. in turn, 
the likely number of dwelling units andlor jobs that might be accommodated through redevelopment. 
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(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

DRAFT 
06/02109 

APPENDIX A-1 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 2060 LAND NEEDS ESTIMATES 
'ScenariQ - l' : METRO 2009 UGR Distribution - 2060 

"'"Residential Land Demand'" 
-LOW- - HIGH-

199,143-

Remaining Capacity w/in UGB 

432 

(6) (dwellin units): 64,844 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11 ) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(15) 

"Non-Residential Land Demand"" 
-LOW- - HIGH-

Net Demand for employment space 
(16) . UGB Can1:lCl1v 

(17) 

(18) 
(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

,13,264 

106 

ESTl!lfArED I OTALI 4.ND NEEDS (Gross Acres); 

NOTES: 
See Appendix A3 for methodology and sources 

File: 060309_AuditiAppendfxA 1_A2.xls 
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-LOW-

2717221 
MIDPOINT: 47,328 
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(1) 

(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) . 

(7) 
(8) 
(9) 

(11 ) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(15) 

(16) 

(17) 

(18) 
(19) 

DRAFT 
06102/09 

APPENDIX A-2 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 2050 LAND NEEDS ESTIMATES 
'Scenario - 2' : METRO 2009 UGR - Distribution - 2050 

*Residential Land Demand* 
-LOW-

161,398 

1 18 

"kHan-Residential Land Demand* 
-LOW-

247 

64,844 

(20) Reserve lands: -483 15,953 

(21) 

ESTiMATED TOTAL LAND NEEDS (Gross Acres}; 

NOTES: 
See Appendix A3 for methodology and sources 

Ale: 060309_AuditiAppeodfxA 1_A2.xls 
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APPENDIX A-3 

CALCULATION METHODOLOGY: LAND NEEDS ESTIMATES FOR 
HOUSING & EMPLOYMENT: 

1. Residential Land Needs: 
a) Population Forecast: Washington County's share of the Metro 7-county PMSA ranged 

LINE (1) forecast population growth to 2060. This share is based upon growth trends established 
between 1980 and 2000. For the year 2050, the Washington County share reflects a ten 
year reduction of the projected average annual growth bebNeen 2000 and 2060. 

b) Converting forecast population to households: :~!.<:". 
LINE (2) II Estimated 2007 total population in Washington GO'U£lli::Source: Center for 

Population Research, Portland State University. _:.~;;;,~ 
LINE (3) II Subtracting estimated 2007 population (line 221f[iii~1f1k~~2060 forecast (line 1) 

yields population growth projections from 2Qffi~r6 206:l'lf§:;_ 
LINE (4) .. Washington County forecast population J1E.Q,vlfth (from Iin:g~~givided by the 

estimated average household size (2.9i1¥lelds a projected-'I11m.§.eho1d demand. 
(The 2000 Census indicates averag,~~f;i9'(fsehold sizes in Was'fYiBglon County 
were aDproximately 2.61. Recentffm:a~"projected demographic tr~fiS· indicate that 
averag~ household sizes will decreg~e> in the futiil&~~. ~~;,-

LINE (5) Applying estimated long-term residen.t@T~yaQqiiG:fiate of 4% (derived from Metro 
Draft Residential Urban Growth Reporf~d0§1ryields a projected total housing 
unit demand_ 2==-- "':~-::: . 

LINE (6) 1m Estimated remaining ho'Y:§i~~Q~city withil1-:;Q"'fhan Washington County = 64,844 
dwelling units. This estima~is -aas~&fJPon 20011~aQd use designations (zoning) 
and includes estimates fortefllaining-:,v.aeaat land~mifill opportunities and 
redevelopm~!;,§ource: Wasfil!}gtQ~15afa,¥13BfJ1Qt. of Land-Use and 
Transporj;§:i!m.n~~g~J..lary 20@~ 7:.:-;;7 ''-'~-c.? 

LINE (7) 1i! Subtrae~stimateaemainin~elling unit capacity within the 2007 UGB from 
proj~&1~-tbtaJ demail~yields a n~t-iemaining housing demand. 

~.;:~ ..::~-. ~==... 
~~ ... ~ ~~ . ....,.., ...... 

c) Converting housin~ait del1~f~tltlat£i~TI('bneeds: :-=-
LINE (8) ·,;As.sLlmed fj~§lBg"fcfensTtY Ii);:SGe8,gr-io's 1 & 2 = 10 units per net buildable acre 1• 

LINE (9) _, -~?Z:;;;:, -Jhe 'N%~ousiiig Unit Demand range from line 7 by the Average Housing 
-= Unit ,~-., in Iff;[Eil§.yields estimated net acres required to accommodate 

-~ remaini . __ :_ sing"hl.Jiitdemand. 
LINE (10) S--~.. The estima1sQ2,net to-'§ffofiss land area conversion factor for residential lands is 

. -2_-= 1.8868. Thisli~imate is based upon a combination of historic development 
-- -i.~' trends in Wasi.1~gton County, Metro estimates of net to gross ratios developed 

~E;;[emainin~]cj\ldable lands inside of the current UGB, recent estimates 
d~Q,pe9if@"'];'1foncept plans for the North Bethany and V\i~st Bull-Mountain 
pia '~as together with an assumption that future land uses will morel 
eTIlCle . ilize all buildable lands2• 

LINE (11) .. Applying the residential net to gross factor in line 10 to the required net acreage 
estimates in line 9 yields a gross residential land area demand range. 

1 Metro's Regional Functional Plan requires that new lands added to the UGB be planned to achieve a 
minimum average density of 10 units per acre. Potential Net Housing density is a key variable in 
determining total (gross) land needs. 
2 The 'net to gross' factor is designed to address all non-butldab!e lands and other land needs beyond 
those accommodating new housing or businesses. These lands incfude: floodplains, steep slopes, pubfic 
right-of-ways, easements, parks, open space, schools, places of worship, fraternal organizations, etc. 

14 
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2. Non-Residential Land Needs: 
a) Converting net demand for employment space to land needs: 

LINE (12) 

LINE (J3) 

LINE (14) 

LINE (15) 

LINE (16) 

LINE (17) 

LINE (18) 

LINE (19) 

• Employment Forecast: Washington County's share of the Metro 7 -county PMSA 
ranged forecast employment grmllfi:h to 2060. This share is based upon growth 
trends established betvveen 1980 and 2000. For the year 2050, the Washington 
County share reflects a ten year reduction of the projected average annual 
growth between 2000 and 2060. 

• Estimated 2007 total employment in Washington County: 288,000 jobs. Source: 
U.S. Dept. of Commerce - Bureau of Economfc Anal~§FU.S. Dept. of Labor
Bureau of Labor Statistics and Metro Data Resour..~~nter. 

• Subtracting 2007 employment (line 13) from the:ii3.Baforecast yields ranged 
employment growth projections from 2007 to~:[~0~ .. ~~ 

• Estimated remaining employment capacity_wltnln urba~.:ashington County = 
113,477 jobs. This estimate is based up-~:~-O09 land use":~jgnations (zoning) 
and includes estimates for remain[ng.:~ll2f~ant lands, innll OPPDEJ1!Dities and 
redevelopment. Source: Washingtgrr.:~ounty Dept. of Land-U~~.d 
Transportation - February 2009.· .. ' ,:_. ~ . ~ __ 

.. Subtracting estimated remaining em.QI~ymentJ~,;;is'p-?~ity within the 20@'T 
Washington County UGB (line 15) from~EDJpjfeirtotal projected employment 
growth (line 14) yields 3£emaining neta;~~(f for space to accommodate 
projected new jobs. ~:;;.,:::... .. .: .. ~. 

II Assumed employment d&'l1§lfY~~Enario's ~= 20 jobs per net buildable 
acre. ~.:::. . -~~~~ ~.:=-

" Dividing the projected jobs §~wth ralJgg{~p§ asst;Imed average employment 
density of 2.@.as~1oyees perll[Rtqp~lekfs~8::e~timated demand for a range of 
net buildaobll?-acr~accomma:cl~B"'the projeCted new jobs. 

E The e.sjliBE!i:ed net to~oss lan~$a conversion factor for non-residential lands 
is 1 :£1»61. This estin!~.~ is based~iffJ2n a combination of historic development 
trendsiB;,v.{ashin·· ~J~C~I1JJJY, MetrfL'"9i>timates of net to gross ratios developed 
for remamffii§"buf . .-ad~ljside"Qnhe current UGB, recent estimates 

_~~pedtGlir:~ncept plans-'fof::t1f€North Bethany and West Bull-Mountain 
- ...... , .. p. -- ."area~?therwith an assumption that future land uses will more 

-:'":~ efficien~ ;y'.:3ltiIize al1~uildable lands3 . 

LlNE (20) .. Applying tEie:'..:emploYll.®t net to gross factor in line 19 to the estimated demand 
-==~ for net build'2m.w. acre~1tne18) yields ranged demand estimates for gross non-
~ res[dentla'lla~ .. ~rea. . 

- -.. -. 
3. TotallanCP~r!!f£~gmmary: 

LINE (21) 

--.--
• Line 2t=S:fiow,s summarized land needs for an land uses necessary to 

accommodate the forecast population and employment growth that cannot be 
accommodated by the estimated capacity of lands within the current UGB. 

File: 060309.-AuditlAppendfxA3.doc 

3 The 'net to gross' factor is designed to address all non-buildable lands and other land needs beyond 
those accommodating new housing or businesses. For employment areas, these lands include: 
floodplains, steep slopes, public right-of-ways, easements, etc. The net to gross multiplier is lower for 
Employment areas since new jobs are not assumed to generate demand for parks, schools, places of 
worship or fraternal organizations. 
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DRAFT HISTORIC POPULATION GROWTH: APPENDlXB 

7-COUNTY PORTLAND, OR, VANCOUVER WA, PMSA 

--------7-County, Oregon, Washington PMSA -------

Multnomah Clackamas Washington Columbia Yamhill Clark Skamania 

1940 355,099 57,130 39,194 20,971 26,336 49,852 4,633 
1950 471,537 86,716 61,269 22,967 33,484 85,307 4,788 
1960 522,813 113,038 92,237 22,379 32,748 93,809 5,207 
1970 554,668 166,OB8 157,920 2B,790 40,213 12B,454 5,845 
1980 562,647 241,911 245,860 35,646 55,332 192,227 7,919 
1990 583,887 27B,850 311,554 37,557 65,551 238,053 8,289 
2000 660,486 338,391 445,342 43,560 84,992 345,238 9,872 

GROWTH: 
1940-2000 30S,387 281,261 406,148 22,589 58,656 295,386 5,239 

------- Growth by Decade ----

1940-50 116,438 29,5B6 22,075 1,996 7,148 35,455 155 
1950-60 51,276 26,322 30,968 -588 -736 B,502 419 
1960-70 31,855 53,050 65,683 6,411 7,465 34,645 638 
1970-80 7,979 75,823 87,940 6,856 15,119 63,773 2,074 
1980-90 21,240 36,939 65,694 1,911 10,219 45.826 370 

1990-2000 76,599 59,541 133,788 6,003 19,441 107.185 1,583 
Average: 50,898 46,877 67,691 3,765 9,776 49,231 873 

------ Average Annual Growth by Decade .------
1940-50 11,644 2,959 2,208 200 715 3,546 16 
1950-60 5,128 2,632 3,097 -59 -74 850 42 
1960-70 3,186 5,305 6,568 641 747 3,465 64 
1970-80 798 7,582 8,794 686 1,512 6,377 207 
1980-90 2,124 3,694 6,569 191 1,022 4,583 37 

1990-2000 7,660 5,954 13,379 600 1,944 10,719 158 

50 Yr. Avg.: 
(annual) 5,090 4,588 15.169 376 978 4,923 87 

-------- CaUNTI' SHARES OF PMSA GROWTH----
1940-50. 54.7% 13.9% 10.4% 0.9% 3.4% 16.7% 0.1% 
1950-60 44.1% 22.7% 26.7% -0.5% -0.6% 7.3% 0.4% 
1960-70 15.9% 26.6% 32.9% 3.2% 3.7% 17.3% 0.3% 
1970-80 3.1% 29.2% 33.9% 2.6% 5.8% 24.6% 0.80/0' 
1980-90 11.7% 20.3% 36.1% 1.0% 5.6% '25.2% . 02% 

1990-2000 19.0% 14.7% 33.1% 1.5% 4.8% 26.5% 0.4% 

5.Iil Yr. Avgr.; 2.4 75% 2.1 22% 2883Pk - 147% 378% . 1959% . 036% 

Average: 
195IJ..2000 12.41Ofo 22.69% 33.98% 3 - COUNTY TOTAL: 
Average: 
1970-2000 11.23% 21.41% 34.35% 3 - COUNTY TOTAL: 

. Average: ~ 

1980-2000 15,31% 17.50'% 34.58% 3 - COUNTY TOTAL:, 

.. L4 in 1. ~!M! __ " .... e *' •• &32 &.11. YAPS 
UGB POPULATiON & PERCENTOF7-COUNTY: 

7-County (PMSA) Population: 

UG8 POPULA TION: 

UGB Percent of PMSA 

1980 
1,341,542 

948,884 

70.73% 

UG8-Growth-'80-2000: 362.398 (1.311,282-948,884=362,398) 

2000 
1,927.881 

1,311.282 

58.02% 

7-County-Growth '80-2000: 586,339 (1.927,881-1,341,542=586,339) 

UGB-Capfure-Rafe: 61.81% (362,398/586.339=.6181) 

NOTES: . 
1} Source Data: Metro Data Resource Center; March 2009 

TOTALS: 

553,215 
766,068 
882,231 

1,081,978 
1,341,542 
1,523,741 
1,927,881 

1,374,666 

212,853 
116,163 
199,747 
259,564 
182.199 
404.140 
229,111 

21,285 
11.616 
19.975 
25,956 
18,220 
40,414 

22,911 

Growth per 
year 

3.3% 
1.4% 
2.1% 
2.2% 
1.3% 
2.4% 

2..10% 

69.08% 

66.98% 

67.39% 

2) Growth estimates tables developed by Wash. Co. Dept. of Land-Use and TransporL8.tiol1 - Planning Division 

June 2009 
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Pop. 

Employ. 

Pop. 

Employ. 

Pop. 

Employ. 

/"~ ~~. 

APPEl 
DRAFT: June 20(J;,j 

POPULATION & EMPLOYMENT GROWTH ALLOCATIONS 

2060 TOTALS: 

CLACKAMAS 
Low ! Higl1 

616,161 I 742,837 

259,245 i 406,942 
! 
i 

MULTNOMAH 
877,389 976,306 

664,884 899,325 

3 .. COUNTY PORTLAND METRO REGION 
'cou NTY D,IS.tr:f.I'I'~W:~IQN·QF"JVleTRCHt060'" p;~,ffl.~~A$r' UPDATE': (JWI19' 2P099 

.. Population growth distribution based upon County Shares 01 historic growth 1980·2000 
, .. 'Employment growth distribution based upon County Shares of Ilistorlc Employment growth 1970·2000 

2050 TOTALS: 2000 Annual GROWTI-I: 2060 RANGE 
TOTALS: Growth 2000·2060 MIDPOINTS 

CLACKAMAS 
Low High 

569,869 675,432 338,391 5,685 
237,787 360,865 130,490 3,377 

MULTNOMAH 
841,241 I 923,672 660,466 4,439 
630,824 ! 826,187 460,510 5,360 

I 

341,108 
202,603 

266,362 
321,595 

679,499 
333,093 

926,848 
782,105 

WASHINGTON WASHINGTON 

UGB Pel'cent of 7-
County Total: 

[Growth Capture Rates] 

16.52% 

19.07% 

12.90% 

30.27% 

32.38% 989,785 I 1,238,075 899,051 1,105,959 445,342 11,143 668,588 1,113,930 
430,062 I 666,74'; 395,676 592,910 223,730 .5,411 324,676 548,406 30.56% 

a-COUNTY TOTALS: a-COUNTY TOTALS: 3-COUNTY TOTALS 3-COUNTYTOTALS: 
Pop. 2,483,336 2,957,218 2,310,161 2,705,063 1,444,219 21,268 1,276,058 2,720,277 Pop. 61.80% 

Employ. 1,354,191 1,973,016 1,264,287 "1,779,962 814,730 14,148 848,874 1,663,604 Employ. 79.90% 

cae: 

~~ 
Source: 
- Metro Data Resource Center 
• Washington County, Dept. of Land Use and Transportation - Planning Division. 

File: O/J0309_AudiIlAppendlxC_O.xls 17 
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APPENDIX 0-1 
Draft - June 2009 

POPULATION GROWTH ALLOCATIONS .. 2060 

BASED ON REGIONAL FORECAST - MARCH 2009 

2000 Population 

1,927,881 

7 COUNTY 
2060-LOW 2060-HIGH 

COUNTY GRO\lVTH SHARES 1 - (based on historic total county growth shares 1970 to 2(00) 

CLACKAMAS: 21.41% 359,992 524,164 

MULTNOMAH: 11.23% 188,823 274,935 

WASHINGTOf..J: 34.35% 577,567 840,963 

COUNTY SHARES - (based on historic UGB Capture Rates: 1980 to 2(00) 

GLAGI"..AMAS : 16.52% 

MUlTNOMAH: 12.90% 

WASHINGTON: 32.38% 

To:ll:ai.3 County UGH Share of PAIISA Growth: 61.80% 

Population GrDvllth w/in UGB 1980-2000: 

7 COUNTY GROWTH 1980 - 2000: 

NTY SHARES OF UGB GROWTH 1980-2000: 

CLACKAMAS 

MULTNOMAH 

WASHINGTON 

Data Sources: Metro' and Oregon E[fiployment Division 

277,770 

216,903 

544,443 

Growth 
1980-20[lO: % of 3 

362,398. 

586,339 

96,890 

75,634 

189 

1) Growth trends and related county shares for the i 980 to 2000 time period. 

18 

404,446 

315,820 

792,733 

26.74% 

20.87% 

52.39% 

100.00% 

61.81%. 



APPENDIX D~2 
Draft - June 2009 

EMPLOY'MENT GROWTH ALLOCATIONS .. 206'0 

BASED N REGiONAL FORECAST - MARCH 2009 

200Q Employment-

973,230 

7 COUNTY 
2060-LOW 2060-HIGH 

1 <"',","I",~.,.., 

675,170 1,449,670 

COUNTY GROWTH SHARES2 ~ (based on historic [otal county growth shares 1970 to 2000) 

CLACKAMAS: 19.1)7"'/0 128,755 276,452 

MULTNOMAH: 30.27% 204,374 438,815 

WASHINGTON = . 30.55% 206,332 443,019 

Fife: 

Data Sources: Metro and Oregon Employment DivisIon 

1) Source: Metro 20 and 50 year Regional Population and Employment Range Forecasts - March 2009 Draft. 

2) Growth trends and related county shares for the 1970 to 2000 time period. 
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APPENDIX D-3 
Draft - June 2009 

POPULATION GROWTH ALLOCATIONS - 2050 

BASED ON REGIONAL FORECAST - MARCH 2009 

2000 PQPulatiQn 

1,927,831 

ANNUAL 

7 COUNTY 
2050-HiGH 

COUNTY GROWTH SHARES - (based Qill histOlric tOltal county growth shares 1970 tD 2000) 

CLACKAMAS: 21.41% 299,997 436,807 

fJilUl TNOMAH: 11.23% 157,355 229,114 

WASHHNlGTON: 34.35% 481,312 700,809 

".AJ>,nn.-" Share-of PMSA, GrQwth: 66.99'% 

I( COUNTY GROWTH! SHARES 1 - (based Oln histOlric total cQunty grOlwth shares 1980 tOl 2000) ( 

TQtal3 

CLACKAMAS: 16.52% 

MULTNOMAH: 12.90% 

WASHINGTON: 32.38% 

UGB Share Qf PMSA Growth: 61.80% 

Population Growth wlin UGB 198(}-2000: 

7 COUNTY GROWTH 1980 - 2000: 

COUNTY SHARES OF UGB GROWTH 1980-2000: 

File: 060309_AuoITifW,Oefl'GiX( O.xls 

CLACKAMAS 

MULTNOMAH 

WASHINGTON 

Data Sources: Metro and Oregon Employment Division 

231,478 337,041 

180,755 263,186 

453,709 660,617 

Growth 
1980-2000: % Qf 3 co 

362,398 

586 

"11 nnn 
<10,0<1U 

75,634 

189,874 

20.87% 

52.39% 

100.00% 

1) Growth trends and related county shares for the 1980 to 2000 time period. Exhibit / 
Page~ 
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APPENDIX D-4 
Draft - June 2009 

EMPLOY-MENT GROWTH ALLOCATIONS - 2050 

REGIONAL FORt=CAST - MARCH 2009 

2000 Emp!oyment-

973,230 

7 COUNTY 

COUNTY GROWTH SHARES2. - (barsed on historic total county growth shares 1970 to 2[])([W) 

CLACKAMAS: 19.07% 107,297 230,375 

MULTNOMAH: 30.27"/0 170,314 365,677 

WASHINGTON: 30.55% 171,946 369,180 

Data Sources: Metro and Dregon Employment Division 

1) Source: Metro 20 and 50 year Regional Population and Employment Range Forecasts - March 2009 Draft 

2) Grovvth trends and related county shares for the 1980 to 2000 time period. 
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DRAFT APPENDIX E- I 

WASHINGTON COUNtTY 

TABLE 'AI: VACANT LANDS CAPACITY ESTIMATE.S -Update: May 2009 

Total Net Buildablle Acres Total Dwelling Units Capacity 

Beaverton 269 Beaverton 2,658 

"0"' CorneUm; 153 Cornelius 205 
1Il~ Dmham 22 Durham 357 

~ forest Grov~~ 784 forest Grove 4,547 

Hilisbolw 2,022 Hillsboro 3,763 

King City 5,0 King City 480 

Portland 5 Portland 0 

Sherwood 598 Sherwood 1,254 

Tigard 475 Tigard 3,966 

Tuala1tin 1,053 Tualatin 1,256 

Washington Co. (Unincorp.) 3,760 Washington Co. (Unincorp.) 24,276 

Wilsonville 53 Wilsonville 0 

-
COUNTY TOTALS: 9,242 

I 
42,763 

-
NOTES: 

1) Source: Washington County.· Dept. of Land-Use and Transportation and Washington County Cities 

2) Basis of data: City and County review and updates of Metro 2007 Vacant Lands Analysis. 

3) ReView and analysis was not requested for the vacant lands area within the city of Portland. 

4) All estima,tes are based upon local regulatory frameworl\ in effect at the time of this analysis; each jurisdiction 

developed parcel level estimates of remaining buildable land area and resulting housing and jobs capacities. 

I 

5) All estimates have been rounded to the nearest full unit - totals will reflect rounding of individual estimates +/- 'I unit. 

File: 060309_AuditiAppendixE'l.x/s 22 

Total Jobs Capacity 

Beaverton 

Cornelius 

Durham 

Forest Grove 

Hillsboro 

King City 

Portland 

Sherwood 

Tigard 

Tualatin 

Washington Co. (Unincorp.) 

Wilsonville 

4,555 

2,705 

51 

7,333 

23,665 

25 

0 

12,800 

4,014 

12,339 

'\ 'I ,'126 

583 

79,197 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY 

TABLE 'B': INFILL CAPACITY ESTIMATES - March 2009 

-
Jurisdiction 

Number of 
Gross Acres Net Acres* 

Lots 

Belaverton 180 '177 "174 

Cornelius 12 '12 "12 

Durham 4 5 5 

Fonest Grove 44 38 38 

Hillsboro '130 130 129 

King City 6 6 6 

PtOitland 9 8 8 

Slllerwood 15 18 '18 

Tigard 20" '195 194 

Tualatin 32 32 3"1 

Washington Co. (unincorp.) 597 563 560 
-

County-wide TOTALS 1,230 1,184 1,174 
~ 

NOTES: 
1) Sourc8': Washington County Dept. of Land-Use and Transportation - Planning Division 
2) Modeled estimates developed by Washington County - these estimates are based upon Regional 

zoning for cities and county Plan designations for unincorporated Wash. Co. 
*Land areas located witllin floodplains and steep slopes >20% removed from gross lot area 
'''Estimates based upon Regional Zoning and County Plan designations 

File: 060309_AucJitiAppendixE2,xls 23 

Dwelling Unit 
Capacity"'''' 

972 

46 

9 

308 

1,284 

23 

5'1 

86 

'1,102 

130 

1,877 

5,888 

i 
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APPENDI. l . 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 

TABLE. Ie': REDEVELOPMENT CAPACITY ESTIM:AT::e;S-~~arch2oo9 ----I - . 

Jurisdiction Number of Lots Net Acres * 
Total Dwelling Unit 

! 

.' 

Washington Co. (All Urban): 6,443 2,967 --
'County-wide~ TOTALS 6,443 2,967 

NOTES: 
.. . ... 

1) Source: Washington County ~ Dept. of Land-Use and Transportation and Washington County Cities 
2) Modeled redevelopment based upon land to improvement value threshold of 1.2/1 

(Assumes properties with land values >1 :: 120% of improvement values are Iil~ely to redevelop). 
*Land areas located within floodplains and slopes >20% were removed from gross lot area 
**Estimates based upon Regional Zoning and County Plan deSignations 

File: 060309_AudltiAppendlxE3.xls 24 

Capacity** 

16,193 

16,193 

, 

Total Jobs Capaci\y** 

34,280 

34,280 

I 
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( APPENDIXF: 

In March 2009, the Washington Cmmty Urban and Rural Reserves Coordinating Committee 
identified approximately 107,000 acres of Urban Reserve Candidate Areas. This identification 
was based upon three fundamental sources of information: 

1) A mapped GIS Suitability Analysis which applied the Urban Reserve Factors of OAR 
660-027. 

2) A map of city identified aspirations or areas of interest associated with possible 
Urban Reserve designation in proximity and associated with a particular city. This 
map directly relates to Urban Reserve Factor (3): 

"(3) Can be efficiently and cost-effectively served with public 
schools and other urban-level public facilities and services by 
appropriate and financially capable service providers.~' 

3) A map prepared byNAIOP which identifies constrained and unconstrained land that 
is either appropriate or inappropriate for industriallemployment purposes. This 
mapped infDrmation is mDst directly related to Urban Reserve Factor (2): 

"(2) Includes sufficient development capability to support 
a healthy economy." 

The March 2009 Coordinating Committee Recommendation utilized the three source analyses 
and concluded that Ia.Tlds found on any ofthe three maps should remain an Urban Reserve 
Candidate .Asea subject to additional on-goiLl.g analysis (more and subsequent screens of 
analysis). 

Subsequent to the March 2009 Coordinating Committee recommendation, Staff prepared 
"Preliminary Estimates of Long-term Needs" because Metro had not provided popUlation and 
employment allocations to Washington COllnty. 

The May 2009 recommendation derives from application of the land needs information to the 
original three mapped sources of irJi'ormation ( 1) NAlOP, 2) City Aspirations! Areas of Interest 
and 3) GIS Suitabiiity Analysis). Particular emphasis is placed upon new "need" information, 
coupled with continued application of the Urban Reserve Factors to deteITDine quantity ofland 
and generally most appropriate lands as evaluated by the GIS based Urban Reserves Suitability 
Analysis. 

The attached series of maps depicts separateiy the l~ftJOP COllstraiIlts map £-')r both inside and 
outside City Aspiration Areas. Similarly, the attached series of maps depicts separately the GIS 
Urban Reserve Suitability .A .. nalysis for both inside and outside the City Aspiration Areas. 
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Staff conclusions are that the NAJOP llilconstrained lands within the City Aspiration Areas 
appears to be sufficient to meet generalized long tenn employment needs and should be studied 
in more detail as part of Pre-qualifying Concept Planning to detennine adequacy. 

Regarding the GIS Urban Reserves Factor Suitability Analysis, the Staff conclusions are that the 
suitability ratings are generally much higher within the City Aspiration Areas than suitability 
ratings outside such areas. Consequently the areas ,vithin the City Aspiration Areas should be 
studied in greater detail as part of Pre-qualifying Concept Planning to determine adequacy. 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY RESERVES COORDINATING COlVIMITTEE 
ISSUE PAPER No. 03 

Helvetia Area Soils Analysis 

Issue 
The Agricultural lands analysis used several characteristics to deternline the top tier for rural reserves 
recommendations. The analysis included (but was not limited to) soil productivity and water 
availability. Helvetia community members question the results of the lands analysis by noting the 
Helvetia soils are the "cream of the cream" and in particular indicated concern regarding use ofthe 
above two characteristics. They noted the Oregon Department of Agticulture's (ODA) designation of 
the area as Foundation Land (discussed below) and suggest that too much emphasis is placed on the . 
value of irrigation. 

Staff recognizes that Helvetia soils are productive, as evidenced by existing agricultural activities in 
the area. However, it was incumbent on staff to choose those areas most suitable as rural reserves 
based on the factors used in the analysis. When compared with other agricultural areas south of 
Highway 26, Helvetia area soils do not rank as high. The lower soil ranking combined with additional 
attributes (such as parcelization and housing density) resulted in tier rankings. The following 
information is provided to support staff's decisions. 

Recommendatil[Hl 
Consider the information presented in this issue paper as part of the deliberations for recommending 
rural and urban reserves in Washington County to the Regional Reserves Steering Committee. Based 
011 the additional review of analysis staff recommends no change to the August 3 Staff Repmi - Draft 
Urban and Rural Reserves Recommendations. 

Background and Analysis 
Staff used several factors in recommencling specific al"eas as rural reserves, including (but not limited 
to) ilTigation availability and soil productivity. The "Soil Survey of Washington County, Oregon"1 has 
been the soil classification document used by the County since 1983. Given the relative stability of soil
class type over time, staff believes this document maintains its relevance and applicability and notes 
that it continues to be the most widely used source data about Washington County soils. Staff is not 
aWaTe of more updated soil productivity da"ta that can be used to map soils on the scale considered in 
the reserves process. 

Staff recognized the usefJIness ofthe ODA map as a stmiing point in the analysis process; 
neveliheless, a more detailed analysis was necess3...1"'j in order to refine the lands that were broadly 
classified as ''Foundation Agricultmal Lands. (1vfost farmland in the county's Reserves study area is 
classified by the Oregon Department of Agriculture as ''Foundation Agricultural Land", a broad 
classification that precludes an in-depth discussion of area -specific characteristics that could better 
inform Reserve designation decisions.) 

The ODA repmi did use NRCS capability class and impmiance (prime, unique, impmiant fm1.nlands) 
along with other information to develop a soil map of the region. On this map, farmland is classified as 
Foundation, Important or Conflicted. OAR Factor 660-027-0060 identifies additional attributes that 
must be considered in determining suitability for rural reserves. 

(,_ 1 USDA Soil Conservation Service and Oregon Agricultural Experiment Station; October, 1982. 
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Soil suitability is a component of addressing Factor 2c of the administrative rule. Initial NRCS 
mapping resulted in the vast majority of the valley floor consisting of one large block of either Class 1-
IV soils or one laTge block offarmland designated as high-value. This uniformity precludes refined 
distinctions if decisions need to be made regarding one area or another, illustrating the need for more 
detailed characteristics. 

The 1982 OSU report provides more detailed information about the productivity of the soils and 
highlights the importance of water relative to potential productivity. It also provides seven soil classes 
instead of four (based on variations of slope) that provide for more distinctions. The three predominant 
soil types in the Helvetia area are Helvetia (13%), Woodburn (10%) and Verboort (9%) Series soils. 
According to the Soil Survey of Washington County, Helvetia soil series are SCS Capability units TIe-
2, IIIe-5 and IVe-5 (The SCS Capability units range from I to VITI, with Class I being the best). The 
report rates the Helvetia soil series at 48 to 60 for Native Productivity, with 70 being the highest 
possible native productivity rating. With soil amendments (i.e. fertilizer) and the addition of drainage 
infrastructme such as tiles, these soils have a maximunl Dryland Productivity value ranging from 61 to 
73 (the maximum Dryland value is 80). Finally, with irrigation, these soils have a maximum JiTigated 
Productivity value ranging :B.-om 61 to 93, with the maximum Irrigated value at 100. The Woodburn 
and Helvetia Series show a similar progression of increased productivity \X1ith increasing agricultmal 
inputs. 

Much of the area north of Forest Grove and south of Highway 26 has been recommended as a rmal 
reserve. The reserve recommendation area is comprised of Sub-area 12. The three predominant soil 
types in this sub-area are Woodburn (40%), Jory (10%), and Aloha (8%) series soils. The SCS 
capability determination for Woodburn soils is primarily IIe-2 but also IIIe-5. The report rates the 
Woodburn soil series at 59-65 for native productivity, 72-78 for Dryland and 89-94 for irrigated land. 
The nan·ow range of each category of the sub-area 12 soils compared to the Helvetia sub-area soils 
illustrate that the soils are consistently more suitable for agticultme on a relative basis. 

The Helvetia sub areas discussed above were classified as either Tier 2 or Tier 3 in the farm analysis 
based on the above soil analysis and ilTigation elements discussed below, as well as a comparatively 
bigh level ofparcelization and housing density. In the area north afForest Grove and south of 
fIighway 26, the predominant soil capability class was II, parcel size was greater and housing density 
was less. This area was subsequently recommended as a rural reserve 

Access to irrigation provides a significantly wider choice as to what crops can be grown on a site. Staff 
is aware that dryland farming is currently practiced in on a number of parcels in the area. However, an 
increase in the diversity of crops is possible on those sites with available water, particularly water
dependent food crops such as vegetables. Staff analysis included assigned water rights such as stream 
and in-ground water rights and TVID delivered water in the liTigation analysis, based on information 
from the Oregon Water Resources Department. 

Jim Johnson, an ODA represerr-tative, noted (in a July 2009 meeting \X1ith the Reserves Coordinating 
Committee) that - in 2007 - 78,304 acres of irrigated fanTI land were identified in the county, \X1ith 
17,000 acres in the Tualatin Valley Irrigation DistIict (TVIO). Seventy-seven percent (77%) ofllie 
total value of crops harvested in Oregon was inigated. 
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For irrigation productivity results, staff relied on a 1982 report published by Oregon State University2 
that illustrated enhanced soil productivity through the use of in-igation, due in part to Factor (2)( c), 
which requires consideration of parcels to" .. have available water where needed to sustain 10ng-tel1J1 
agricultural operations." The OSU report supports staff's contention that water availability may be a 
limiting factor for agriculture over the 40-50 year reserves planning horizon and may ultimately prove 
essential in sustaining 10ng-tel1J1 agricultural operations. 

Summary 
Staff used the ,malysis described above to determine rural reserve suitability in the Helvetia area. Sub
areas 9, 13, and 14 (shown on Map 27 of the August Staff Report appendix) comprise the majority of 
the Helvetia area. This sub-area consists ofapproyJmately 354 acres (3.2% of sub-area) of Class I 
soils and approximately 3,065 acres of Class 2 soils (37.3%). The continued refinement of the analysis 
for farm productivity indicated that TITigation increases productivity of all land on which it is applied. 
Sub-area 14 and the Helvetia area in general are productive f31111 lands, as evidenced by on-going 
viable agricultural efforts in the area. However, Helvetia soils are less productive than larger, more 
contiguous blocks of inigated farmland, including the drainage basins of McKay Creek, Dairy Creek, 
and the Tualatin River, due to the lack of access to irrigated water or water right for agricultural use. 
Based upon the detailed application of the Factors, much of these areas are rated as Tier 1 and are 
recommended as rural reserves. Additionally, the Helvetia area is more parcelized and typically has 

. significantly greater housing density than the above areas, which further reduce the suitability of the 
area for Rural Reserve designation. 

(~ 2 "Agricultural Productivity Ratings for Soils of the Willamette Valley." Huddleston, J. Herbert. Oregon State University 
( Agricultural Ex-tension Service, October 1982. 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY RESERVES COORDINATING COM.MITTEE 
ISSUE PAPER No. 06 

Utilization of Department of Forest and Department of Agriculture Inventories 

Staff evaluated agricultural, forestry and natural area attributes in considering areas suitable for rural 
reserves. The question has been raised as to why staff conducted a more layered analysis of 
agricultural attributes than forest land analysis. 

Recommendation 
Consider the infonnation presented in this issue paper as part of the deliberations for recommending 
rural and urban reserves in Washington COWlty to the Regional Reserves Steering Committee. In 
addressing this issue there are no changes proposed to the August 3 Staff Report. 

Background 
OAR 660-027-0060(4) allows counties a 'safe harbor' by declaring all lands designated as 
"FoWldation" or "Important" (in the Oregon Department of Agriculture's (ODA) 2007 Agricultural 
Lands Inventory) as suitable for rural reserves without :further explanation. Staff detennined the ODA 
map provided the basis for evaluation but that the available infonnation was too broad-based to malce 
precise recommendations for rural reserves. Staff concluded a more rigorous analysis of agricultural 
lands than was available through the ODA report would be necessary for decision-making. 

To map forestlands, s'"taffused the Oregon Department of Forestry's (ODF) Wildland Forest Inventory 
mapping data from 2008. This data more accurately assessed on-the-grou.nd conditions relative to 
forest lands by including eight separate land use categories. ODF recommended larger blocks of 
forested land in the outer edges of the study area for protection. These areas (,Wildland Forest') were 
included as Tier 1 candidates for rural reserve recommendation. Tier ranking detenninations for 
forestry were facilitated by tins greater level of detail. 

All areas within the five mile study area were considered as subject to urbanization in the reserves 
analysis. For the agricultural and forest analysis, consideration of "subject to urbanization" was 
separated into three categories to enhance the analysis: high, medium, and low. Though subject to 
urbanization, Wildland Forest areas, due to their location above the valley floor, were determined to 
have a low subject to urbanization rating. Given this fact and the level of detail in the ODF report, 
further analysis was not required. 

i\nalysis 
The land mapping resulting from the ODA analysis is limited to a total oftbl"ee classifications in their 
2007 Agricultural Lands Inventory: Foundation, Important, and Conflicted lands. The oVeIwhelming 
majOl"ity of the acreage was considered foundation land; this designation was broadly applied and 
made no further dis6nction among those agricultural areas. (As an example, the entirety ofHagg Lake 
and relatively large blocks of forestland were classified as foundation land.) To better apply the rural 
reserve factors fOWld under OAR 660-027-0060, Staff believed a more intensive agricultural analysis 
was impOr'-llillt to the rural reserve designation process. Components of this analysis are detailed in the 
County's August 3, 2009 Staff Report and included parcelizarion, dwelling density, and crop 
productivity based on successive agricultural inputs, and possession of a water right or inclusion within 
the Tualatin Valley Irrigation District. 
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The ODF's Wildland Forest Inventory was a more detailed analysis than ODA's mappmg effort m that 
it established eight separate land type categories, mcludillg Wildland Forest, Mixed Forest Agriculture, 
and Low Density Residential/Commercial. Wildland forest is defined by ODF as "large contilluous 
tracts offorest land with fewer than five developments per square mile generally scattered across the 
area" (staffmterprets "developments" as a proxy for dwelling units). The Wildland Forest designation 
effectively captures larger blocks of commercially-grown timber, thereby addressing factors (2)(b-d) of 
OAR 660-027-0060. 

All areas withill the five mile study area were considered subject to urbanization. Subject to 
urbanization was further refined mto three detenninations of low, medium, and high. The Wildland 
Forest areas were detennined to have a low subject to urbanization (rather than medium or high 
determ.lliations) due to the location of these areas above the valley floor. All areas noted as Wildland 
Forest on the onF map were included as suitable for rural reserves. 

Summary 
The ODA data was an excellent source to begin the reserves analysis; however, it was incumbent on 
staff to provide additional detail on agricultural features in order to address the Rural Reserve Factors 
more completely. Parcelization, water accessibility where needed, soil capability, housing density and 
suitability to sustain long-tenn operations all were factored in staff's analysis. 

The onF data provided sufficient detail for analysis, most was not subject to potential urbanization 
and staff identified all lands designated as Wildland Forest for Tier 1 rural reserve recommendations. 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY RESERVES COORDINATING COMMITTEE 
ISSUE PAPER No. 07 

Growth Estimates and Future Land Needs 

Issue 
A variety of comments related to the growth estimates developed in support of recommended Urban 
Reserves imply that those estimates may be too high and that the resulting recommendations may 
include too much land within the areas proposed for Urban Reserve designation. 

Recommendation 
Continue to rely upon Metro's long-term seven-county Regional Growth Forecast and related 
Washington County land needs estimates developed by Washington County in determining the anl0unt 
ofland to recommend as Urban Reserves. 

Background 
This Issue Paper summarizes the key considerations and related analysis supporting the Regional 
Growth Forecast and related land needs estimates developed by Washlngton County. Provided below 
is a review of the ranged growth forecast for the POliland Metro 'Primary Metropolitan Statistical 
Area' (PMSA), together ,lilith: -

o historic growth trends in Washington County, 
o applicable requirements of OAR 660-027 related to the designation of Urban Reserves, 
o the general methodology utilized in developing the land needs estimates, and 

_ 0 the conservative nature of recommended Urban Reserves. 

A. Regional Growth Forecast: 
In April of2009, Metro released a draft 20 and 50 year range forecast for the seven-county POliland
Beaverton - Vancouver PMSA. This forecast estimates that by the year 2060, the 7 -county PMSA ,,,,ill 
grow to between 3.6 and 4.4 million people with resulting average annual growth rates of between 
1.05% and 1.38% per year. This forecast aclmowledges likely uncertainties of these estimates and 
incorporates statistical probability analyses which provide confidence levels for the lower and upper 
bounds ofthe forecast range. The resulting confidence levels indicate that there is a 5 percent chance 
that the 2060 population will be below 3.6 million and a 5% chance that it will be above 4.4 million. 
This overall level of confidence indicates that there is a 90 percent probability that the total population 
in the year 2060 will fall withln the predicted range. 

Metro has declined to provide county level allocations offorecas-t growth. Therefore, growth 
projections for Washington County were developed by Washington County Staff. These county level 
allocations were derived from county level shares of the seven-county forecast. Th~se shares were 
based on long-term historic growth trends in each of the seven counties. Details ofthe county level 
distIibution ofllie Regional Forecast are included in Appendix 4 of the August 3rd, 2009 StaffRepOli. 

B. Historic Gmwth Trends in Washington County: 
The 'Land Needs Analysis' developed in suppOli of the candidate Urban Reserves recommendations 
in Washington County (Appendix 4 of the August 3,2009 Staff Report) includes a table showing 
historic population growth in the seven-county PMSA. This table includes data showing county shares 
of PM SA growth for the sixiy year period fi'om 1940 to 2000. During this ptiiod, the 3-county Metro 

(l area captured an average of74.8 percent ofthe total seven-county grmNth and that Washington County 
«," captured nearly twenty nine percent ofthe seven-county area. This table also shows that Vlashington 
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County has captured an average of more than 33 percent of the seven-county population growth since 
1960. Strong job growth, generally within high technology business clusters, is expected to continue 
to support a relatively high captu.re rate in Washington County. . 

C. Rule Requirements - OAR 660-027-0040 (2): 
This Rule states: "Urban reserves designated under this division shall be planned to accommodate 
estimated urban population and employment growth in the Metro area for at least 20 years, and not 
more than 30 years, beyond the 20-year period for which Metro has demonstrated a buildable land 
supply inside the UGB iIi the most recent inventory, determination and analysis performed under ORS 
197.296". In essence, this generally translates to a requirement to designate as Urban Reserves a 
supply of land that would meet growth needs for the 3-county Metro area out to the time period 
between the years 2050 and 2060. In conjunction with Metro's most recent growth forecast, 
reasonable assumptions of potential future job and housing densities led to estimates of the amount of 
land needed to meet this rule requirement. 

D. Land Needs Estimates - Methodology: 
Following a detailed analysis of remaining growth capacity within Washington County's current UGB 
(including estimates of long-term infill and redevelopment capacity), forecast growth was compared 
with these remaining UGB capacity estimates to determine land needs to the years 2050 and 2060. 
These land needs estimates are shown in Appendix 4 of the August 3, 2009 Staff Report. Appendix 4-
(A-3) includes a detailed description of the methodology utilized in developing the land needs 
estimates. 

E. Conservative nature of recommended Urban Reserves: 
As noted above, Urban Reserves must be adequate to meet growth needs for the time period between 
2050 and 2060. For the year 2050, the land needs estimates4 for Washington County range from 
17,734 acres to 50,411 acres while the needs estimates for the year 2060 range from 27,722 to 66,934 
acres. The total acreage of recommended Urban Reserves (at approximately 34,400 acres) currently 
stands at the mid-point of the land needs range for the year 2050 (34,073 acres) and is more than 
12,000 acres below the mid-point oftb.e land needs range for the year 2060 (47,328 acres) . 

4 See Appendix 4 of the August 3Id, 2009 Staff Report 
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WASHINGTON COUNTY RESERVES COORDINATING CO:MMITTEE 
ISSUE PAPERNo. 9b 

Urban Reserve Findings Rebuttal 

Issue 
A document entitled: "Draft Recommendation for Urban Reserves Designation - Rebuttal" has been 
submitted. This document raises concerns and provides comments on the eight ''Factors for 
Designation of Lands as Urban Reserves" as they relate to the Helvetia area in Washington County. 

Recommendation 
Consider the information presented in this issue paper as p31i ofthe deliberations for recommending 
rural and urban reserves in Washington County to the Regional Reserves Steering Committee. Based 
upon this information, staff is not recommending changes to proposed Urban and Rural Reserves. 

Background 
For purposes of this issue paper, the Helvetia area is defmed as that portion of unincorporated rural 
Washington County (within the Regional Urban and Rural Reserves Study Area) located nOlih of 
Sunset :Highway fi'om the Multnomah County line west approximately 6.5 miles to the city of North 
Plains. TIns issue paper responds to comments provided in the document "Draft Recommendation for 
Urban Reserves Designation - Rebuttal" as it relates to the eight "Factors for Designation of Lands as 
Urban Reserves". 

Pre-qualifYing Concept Plans developed by the cities in Washington County include materials 
addressing each of the Urban Reserve Factors along with detailed reviews of potential public facility 
and service needs. 

Analysis 
The following discussion addresses key points of each of the eight 'Factors' related comments 
provided in the "Draft Recommendation for Urban Reserves Designation - Rebuttal" document. 

(1) Can be developed at urban densities in a WLry' that makes efficient use of existing andfuture public 
and private infi-astructure improvements; 

The first lcey comment provided in regard to this factor relates to clminage and states: "It would be 
unpredictable and costly to aggregate the right parcels :in the right places at the right time to establish 
this necessary system sufficient to prevent flooding, erosion, and silti..ng of downstream.habitats." 
Staff Comment: The current regulatory framework for drainage applicable to urban development in the 
Tualatin Basin requires mitigation of downstream impacts at the time of development. 
The second key comment 011 tIns factor relates to freight movement on Highway 26 stating that: "The 
county Urban Reserve proposal does not adequately address the aggregate impact of this added traffic 
to reliable movement on Highway 26". . 
Staff Comment: Freight mobility is addressed by the Regional Transportation Plan once lands are 
included within the Metro UGB. Both Federal and State funds are allocated to address identified 
problem areas through regular updates of that plan. 

(2) Includes sufficient development capacity to support a healthy economy; 

The comment on this Factor expresses concerns related to trends of moving manufacturing jobs 
oversees and states: "We believe the demand for these facilities will decline". 

Exhibit ! 
Page~ 



Staff Comment: Our general understanding ofthls factor is that a "healthy economy is dependent upon 
assuring that a balance of all land needs are adequately addressed including but not limited to 
industrial, commercial, office, residential and institutional. Manufacturing jobs represent only one 
segment ofthese needs. As well, many businesses in Washington County with CUlTent manufacturing 
activities are currently expanding or planning to expand resulting in an increase in local manufacturing 
jobs. 

(3) Can be efficiently and cost-eJJectively served with public schools and other urban-level public 
facilities and services by appropriate and finaru:ially capable service providers; 

Staff Comment: comments related to public schools and other public facilities and services do not 
address whether these facilities could be " ... efficiently and cost effectively ... " provided and do not 
indicate that this Factor could be more appropriately achieved in other areas. The cities have 
determined through their respective Pre-qualifying Concept Plan (PQCP) efforts that public schools 
and other urban-level public facilities and services could be efficiently and cost-effectively provided to 
the Helvetia area. 

(4) Can be designed to be walkable and served with a well-connected system of streets, bikeways, 
recreation trails and public transit by appropriate service providers; 

Comments on this factor raise three concerus: 1) "The NE comer of the proposed Urban Reserve in 
Greater Helvetia is so difficult to serve for transportation that is was not even rated in the regional 
infrastructure study. ""Not rated" because it is obviously not suitable for a network of roads to provide 
mban level transportation options." 2) That the" ... proposed new development will reduce the overall 
density of homes and employment, making it harder to justifY new High Capacity Transit to service 
existing employers ... " and 3) relating to active heavy rail lines in the Helvetia area they note that 
" ... noise and vibration of the trains themselves could not be mitigated ... " and that "The city and the 
county have not considered the cost of upgrading all existing and future crossings. 
Staff Comments: 1) Due to time and staff limitations, the transportation element of the regional 
irrfiastmcture study only reviewed a portion of the overall 404,000+ acre regional reserves study area. 
These limitations led to the selection of areas that would provide reasonable representative samples of 
the broad variety of geographic areas around the region. Lands that were not studied (and therefore not 
rated) do not imply that those areas could not reasonably be served with mban level transpOltation 
facilities. 2) Pre-qualifying Concept Planning for proposed Urban Reserve areas assumed a minimUln 
average of ten dwelling units per net developable acre for residential development and a minimum 
average of twenty jobs per acre for non-residential. These averages are higher than the established 
overall average densities 1n Washington County. Links to Centers and Conidors and fIigh Capacity 
Transit service are expected to be established throughout all future mban areas. 3) Active heavy rail 
lines are an important element of most urban preas and rail crossings and adaptation to the noise and 
vibration related to·those lines is expected as lands surrounding those lines are urbanized. Established 
rail lines provide opportunities for expansion of commuter facilities. 

(5) Can. be designed to preserve and enhance natural ecological systems; 

Comments on this factor raise four concerns related to floodplains, animal corridors, Oregon White 
Oak:, and cultural sites. 
Staff Comments: Each of these concems is important to the urbanization process and is addressed by 
Statewide Planning Goal 5. TItis Goal requires detailed inventories, analysis and detenuination of 

(~, significance followed by program decisions designed to protect significant resources prior to 
. C.". urbanization of any area. 
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( (6) Includes sufficient land suitable for a 'range of needed housing types; 

Comments on tills Factor state that "The City of Hillsboro does not offer true urban fonns of living ... " 
This statement did not address either the sufficiency or suitability elements of tills Factor. The cities of 
Hillsboro and Beaverton have developed PQCP' s and responses to tills Factor indicating an ability to 
provide a range of housing types in the Helvetia area. The Cities have included preliminary estimates 
showing a total housing capacity for the proposed Helvetia Urban Reserve area of over 28,000 
dwelling units. These units would be included in a variety of 2040 Design Type areas including: Inner 
Neighborhoods, Outer Neighborhoods, Neighborhood Centers and Town Centers with average 
densities ranging from eight to nventy units per acre. 

(7) Can be developed in a 1110-' that preserves important natural landscape features included in urban. 
reserves; 

Comments on this Factor cite a variety of important landscape features that are important to this area 
of the County (including: clusters of Oregon white oak, views of the Tualatin Mountains, important 
wildlife con-idors, Holcomb Lake and views of the Tualatin Plains). 

Staff Comment: As with the natural ecological systems addressed under Factor 5, many ofthese 
features must be addressed through a comprehensive Goal 5 inventOlY, analysis and implementing 
program prior to or at the time of urban zoning. 
(8) Can be designed to avoid or minimize adverse effects onfarm andforest practices, and adverse 

effects 011 important natural landscape features, on nearby land including land designated as rural 
reserves. 

Comments on tills F actor raise a series of 7 concerns: 1) poor transportation options; 2) required 
massive economic investment; 3) lack of citizen based commitment to economic investments requiTed 
to develop the area; 4) irreversible disturbance offaTlTI lands and related hydrologic resources; 5) 
conflicts along a long urbanJrural interface; 6) alteration of drainage resulting in adverse impacts to 
established fanning practices in the area; and 7) existing parcelization of the area will be an obstacle to 
developers resulting in increased costs. 

Staff Comments: 1) The regional infrastructure analysis developed to infonn the Urban Reserves 
planning process ranked the vast majority of the Helvetia area under a category of ''Medium'' 
suitability for relative costs of providing transpOl-'-Lation infrastructure - a illgh percentage of the entire 
area analyzed withln the Regional Reserves Study Area fell into this category. 2) The regional 
infrastructure analysis shows the majority ofthe Helvetia area within a "High Suitability" area for the 
provision of both Water and Sanitary Sewer. T'nese rankiilgs huply that the regional Water and Sewer 
providers that were directly involved in this analysis believe that this area would be comparatively 
easier and therefore potentially less expensive to serve when compared with other alternative areas ' 
withln the Reserves Study Area. 3) It is cun-ently unlmown whether local public subsidy of 
infrastructure costs for new mban development in tills area will be needed if and when these lands may 
be subject to urban development. 4) As previously noted, the urban development process requires 
analysis and mitigation of potential downstream impacts. 5) PQCP's have addressed the ability to 
avoid or minimize impacts on fann and forest practices. 6) Green design concepts will encourage or 
require reduction of stonnwater runoff and to provide natural filters designed to return runoff to 
existing groundwater aquifers. 7) Although Parcelization oflands may become a factor willch could 
increase urban development costs, typical parcel sizes in the Helvetia area would not result in 
significant added costs. 
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( Summary 
At the outset, it is extremely important to note that Urban Reserve lands are expected to provide a 
long-term (40 to 50 year) supply ofland that may be drawn upon only when it can be demonstrated 
that a need exists and that need cannot reasonably be met by lands within the Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) at that time. Further it is reasonable to assume that Metro and the applicable Counties, Cities 
and other service providers will adequately analyze potential serviceability and relative costs prior to 
bringing new lands into the Boundary. 

It is important to note that each of the Factors of OAR 660-027-0050 has been addressed for the 
geographic areas being recommended for Urban Reserve designation in Washington County. 
Responses to each of the Factors are provided in Appendix 3 of the August 3,2009 Staff Report. For 
the Helvetia area, these responses are included within the Pre-qualifying Concept Plans developed by 
the Cities of Beaverton and Hillsboro. 
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Issue 

WASHINGTON COUNTY RESERVES COORDINATING COMMITTEE 
ISSUE PAPERNo. 10 

Farm Bureau Concerns Related to Proposed Reserve Designations 

The Falm Bureau has submitted to the COUllty a list of concerns regarding how staff applied rural 
reserve factors contained in OAR 660-027-00605 • Specifically, the Bureau questioned staffs 
methodology in using parcelization, soil capability, housing density, and irrigation as factors in 
assessing which agriculwallands were recommended as rural reserves to the Regional Reserves 
Steering Committee and the Core 4. A complete description of the me""Lhodology used by Staff to 
recommend rural (and urban) reserves can be found in the August 3rd, 2009 Staff Report. 

This issue paper addresses the concerns noted in the Falm Bureau submittal. 

Recommendation 
Consider the information presented in this issue paper as part of the deliberations for recommending 
rural and urban reserves in Washington County to the Regional Reserves Steering Committee. In 
addressing the issues discussed in this paper, staff recommends no changes to the rural reserve 
recommendations as noted in the revised September 1 Staff Report. 

Background 
The Falm Bureau noted the fonowing concerns: 

Too much fal1J11and designated for Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) is recommended for mban 
reserves. 
Farm land most subject to urbanization overlaps the urban reserve recommendations. 
An overemphasis on iTligation. 
Disagreement with use of parcelization in the analysis. 
An overemphasis on lands suitable for viticulture. 
Inadequate address of agricultural irrfi·astructure. 
Recommended Urban Reserves will not avoid or minimize adverse effects on farming. 
Undesignated land adjacent to the city boundal'ies of Banks and North Plains. 

Analysis 

Too much farm land designated for Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) is recommended for w-ban reserves. 

The September 1 revision to the Staff Report recommends approximately 109,750 acres as rum! 
reserves and approximately 34,250 acres for urban reserves, an increase of950 and 650 acres 
respectively fi.'om the acreage figures contained in the August 3rd Staff Report . The 950 additional 
acres to rural reserves is from recalculated land north ofNW Phillips Road and the 650 addItional 
acres to urban reserves is from 650 acres west of SW Roy Rogers Road. Urban Reserves must be 
adequate to meet growth needs for the time period between 2050 and 2060. For the year 2050, the land 
needs estimates6 for Washington County range from 17,734 acres to 50,411 acres while the needs 
estimates to the year 2060 range from 27,722 to 66,934 acres. The total acreage of recommended 
Urban Reserves is just beyond the mid-point ofthe land needs range for the year 2050 (34,073 acres) 
and is more than 13,000 acres below the mid-point of the land needs range for the year 2060 (47,328 

5 Letter dated August 26,2009. 
6 See Appendi'C 4 ofthe August 3"\ 2009 Staff Report 
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acres). The majority ofland immediately outside city boundaries is designated EFD. Virtually all 
exception lands (AF -10 & AY -5) adj acent to urban areas have been included in the urban reserve 
recommendations. The amount ofEFU-designated lands included in the urban reserve 
reCOlT'.JTIenibtion is based on the respective need assessments contained in pre-qualified concept plans 
found in the appendix of the Staff Report as well as the lack of available exception lands beyond what 
has been included. 

Farm land most subject to w-banization overlaps the urban reserve recommendations. 

Staff evaluated all lands within the study area for both rural and urban reserve designation based on the 
applicable reserve factors and found that appro:x.imately 9,505 acres (28% of the recommended urban 
reserve area) were suitable for either designation. Approximately 2,491 acres ofthis total is adjacent to 
the cities of Banks or North Plains. The remaining 7,014 acres were recommended for urban 
designation based on land use need as indicated in the cities' pre-qualified concept planning. 

An overemphasis on irrigation and disagreement with use of parcelization in the analysis. 

Part of the methodology used by staff to refme the agricultural analysis included considerations of 
parcel size and of parcels with available water (through stream or ground water agricultural rights or as 
part of an ilTigation district). A 1:J:rh--ty-five (35) acre parcel size separated small fi'om large parcel in the 
analysis. The Farm Bureau notes that viable farm production occurs in the county on parcels smaller 
than 35 acres and on land that is not irrigated. Staff does not discount this assertion but was 
nevertheless faced -with the task of having to choose the best available lands for rural reserve 
designation. Staff continues to believe that larger parcels and parcels in an in-igation district or with a 
recognized agricultural water right are most suitable for 10ng-tel1ll agricultural operations and more 
closely align with the intent of rural reserve factor (2)(b-d). Hence areas with larger parcels and 
in-igation rated higher as rural reserve candidates. 

An overemphasis on lands suitable for viticulture. 

During the early screenings of the analysis process, Staff considered analyzing slope and soil 
conditions within the study area to determine their suitability for viticulture. In spring of2009 the 
FanTI Bureau expressed concern that too much emphasis was being placed on viticulture as a 
determinant in the analysis process. The viticulture analysis was removed fi'om the rural reserve 
methodology given the Farm Bureau's concern as well as staff's decisions that a single-crop analysis 
was too specific for review and that inputs necessary for viable viticutural production would be 
captured in the larger analysis. 

h1.adequate address of agricultw"al infrastructure. 

County staff asked both the Department of Agriculture and the county Farm Bureau for quantitative 
infOlmation that would help us better address this concern [agricultural infi--as1ructure - Factor (2)( d)] 
without receiving a response. In considering this factor, staff could not find any information that 
established a threshold for continued viability of agdcultural suppliers when considering potential loss 
of fann acreage. 

Recommended Urban Reserves will not avoid or minimize adverse efftcts onfarming. 

Impacts of newly urbanized land to existing farm practices will be addressed through the development 
of comprehensive plans at the point in \vhich those areas are brought into a UGB. This may include 
buffering through the use of appropriate land use designations and/or through transportation 
improvements. 
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Undesignated land adjacent to the city boundaries o/Banks and North Plains. 

North Plains and Banks are outside Metro's jurisdictional boundary and have not proposed urban 
reserves through the CUlTent process. Approxiinately 1,435 acres ofland adjacent to Banks was 
considered suitable for a rural reserve and 1,056 acres adjacent to North Plains were likewise suitable 
for rural reserve designation. These lands were left undesignated to account for the potential future 
growth of these two cities over the next 50 years. 

Summary 
Staff recommends no changes to the rural reserve recommendations noted in the revised September 1 
StaffRepOli. Staff continues to believe that, notwithstanding viable agricultmal production on smaller 
parcels outside a water district, parcels that are larger and that do have access to water will be more 
capable of sustaining agriculture over the long term. Vliiually all available exception land adjacent to 
cities is included in the mban reserve recommendations. EFU lands included in urban reserve 
designations acknowledge the cities' expected growth projections and land needs to 2050 and beyond. 
Cities have submitted capacity estlinates with then- pre-qualified concept plans. 
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Exhibit A - Metro/Washington County Intergovernmental 
Agreement to Adopt Urban and Rural Reserves 

Ord. No. 733 Exhibit 2 - Pages 12, 13, 15, 18, 19 and 26 

Washington County Comprehensive Plan/Rural: 
Land Use Districts (General Description) 

Index Maps 4, Sa, b, c and 7 

- Excerpts -
Metro I Washington County Reserves IGA 

Ordinance No. 733 Exhibit 2 
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Washington County Comprehensive Plan I Rural - Natural 
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Ordinance No. 733 
E)(hibit 2 

March 2, 2010 
Page 12 of 49 

The Rural/Natural Resource Plan is amended by the creation of a new map entitled 
"Rural and Urban Reserves" in Policy 29. 

lD Add as Rural Reserve 

[:)/i/::.:::J Add as Urban Reserve 

E)(isting Urban Area ~~e.G a9 tiLe 41 
.~.il'~5 i{4 43 42 

Exhibit / 
page~ 



(t 

( 

Ordinance No. 733 
Exhibit 2 

March 2, 2010 
Page 13 of 49 

The Rural/Natural Resource Plan is amended by the creation of a new map entitled 
"Rural and Urban Reserves" in Policy 29. 

D Add as Rural Reserve 

It:.;~·:((:.:.:::·:ij Add as Urban Reserve 

EXisting Urban Area ~~~&I ~. 3~f 4~ 41 

I::_:~.s 44:· 43 ~~2 
&i8g 4 ,," 
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Ordinance No. 733 
E)(hibit 2 

March 2, 2010 
Page 15 of 49 

The Rura!/Natural Resource Plan is amended by the creation of a new map entitled 
"Rural and Urban Reserves" in Policy 29. 

o Add as Rural Reserve 

r:\:i:(:'} :~ Add as Urban Reserve 

Existing Urban Area 

I'"L... s 5 4 ." ?h I ~ ~ ... .;rh 

",j.'~f)39 ~J 41 

~~ 45 4A 4~ 42 
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Ordinance No. 733 
E)chibit 2 

March 2, 2010 
Page 18 of 49 

The Rural/Natural Resource Plan is amended by the creation of a new map entitled 

"Rural and Urban Reserves" in Policy 29. 

o Add as Rural Reserve 

rYi·>?::~ Add as Urban Reserve 

_ Existing Urban Area '"'~~~ ::~ 42 

ruB~ 
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Ordinance No. 733 
Exhibit 2 

March 2, 2010 
Page 19 of 49 

The Rural/Natural Resource Plan is amended by the creation of a new map entitled 
"Rural and Urban Reserves" in Policy 29. 

o Add as Rural Reserve Existing Urban Area 

Add as Urban Reserve 

21..2G /': "((;: 'i? '16 'If; ,.., 

~~2: 23· 2.c 25 2:5, 2.7 28 

:::-'.ld ~ 3~ 40 41 

~r·\J·'~i.::i !'iJ;. 43 42 
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Ordinance No. 733 
Exhibit 2 

March 2, 2010 
Page 26 of 49 

The Rural/Natural Resource Plan is amended by the creation of a new map entitled 
"Rural and Urban Reserves" in Policy 29. 

ID Add as Rural Reserve 

ij·::::\:iX::.:;·:-:11 Add as Urban Reserve 

Existing Urban Area ~~;tiill ~ 3!? 4ll 4:; 

''--;'i lj.!:i !;..ij'. 43 42 
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RURAL I NATURAL RESOURCE PLAN 
oAND USE D~Sr~Crs 

(GENERAL DESCRIPTlm~) 

This is a generalized description of the Land Use Districts. A complete description of each District and the uses permitted within each 
distirct is contained within the Washington County Community Development Code. For additional information, please refer to the Code. 

EXCLUSIVE FOREST AND 
CONSERVATION (EFC) 
r----, Intended to provide for forest uses and the continued 
L-----1 use of lands for renewable forest resource production, 

retention of waterresources, recreation and other 
related or compatible uses. Prohibits uses of [and wh ich 
are not compatible with the management and 
development of forest resources. App[ication for most 
uses, including dwe[lings are reviewed for compatibility 
with the Plan designation. [n most cases, new lots must 
be a minimum of 80 (eighty) acres. 

EXCLUSIVE FARM USE (EFU) r J Intended to preserve and maintain commercial 
agricultural [and fo r farm use consistent with eJ:isting 
and future needs fo r agricu ltural products, forests and 
open spaces. Prohibits uses of lands which are not 
compatible with fall1l uses andagricu[tura[ [and. 
Applications for most uses, including dwellings, are 
reviewed for compatibility with the Plan designation. 
No minimum lot size reqUirements for [and divisions, 
however there are specific review standards for the 
creation of new parcels. 

AGRICULTURE AND FOREST - 20 (AF-20) 
-. ---, Intended to preserve and maintain agricultural [and in 
_. _ _ _ I uses consistent with those included in an exclusive farm 

use district. Recognizes that certain' lands therein may 
be of "margina[" use for agricultural and forestry 
purposes and provides a process and criteria for 
identifying marginal lands within the District. Applications 
fo r most uses, including dwellings, are reviewed for 
compatibility with the Plan deSignation. 
Creation of new lots for farm uses requires at [east a 
20 (twenty) acre minimum [at size. There are specific 
review standards provided in the Code fo r the creation 
of new parcels in the AF-20 District. 

AGRICULTURE AND FOREST - 10 (AF-10) 
~.'---- Retains the area's rural character and conserves natural 

... ,_. resources whi le providing for rural residentia l uses. 
This District is applied to rural lands with steep 
topog raphic chararcteristics where there are limited public 
facilities and services. A 10 (ten) acre minimum [at size 
is normally required for the creation of new parcels. 

AGRICULTURE AND FOREST - 5 (AF-5) II Retains the area's rural character and conserves natural 
L-resources while providing for rural residential uses. 

Intended to recognize parcelization and diverse 
ownerships existing at the time of adoption of the 
Comprehensive Plan. A 5 (five) acre minimum lot size is 
normally required for creation of new parcels. 

RURft.L RESIDENTIAL - 5 (RR-5) 
I 'Recognizes rural areas which have been committed of 

, developed for suburban residential uses with minimum 
farm and forest uses. Prohibits mobile homes. A 5 (five) 
acre minimum lot size is normally required for creation of 
new parcels, although divisions of [and down to one acre 
are allowed in limited areas, through procedures 
specified in the Community Deve[opment Code. 

RURAL COMMERCIAL (R-COM) [r-- :Provides for commercial activities which serve the 
_. - - ''Convenience goods and service needs of rura l sesidents 

while protecting the historic character of rural centers and 
the agricultural of forestry C[laracter of the area . 

LAND EXTENSIVE INDUSTRIAL (MA-E) 
~ Provides [and for farm and forest-related industrial uses 
-' -_. needed to support the natural resource base consistent 

with the rura l character and level of services . Recognizes 
[and designated MA-E pursuant to the 1973 Comprehensive 
Plan. Proposed industrial uses are evaluated to determine 
consistency with the Plan designation. E)(isting [awfully 
created industrial uses are recognized and allowed 
reasonable e)(pansion, subject to certain conditions. 

RURAL INDUSTRIAL (R-IND) 
1~2'::~ ;::~:;J Provides for industrial uses in the County needed to support 
[,;:~ ::,,:" ;-. the natural resource base consistent with the rural character 

and rural level of services. Allows industrial uses which are 
primarily resource-related, such as : processing and 
manufacture of timber and forest-related products, farm crops 
and produce, and minerals and aggregates near the resource 
sites, and for the repair of mechanical equipment related to 
farm and forest activities. Proposed new industrial uses are 
evaluated to determine consistency with the Plan designation. 
E)(isting [awfully created industria l uses are recognized and 
allowed reasonable expansion, subject to certa in conditions. 

x 1195 

Regiona l Trafficway / Principal Arterial Routes 

Primary Roadways 

Secondary Roadways 

Local Roads and other Minor Routes 

Gravel or Unimproved Roads 

Railroads 

Spot elevation in feet 

Urban Growth Boundary 

County Boundary 

Rivers 

Incorporated Ul'ban Areas 

Washington 
County 

The map above shows the locations of the ten indexed maps for the 
Washington County Rural Natural Resource Plan. Each map is at a 
scale of 1 :60,000 or 1 inch represents 5000 feet 
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RURAL I NATURAL RESOURCE PLAN 
(' .J~GN~F~CANT NATURAL RESOURCES 

( 

( 

(GENERAL DESCRIPTION) 

This is a generalized description of the significant resources. Additional information concerning each identified resource is available 
from the Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation. 

M~NlEAAl AND AGGIRIEGA1E OVERLAY 
Protects mineral and aggregrate resources for future use; provides 
for the development of utilization of resources currently needed for 
economic development; regulates e)(traction and processing 
activities to minimize their impact on adjacent 

~ D~Sll"lR~ClI" A 
~ Applied only to sites upon which extraction, 

processing and stockpiling aciiviies are currently 
undertalcen and to sites which may be utilized for 
such activities in the future. Provides regulations 
which minimize impacts of resource elCtraction 
and processing on adjacent land use. 

~ D~Sll"lR~ClI" B 
Applied to land within one thousand feet of District A 
boundaries. Regulates the establishment of new noise 
sensitive uses which may be affected by mineral and 
aggregate extraction activities. Intended to reduce 
conflicting land uses an ensure that future el..1:raction 
of minerals and aggregate will not be precluded 
by other development. 

WAlI"lER A.RIEAS AND WETLANDS rJ 100 Year flood plain, drainage hazard areas and 
L " ponds, except those already developed. 

W~lDUIFIE IHIAlBnAlI" 
r--l Sensitive habitats identified by the Oregon Department 
L-.-J of Fish and Wi ldlife, and forested areas co incidental 

w ith water areas and wetlands. 

WATIER ARIEAS, WlElI"lANDS 
8. IFUSIHJ A INID W~lDUflE IHIABnAlI" 
~ Water areas and wetlands that are also fish and 
L...:..--.l wi ldlife habitat. 

SUGINI ~IF~CAlNI lI" NAlI"URAl AIRIEAS 
r-I Sites of special importance, in the ir natural condition, 
~ for their ecologic, scientific, and educational value. 

IHJ~SlI"OR~C AND ClJIlTUlRAllRlESOUIRCIES 
1--' - Historic Resources described in the Washington 
c ____ County Cultura l Resources Inventory, including sites, 

structures, objects and buildings. Historic build ings 
and structures are protected by regulations in the 
County's Historic and Cultural Resource Overlay 
District. 

RIESOURCIE OVlElRlAI? 
.~ - :';- .; Indicates that more than one significant natural 
) '-, - .• : resource is located on this site. In such cases, the 
r~1 provisions of the Plan and Code for each resource 
,t _ --'-- apply_ 

SCIEN~C RIESOURCIES 

*± 

SceU"Uuc Routes 
Roads identified as excellent scenic roads and those 
sections of good scenic roads which offer a vista of 
the Tualatin Valley or the Cascade Mountains. Scenic 
Routes also include those stretches of streams which 
are identified as candidate routes for inclusion in the 
National Wild and Scenic River system. 

SceUliDc Vuews 
Viewpoints providing a vista of the Tualatin Valley, 
the Cascade Mountains, or other scenic features. 

SceUlluc fea1i:mes 
Land forms, vegetation or water courses with 
aesthetic value to the surrounding area. 
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The map above shows the locations of the tell indexed maps for the 
Washington Coullty Rural Natura l Resource Plall . Each map is at a 
scale of 1 :60,000 or 1 inch represents 5000 feet. 

Exhibit ! 
Page.I1l!T 



I 

( , 

I EY..h ; !,jt~ 
Page~ 



· f 

l 
\ 

Exhibit I 
Page...:::z&L 

((. /~~~~-~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
"-. 

Bendemeer Property 
PREVIOUS TESTIMONY SUBMITTED REGARDING 

URBAN AND RURAL RESERVES IBOBOSKY PROPERTY 
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Wen die L. Kellington 
Attorney at Law, P.C. 
Licensed in Oregon and Washington 

P.O. Box 1930 
Lake Oswego Or 
97035 

Via Electronic and US Mail 
Honorable Tom Brian 
Washington County 
Board Chair 
155 North First Ave. MS-21 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Brent Curtis 
Washington County 
Long Range Planning 
155 N. First Ave. Ste. 350-14 
Hillsboro Or 97124-4414 

February 12,2010 

Phone (503) 624-7790 
Mobile (503) 804-0535 

Facsimile (503) 620-5562 
Email: wkrmwkeI1in!rton.com 

Honorable Kathryn Harrington 
Metro Councilor 
600 NE Grand Ave., 
Portland, OR 97232-2736 
United States of America 

John Williams 
Regional Planning Manager 
600 NE Grand Ave., 
Portland, OR 97232-2736 
United States of America 

Re: Request for Notice of Designation of Rural and Urban reserves; Exception Land 
Parcel Adjacent to UGB and Adjacent to Intel Site Believed to be Mistakenly 
Proposed for Rillal Reserve Designation 

Dear Gentlemen and Ms. Ha~ington: 

This fum represents Steve and Kelli Bobosky (Bobosk)'), owners of a nearly 10 acre 
property located at 21393 NVI West Union Rd. in Washington County. Their property is zoned 
AF-5 and is subject to an acknowledged exception to Goals 3 and 4. Steve and Kelli have twice 
submitted letters encoura;"aing the decision makers to designate their property as urban reserve. 
See attached Exhibit 1. At a minimum, they ask that their property be ''undesignated''. Their 
property ended up with a proposed Rural Reserve designation. Respectfully, we do not see how 
the Bobosky property meets the standards for Rural Reserve and believe its proposed Rural 
Reserve status must be mistaken. We hope that you can malce an adjustment .and remove the 
"Rural Reserve" designation. 

The Bobosky property is in a highly parcelized area, immediately adjacent to the UGB, 
across the street from important illban employment lands that must be served with urban public 
facilities and services, maldng their parcel relatively easy, foreseeable and efficient to serve with 
public facilities and services and it has no adjacent land zoned EFU. See attached Exhibit 2 
maps (Ex 2, page 4 and 6 shows nearest EFU land as area of proposed urban reserve). 
Concerning the latter parenthetical as we understand it, where as here, there are numerous 
alternative options on exception land having no irrigatimi rights, that do not contain important 
agricultural facilities, and that is not subiect to Goal 3 (like the Bobosky property), then such 
unirrigated exception land should be designated Urban Reserve long before Foundation 
Agricultural land that is subject to Goa13 is selected as Urban Reserve. Tbis should be 
especially true where such Goal 3 Foundation Agricultural Land is located just down the street 
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from available, unirrigated exception land. Moreover, by statute, the Bobosky property is first 
priority for inclusion in a UGB behind designated urban reserves. We simply do not understand 
how tying their exception property up for 50 years in large tract rural residential use is consistent 
with any applicable state, Metro or county planning programs. 

We have searched the record as much as we have been able on the website and, other 
than a statement in a County Issue Paper No. 10 stating: "virtually all exception lands (.AY -10 
and AF-5) adjacent to urban areas have been included in the urban reserve recommendations" we 
have found no recognition that the subject property is a designated acknowledged exception. We 
have also not found any recognition that the area within which their property exists (Bendemeer) 
is a designated aclmowledged exception area. TIlere may be something that exists, but our point 
is that the difficulty oflocating it suggests the decision makers may not have been aware of this 
exception issue. We sincerely hope that you will look at this issue and revise the Bobosky 
property's proposed designation to be at a minimum ''undesignated'' or ''urban reserve" if that is 
possible. 

The statute and rules regarding the adoption of the UGAs are conflicting and unclear 
regarding review and at what step in the process the final (binding) decision designating rural 
and urban reserves occurs. On the one hand OAR 660-0027-0030(3) states that the 1GAs 
identifying lands for rural and urban reserves are ''preliminary decisions" suggesting after the 
1GAs are adopted that the county or Metro are free to treat them as nonbinding with regard to the 
location of urban and rural reserves. On the other hand, ORS 195.141(1) and ORS 195.143(1) 
state that Metro and the county are required to simultaneously agree on the land to be designated 
as urban and lUral reserves and the 1GA is the point of that agreement (i.e: the final, binding 
decision designating urban and nn"al reserves). Further, OAR 660-0027-0040(1) states that the 
IGA must idenfu)r the lands to be designated and urban and rural reserves. Then, OAR 660-
0027-0080(2) provides that after the mban and nn-al reserves are designated in the 1GAs, the 
county and Metro implementing policies and standards are reviewable in the manner of periodic 
review. OAR 660-0027-0080(1) further states that "Metro and county adoption or amendment of 
plans, policies, and other implementing measmes to designate mban and rural reserves" must be 
in accord with the post acknowledgement planning procedmes of ORS 197.610-650. 

Therefore, in an abundance of caution, pursuant to ORS 197.615(2)(B), Steve and Kelli 
Bobosky and the undersigned respectfully request that they be given the notice of the decision or 
decisions as required in ORS 197.615. We assume that, among other things, the 1GAs will be 
amendments to the county comprehensive plan and possibly the regional framework or other 
p~ans. 

Thank you for your courtesies and your consideration of our request to change the 
proposed designation of the Bobosk-y's property to ''Undesignated'' or Urban Reserve". Ifwe 
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can answer any questions or be of any help please don't hesitate to call. 

WLK:wlk 
Enclosures 
CC: Dick Benner 

Chris Gilmore 
Steve Kelly 
Ray Valone 

Very truly yours, 

Wendie L. Kellington 

)3 
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lendie L KeiHngton 

Subject: RE: [nclusion of Bendemeer land in Urban Reserve 

'''''-~--''-''' _____ ~'_~M_' __ ''' __ ' _________ '_' _____ ' ________ ._~~~ ______________ ._. __ M_. __ . _______ ._.~. ___ .. ___ ~. ___ _ 

From: Steve Bobosky (mailto:steve@systemcentertoois.comJ 
Sent~ Tuesday! October 20, 2009 4:05 PM 
To: 'kathryn.harrington@oregonmetro.gov'; 'brent_curtis@co.washington.or.us'; 'steve_kelley@co.washingtol1.or.us'; 
'patrickr@ci.hillsboro.or,us' 
Subject: Inclusion of Bendemeer land in Urban ReserVe 

HeHo, 

I am a property and hDmeowner in the Bendemeer area and would Eke to see our proPNty induded in the Urban 
Reserve. Please review the attached Jetter and include the Bendemeer area in the Urban Reserve. 

Thanks for your consideration 

Steve Bobosky I 503-784-8948 

1 
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To: Urban Reservo Decision Makers. 

From: Steve and ICBm Bobosky 
21393 N'WWestUnionRd 
Hillsboro, OR 97124· 

Re~ Bendemeer 

October 20,2009 

We are writing this letter in support of an Urban Reserve designatlon for the Bendemeer area. 
Bendemeer is-an area af exception land located In the nDrthwest quadrant ofthe intefsectian of 
West Union Rd and Cornelius Pass Rd. The area is very parceUzed with rrtt!e agrIcultural activity. 
The many houses on sman acreages are em shaHow weHs and septic tanlcs. _ 

In addition to having no merit for preservation of farm land, there are mlliny other reasons 
13endemeer is sUitable and desirable for urbanization. 

First, a major future employment area lies immediately across West Ul1:ion Rd t{) the south, 
including a parcel {lwned by Intel. Future residential uses in Bendemeer would provide dose 
proximity of jobs and housing thereby reducing vehicle tl'ip lengths. 

Second, w..aj or tl:anspo rtation routes atre<l.dy exist that could easny serve the Ben demear area. West 
Union Rd and Cornelius Pass Rd Jiave plenty of capa!?H:y and provide good connectivity to Hillsboro 
and ather-portions vf the metropolitan area. 

Third, an existing raii Hne runs north and south through Bendemeer. This right of way providBsthe 
possibility for f>1.ture commuter servtce, Possible High Capaclty Transit coupled with access from 
West Uillou Rd and Cornelius Pass Rd makes Bendemeer a strategic location rD!' a future town 
center'. 

Notwithstanding any co-nsicleration given to other ar€as north of Highway 26, Bendemeer is a 
distinct area that merits inclUSIon in the Urhan Reser-ve. It certainly is of un significance to 
agrIcultu.re and does not meet the criteria for Rural Reserve designation, 

Thank yrm for your c.o-nsideratlon, 

Steve and Relii BobosRy 
R$sidents of Ben cieme. er 

....::: .: 
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Page 1 ofl 
bendemeer. OR ~ Google M"JiPS 

Gi"\O:fitt!;!i:' mapa: Arldres,s Bendemeer v. i::jJ.v.,. . 0 Hlllsboro, OR S112.4 

httP;/fmapS,gOOgre.comlmapS?f=q&;sourClf'S_q&hl:=:en&geocode=&q:;;;;bendemeers+OR&, .• 10/2012009 
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bendemeer-; OR - Google Maps 

G--QOal~:' mao~ Ad .- ··O""'~ . ! b 

Page 1 ofl 

Get Goog!el\'!"ps an y{)~r phone 
rox! 'he V!uld"GMI\PS" \0455453 

http:Jhuflps,google.comimaps?f=q&sffil1'Ce=s._cl&ht=en&geocode=&q=bendemeer, +OR&... 10/20/2009 
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To; Washington County Commissioners 

From: Steve and KelIi Bobosky 
21393 NW West Union Rd 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 

Re: Bendemeer 

Decembel: 15, 2009 

We are writing this lettel' in support of an. Urban Reserve designation for the Bendemee!' area. We 
are in opposition to a Rural Reserve designation. Bendemeer is an area Df exception land located in 
the northwest quadrant oftha Intersection of West Union Rd and Cornelius Pass Rd. The area is 
very pal'celized with little agricultural activity. The many houses on smaU acreages are on shallow 
wells and septic tanks. 

In addition to having no merit for preservation of farm land, there are many other reasons 
Bendemeer is suitable and desirable for urbanization. 

First, a major future employment area lies immediately across West Union Rd to the south, 
including a parcel' owned by Intel. Future residenual uses in Bendemeer would provide dose 
proximity of jobs and housing thereby reducing vehicle trip Jengths. 

Second, major transPJ>rtation routes already ~'1st that could easily serve the Bendemeer area. West 
Union Rd and Cornelius Pass Rd have -plenty of capacit"j' and provide good connectivity to Hillsboro 
and other portions of the metropolitan area. 

Third, an existing rail Hne runs north and south through Bendemeer. This right of way provides the 
possibility for future commuter service. Possible High CapadtyTransit coupled with access f!'Om 
West Union Rd and CorneUus Pass Rd makes Bendemeer a strategic location for a future town 
center. 

Notwithstanding any consideration given to other areas north of Highway 26, Bendemeer is a 
distinct area that merits inclusion in the Urban Reserve. It certainly is of no Significance to 
agriculture a..'1d does not meet the criteria for Rural Reserve designaticm. If this land is not Urban 
Reserve, then itshouJd be Undesignated. 

Thankyou for your consideration. 

Steve and KeUi Bobosky 
ResIdents ofBendemeer 
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Bendemeer Property 

METRO FEBRUARY 2001 "NATURAL 
LANDSCAPE FEATURES INVENTORY" 
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Tl'J\:e l.;[etIO COlliiCi} launched the New Look at Regional 

Cnon'ces vv-ork program, to re-examine the way we c :zu y 

out the region's rong-range plan, the 2040 Grovifth 

COTIlcept. l'he New Look ~it Regional Choke~ 'IfV(,)!j(k 

P l'Cg:f"3ID is sep31J'fated into three broad' categorie~, 

v\;i~h: ClGEk2ill[lJs~ , JMilru:M{i)mah ard Was]l-oogton Coa nties and the §f,::;;l1i)e: 

IDepa,rm:ileDt'hS , 1)£ lLamcli C0nservatRo llil 2lilIl!d JDevd0jpNi1:elll 8'TIxi' Aog~ku1,~~;,. 

I0Cllses' 0ill l:h8Raillleiin.g l['cgiLO'l!1!.ali agjFncuXrllral landl E.eeds. with the pror~c:wlrID-

giJea~ C:0l1ll11lliLi'.1D1.itS'; 
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nhe na tU!D8il' r eS0lliC:es 

compo nent! of die SJli8ipe 

of tl1e R egion,", The 
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J' , "ll' 'd' " ,r. "i ' t l1B.V ViiI ! 1 enbUfY t~1'O£e 
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DeatLlMS: 0Ed1t'! hmdscap~ tllatl influence the sense of place' for tfre gr;eaJter 

l.1egion' and! ultir:nateiy ~N;jn heIp define the future urban farm of tfre grEa~:r 

l!egiom, l1i:is ii1fo,milattOll will also be used to identify posBibte ell viw nmerlta:li 

i:i:lltegratJioil' str:2ltegnes to be included in the updated RTP. 
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The preteccieI1 of n3ltTUl:a!! dlmd: cufw.!ial r eSCn1:L"t!es has, lOI!lg heen a key c1Ei:vrng t0t~ oi 
M eTIro's cba"g~; Th e plle.aJrn:ble o,t the 1992 MefFO Ch:iJi1ier p rod aim5 tlmt M ettF€lig mtiJ'~.t 
it-n~o;::UaL1t s<!:Hlce is to jP'L"~seF\l:ili: <li""1d ttru13:hl'~e the quality of tife and the enviwfl!,tnent for 
omserves and! futU'.:;e gen erario']]s. The 1992 GnoetlSFaces lViast:er PlzIl! furth'e!: e5LpaLads 
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a special seTISe of place =d1 chMacter to, tills rnetrO'po1itan area .. it sp eaks to the creation 
of a coo'perative system ot TIlarur @K areas, open space, traHs and gEeenways tor wi1dIi{~ 
and people in the four-commty m et fiopoJican aTea. 

This' adm{H1Vhed'gerneJILt' of m e key rofre d1le gFea:t er r;egionat landscape playS' in che minds 
of the region's citizens was rnrtnelf esta fu,Jjshecll through the development of M etrclg 
Fiish and Wildlife. Habitat l?'mtemmll lFrogLam's Vision Statement (:20 00), The vtsEon 
al'ticulated an aYe,ail]! goal: to CmJlSeFVe, plfotect and restore J: con chmaus ecoLbgl~al'lJ.y 
vi~.' !b~e' strlieai'l!1Side €~Ji!lmidlbi:i SYSiliem, £rom tilte sneam'!:;, headwaters to theft: CQdocnt1r4t ,t·}~, 
I1Hl'lb;eI!" s imealffiS, 2iil'!!d! IDi~'€n:;;. , 2l1lJ!~ w,i.llr1 i!11!..~ floodlphius' in a. manner that tit- irtt~~: .<ritflt 
tIre sU'fFoundlDg urbaTI n~'[J]Jdlsca:,e. l\!j\anfl~irung <lcce&" tu nature. mana'gim~, grC1wCi1)1 to 
add!c-esswate;:;snedllrl,eallili aJllJd coillJil!ecrrion s:, ~enween iuD-ita,. areas~ and fully [lil!.tegn;::trnr.ng 
the built afid! lIl!anmrraHi eliliWTIu;OllliIDel!l!1i' 3lle Imp'e>l;llian[ elements or 1./renHi;Jtg paLter &ameW&H;:]J;;.,· 
11ne CUl'nmt Rl'P' eTIlJu@1ll!JraJgt"s ,eTI!lIlul'oJWmli:'irTltaii: in teg1'3l.liiofJ: CliJct: contexr geJlj}sitiv<i dlb;'PgEl' 
n-!1;F01'1gli, iris: policies, m dJi rregi)e'IllruR: stlneet &s~ gl.>ide~~s clil'iluiiled: in rJJre: Lwa lH~' S'1~ee'~ 
and: Gireen: Stmeffi:H aITd]hl'Go>lt s,. HmitU1/j, die esta.hr~shment of the N1atUl"c ~~, ~~gr;\71!!i6Fh6'cYd!@ 
LSinia:ci~'e ' illl 20G'5 \ ' 'wiJd~ ' frJlte ' J>lllltitrG" C'o'ID:lioinrs· sttPP01i1i oi pr,otecinr;. a;rnd~ j)~£t:~!1f~ il1dJi;/i' 
l~il1hifu<J in] fiEuJuEJe,: {(NiJlJ~tl!l tlliiIrev~~r+, ~:ocrl1lL~~![j'I >!f:&p a1iiSinllil <1lI1e@g:" s<il1li~itm;:d ID'e ~ii'llt'\J1)lra1~r ~~j,ll 
oHennlificing, i'he' <qj~Bln£my iD,m Unfit alUlJdi! frDi'e empviir0umenti fr01; fu:Wlfe' geneM~C'li~~ 

ful ]gm.laiD)" 2006, ID2ivIis;; bl!IiJl)llli:lEts' 8c l\&iidlgel~<J"r]]; . , hie , completed: jilt/bini,; ~i'iri'i!'lfi()'WU~1'~jfj;l tdj( 
I~etirK,)1jjHl1l:i (mnmmnmfid l t ltlitJ: ' iiinmR-BTflt3lTIi~' oii1 llliE1ru"alt: 2lnali .t1.d~~1 f~c£§; ~!lt, tifur e:itfue'i11;'if, (;fir 
tlin,egiolli F~.r, iThll£,mlTJj~,,,se\fe]]my-eig]htiiPc6Ce]ll[ Qifi []!nQse pollJed! mdiltlllttecli mat! p]fQYwatit1!~ 
riivel1S ' andl str,eaID't.,llS,(l»llle. e fr,'fr!lre 'Di1I{)g 1iIImgemu1liigh' jjiYf,Fomty jJ[Ij~mi11:g, ~'al:lk /;(1' d'da:JI \1'".~m, 
p0pul.atiGlll gnG'v,'ltllili ""'i1'elDtl.1Je mexr t e]J)i yealn;S'~ The' !iO'P tr;,vo. 21il1~C;llf'; 1f0' d!t.'e: q~!:I$it~(j1f' 
"\vn:alJ is; it,cli8ltr. yOltl] I lim]O~ most: a51ll'8Jt mhe qJJ.' <£ft.,'y of :fute. YOl.!i; h9:'v,e iiI' tinlle' tcgiiMJ!¥.'t' wen:& 
emrironm enmii qlJ] 8!n~irr 2'l!l!rliIIDI8.!lM'relscem;e1-;Y, all!: twd ve 2Nd: deve~l pe.ll'a1'i~ rer;p~~itii;rah" ; ' 

r lll'd'';1i3tw' GreeID!S1!l'1lJces ll\'d}li:ncy AdvnSiD'l!iY CoIDl'JiJittee's Vision caHs, l Cl l1I the CEeat'tonJ O'~ G11l':t 

exceptiGnal\ ,m ll]ltit-~ull!Bj;dJicrDe]J'aIn, im:tterco-nm,ected' !>ystem, or I1eigh&o1!ho~j)1'd:1 com m ui1>iW 
andi [,egionai par&,:s,LlJrumralB: 8'£ea;s:', ,Wf'ali1:s and open spaces and: recrearian<r.l o~p'Clrtufrides;, 
dist'r:;ibuted: eq)1itf! £Hy t]i'lrOU'gln.o'lit tClle . n:eguo'iJlJ, COtDcider1 tial1y~, <ll Sub~C0rr:1n1it;r.ee' of GJll'~C 
was initiating 3iJialSSe SS;melTI!I: of tllie ilarnraf! ar:-eas compoIl~llt ot dre "sY9terw" at dre,~ 
sametime ' tHa~ Met[,oP'R~g strafE. imi.t~ated the Natura~ Lan dscape IF'eattb1Jeg lrive-,Ulw1tjf 
of-the'New Look a.t Region al Chorces WOl& ptogram, nus it made geIl!ge for t:!1e'tVifO 
iilitiatives to ' j0in ' rbrees. 

Illl ani ~ffbfliHo ' mflool)'d~i& ; t1iJJtej[.e'S~ amldi respect of the na,ru:rat ~@nipmlemn of t!!\.f ht:vge;:;' 
regitmali limdkcr2l! pe;,lltegiona;n Planning and: Parks &c GteellS-paces sra:ff develbped a!l1 
liw ent(my and: aSSeSsmrnfIi a;pfil'x:oad~ alt 2l lDroad revel based OIl' al couple ' of key qiU~st:i.ttlfS' 
Fix~m, t&i~SCl' C!P E:snons ,we @TI1lJndeTIltilfy the reSO'illces in the lallds'::l:p-e' tfru.t wm: 11'819' dkilifl:e' 
the' fU!JUr;d ' uDban: forml The qUJestioills are: 

0 ' Wl-iatnatur,af DeWUfCeS aire es\;entiaI to the health and welfar e of d~'e' r egf 0 il '(. 

0 ' Wlttlti Iklllil;c~l:1'e ' {earnrruJ, dJianne the selilse of place for the regioot' 



W ha t natura l rESOu. rces are. ESf..sntl;;1 to th E! [1(£afth and. \FIiS'ffar'6 of, thiO! [ieg!~[1 :1 ' 

An: tne verry basie level~ efuan air and: wa'tel!' we essen'tiaL "~, the he:aJ:th and wetf;:!:rre ~.£ the 
region. Besi& s the need ton dean, ddn:kiTI~ W,lJ;et'; tlk a bW1da:nt su ppty oJ qu,a1:iJt}f water 
has, pJia')fedi a' L(l)!e in attIrartti[Jg uI!e high-tech industFy to, nhe region, wht<th 11 erg hrefpe:d 
artve tfue d m[1Jgin g eCOrH!)mrr at ilie S'liate. Health.y riveIi and stream Car:ridoFS, a,tortg. with 
fO'Lested Id'I'l,ds an '; esseFLt ig,/, fer mairiuining; alL' and: W a,telJ quality, ivatetsl1 ecl he:al'th and 
tila;!biotraJlr ff(!}1T Iill!ill.QlJ€clS: @if :fES111 21rndi wAilidlli!€Ie, SljD'.ectes. Pt0t ectiL1:gi, !ands thilt are St1'1J<tc~ti:hll~, to' 
natrrra:V hazalids is anotheE' key c(JoInpO'nell:1i of the health and welfare or rhe region. This 
fuJ,clTillcl!es: FJ!00d1011a:,ll.s a'Iillcli w;;~idl2J'i!l!.d1~ : u;I:r.et store. MOOllhTJiate~s, aild help t ed' l!ct [¥€fooi:n(@, a:s; w~t~ 
2J S, steep· sJoped' areas that aE'e at risk to landSlides ot earthquakes. 

Wn>a:ii t'andSl!af,iie~ features;; detJ'~ne tJ.~e. sense. of p~ace ro il" t~e U'egkl;n1' 

Citizens, of the regio n have heen stead£a'Eiii i1J: therr desire for easy acCess to nature; 
whethel! it is Mr .. H ood or tilie Col1!l!rnbia: River Gorge, F01'"est Park or Jackson BottoTIl. 
Vrews to Mt. Hood are sa€red, as <tEe vne.WS of me buttes. ill CladcClmas County or the 
C8:elij:afem M ountains, iill Warsl1:nit'mgtm:J County-. Citi!zeE!s, ana trai] planners have: worrked 
CO'l1ltrirru@Hsly thro ugh: the )feu :s tg compiete me 40-rV'lik Loop, ever since Jo1iu1: Cha;r!eg 
o l'msted reC0mmelEK~ed; the aearimt 0.[ a oc:omptehrnsive, a!nd intercollilected sYfitenl of 
padts\. bouJ~va]Cds:: aTJ t£i! parkwaJ,Ys amdl gree~ways i~J his 19tH Portland PaFk M::!S'tlil' lPfl(;!;l1 , 

T ltt!6:SE' dttI[lllwg, cr!~illelffil$, - q:~i.:i al!r6:il:SS wo·, illlGl<LW)OZ1, ~~" p n )'teuioo €)f fu11'l! 3imJd! 
wiThlli:Ie na,}i1rtaii 2illld: views of rrliie llffiDgj"oj( lilla!1lmlil!:a1 nMdocape, a10Io"ig with Jinncw<!ot'l'4!J1:tS' 
lim\ tll1alJllS1l'0tm2tl!@Ii' amlH lli"dj/ til&&' J?nllirF_g, J!l!B~(~: dkf,1;ro~ ~rut' ~~ o f ,W'1ia:« idhtm ~ m~ti1ftt. 
adcilOwledged: oy d1e'll'eg.iO'f!lfg;:cirizelills to& y.. MeffifiO';s 20@'6 :rai1fk~ aNd Gree:m'j;.%I'C'i$,j: BG]"{d! 
l\41©ml!Jt: tJa;:;g~ti a<T@"~, a& <&niig,iimllJli;!'i 6.ll&1!iiEx~'dlI;, r.~~e~ 0l'!J ~ lbroo& ~1'1Ie: ttfu~ furrtg$.lt <1l~m-Ji1 " 
ar eas that. tift · die' ]]B!ruJUaJft: fe2:1tul!rres;: e,,£ 1rliiO! l!kmJ&;C<l!!?'i': 1!liYg~he1i"." These a'IJ'ea:g; &t;i11d~ Mp>cm. dYe' 
1 ! 9'9 ' ~ ' ,,', I ' c> . C" n.i J I/" . " ~ j ' lJ.. tel" .J ' " I L .,.t , 
l ' ') , l' al:i./Cs , 0C '<l:Jr;][igem,pa!!!,f:5, UJ:O,]]IM!( !l'WIJ!clii1ttses allf: W eI]: as, otuelr pUu :1:' <101'1'1:.1' ptt1l\1'a~' P'gJIK W",,' 

owen' spmra: Umdi sue]!], as: It'e lr.1i:naillh.ililli:n: lli'<r.€JL" Wiil!klIru'~ , :Refu.ge~" 

Natural t anciscape: FeatuI'etf lhVel:\t'ory Ii ~. 

IExilubu! L 
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The pl'Ocess for identifying key ltlelmtt af t esGH1'Ce 2nd, l:andslZape feaIT1'res on a landscape 
scare inmtpOJJated! naruraJ resOUrceS· alvaiJahle in a GIS database format and the conective 
expeFrise at a sdect group o:li e6Z:01Q'm' 2lnci: patk pFoiess10Ilacls ITom various fdent, stat e, 
Local and priva1ce oTgaruza.n€l'l!ls~. GIS cover~ges were over£ayea t o create a base map on 
which the experts. could add, m:0re imJorn'llatioI1 .. The ba.se map included soils, slopes, 
riveTs: <l'ndi s'"u1iealilllS~ , welr!,~dl~, & odipfu'iins" pu!bI!ldpri'Vere pades atTIld natm."a.i are;:j;S'~ dje 
2006 Bond Natural AreC!! fot Clean , AU- <rned Water targ~t areas, Metro's Fish and Wildlife 
Hahitat Protection Area'S ffilltaM habi.tat mventory, greenvvays, and n atural hazard data. 

To give context to the bW2!der New Look pen;pective, the map was extended from 
north of Salem to the NOLJi Fark of me Lewis River Oil a north-south axis and from 
the Cascade foothills to ilie Coast R3illl!ge on the east-west axis. Land cover information 
outside of the Metro area was taJceili {wm the National Land Cover Database (NLCD) 
at the 30-rneter resoliU!rio'Il! sCa'Ie. The Tvill"lUri-Reso1ution L md Characteristics Consortium 
(MRLC),. a group composed' of eigIIIU: reder-all natul!2i resources management agencies 
generated this data .. 

On JUDe 20',2006, ilie G][eeIDIspaces JP'ODilcy Advllsory Committee (GPAC} organ i>z:ed 3' 
na'illlTa:l tandscape fea!m:wes. d fuE1rrette. Tllie parricipa1Jili!llS were selected far tbeu- El1tknlate 

l~l1owledge of the regiolJJa& Eanwdlscajpt,. wlireIDr g:n:oTIl!F~clfu"'1g ED, ecofi:ogical and landscape 
ecol'ogy prim::ip les, and: rll!enrr ifamiJUDallr:iu;y wvtIl'D, MeITo's regj:oJ!l2f growth ruaflacgemrerll:: <1nd, 
greenspaces: pWgl"am .. A tiis:[ orr 1ill!te' Wamr:iicipmms CaJElli !be found a:t the: eud 01: the dleann:enr, 

The' pa'1.'ticipa'llfS weiJe 0:rg3JJljillzed\1 mfr®'.]:€:ams,Jt@,j[ am; exenLise cilesigBed to al]@w eard:'I"[ie!:a!'i111 

to' id\mti6y a' "systJeillm" om tJ]]1]'£e eilem€'RJ1t[S. O'E i1'I1e regioflaH; ]iamldSR::<Fpe1. nattrgaI t"eS{frUf:lrt g: an:d: 

coIJ~ctiolilS : of natTIJ1i;a;tl r:<esouw,zes tL~f!l!ii meet; mhe 05VpctDves olIDdi,Jl}ed &dow, i1if1f naw-ta:ii 
features wonK is: to , ~ meoEjpGDa'tedif IDmi!:Qi ' aiilitlinwrrO'li.l!.<l11: work GPAC. is, C0:>1dUTt::1ii1mg, f;0 ' i'cll;nt~i!r 
a: lh<cstave; ,intereonned:edJl SystelinHI0.ID JPGlEks:; trYL<!!m : aJ!iilldiI116tU!ural areal",. 

The ' participants"" anaaj~ses , iOC'ZffE-£'di! ~n idet1Jfifjiiilvg: 

" A valJiety 0f, li81hintajtslme~,rl]ed!: 1i:Qll?'w,t~ aJl!J1t il eilllhallll!ce. IDe regIi6111's &i01ogIi~1 dli:Vet'~ittr1' 
e ' 0pp0Dtl.lnities· m ,colDisoilf:'dl3i1!e aJjllJdJ COTIlJIJleilCil: exi.."-tillg OE pO'l:elJ\tJi~1 !l<l!ruraJ are<'Ef' :.!$; lttl'.llcil' 

aspossil:W'!; 
Gl Criticali stream, 3..L'"1di ' riveJ!) <!!8'IDIDiidJb.lS~ 

e ' N a rumIic:mnnerrtJiow;: l:i-elL'1I\feelilI'WaIrr.emsllliedls; an! merE' J1eadi;vvarteEs, alnd 
"' , (\;(mg])apthi! feawlf.'@s :ilirurti <lilemirte alfl'.u:lil diliimriiillguos,ilt, the rr:egi0W1!I 

The ob{ectives 'ofthe 'd7a::rette 'werre to! 

e> Identii!y am ir.teJi,wI1!li1I~ui~, oc43,RlIl'giCallllt s!5'i Neant: sys.tem orf 112w ral. [egi',)UIJi!~.g; tll'fl;u 
resl-?(imdi t01olJjecrtiiV65;rdlc.ii'Jimifidi:dll ijjJj l li:t~e' Gll?AC Vis-ion and: tEre New [auk: .n litegiG'u-d 
Choices '\7(Tork program: 

o IliustDate natumki ~eSQur'Ce hm:d1;;u;;pe pa.tterns tbat can support ecological processes iir 
die ex<i sting'; uiii}afl1 af~:Jl l aJUllldl, l:iJePp, cilrnne future urban and rum]. deveiopm'eITt p-atteYl1~ 

o Discuss . and! documentl llio'w the system. contr ibutes to meetlllg the o b,ectives, of the 
GPACVisioD'aDd : tf-Je 'N~w Look at Regional Choices work prognlm, 

EattlilchlllietitB' teamlW21S,21s!Ji:e:dllt<G lbIT,odiuce a marked-up map of siglli£icCl!i1Jt m~tfl1ta,V sysMm'S' 
anditandl II atiteDIls, t lli!ll.tt d!miil!3:' t ilhe' q(!:!Imllty and character afthe region and' a d~a~mmatcic 
concept for die "system" trham C3Jp1l!.mres the megfon's sense of place, arrows fOF re:sotll::Ce' 
RDOtectioili at! aLlirgi'\ll 1klil!dklrape-aJtrdll ec::o'\lysteTIn scaLe and heLps delifire. where futU!r.e' 

growtlltS11GuIGI.'and· sl:ioulidino1t ocrmr. The tnree teams were then asked to eva'fu::tt:e' each 
ofthe maps and! a' cons~msus , set, 0'£ fandscape features were agreed on. A composit e\' irt'cl'p ' 

thatcompil~ddata' frOlTtJeach of the maps v,ras created. 
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']JfJ.'e' ([.{)1"'11(JJ8i[,8-' 1;,UZP; r;e.fjffetHii-ft'ft:tt! (]Gii'tSe:1ts ilS; offail!6f./J£tI',ef:W-:P.1riiciP4.'f.t'ffs, {"l'ttl§ S(ttJl1![1'td: rJ14/d! 

digitized: Addi:tiGJtffCEI': d,z,ttt was tlieH add"ed fYCl71t' tht:ee aata sets: 

'" Priority COil!.Servatio~ AJeas oi cite, ~$ili~mrrtte VaUlt'i-P'uget Trough-Georgia Basin 
Eco.[ogicaJ: Assess[fl(cITt" Dr tlt¢ N~rute Conservancy 

o C0DSeFV'at10n: and Rest0ITanioE OpportUnities in me Wlllamette River Bas~H Planning 
AtE<l's: Ti-ajectm-ies of E:nrviromJ::IenMl and E€O'lbgie:al: Change by David H ulse et a1' 

o Conservation Opportunity lueas fFOm, ~be Oreg~n. Censervation Strategy developed 
by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wrldlite 

The tIDar p1i('KUnct is, fu~e reg~0lJ!ali o:atu:lT2Ij , featlliies, bz,se map to be used in the Shap:e ot d!);e 
Region: work program 25 vveRr as GPAGs work cJ[eatmg the bi-state regional parks and 
greenspaces, syst em m ap '. 

COill]lli!m.enta:£Y to, this GrS~based natIDl'l[ai featuores map, a series or gJrap:frical perspecti~~e 
maps, OF the region were generatedi' hy James lP'euinMI, University of Oregon Depar'"unellt 
of Rrrcbifr.rClit!Fe n~ 1i~j0i1!J Wf!S', &~l';"i~dL fr;]JtJ:ill li1~e '"1:00j\]W:" or pei'spectives. a!n:d Q&r.~:qjl.'!Je! 
representa,ci{,Hls oli I'a:nGifoIillLls, were oIrdl,litm if1;O'ill, each peEsjpective. NanIIa~ feawre~ 
were fuig11ligllted in eoIb:rs. 11]e Jiiestnh-s, Me 2crulraire pet:speCltFVeS o f the regi(!)IF tha.t aFe 
eV0cari\re o£ a seilllse: of pb ce as, see]!]: Jf'Enm, aieJrnaJi. 'II'llews:~ While meo;e paspertiiVe dliaw!trgsc 
alJ!e not aPlll1"Opria<Ie' Em: GIS 3!.!!M!iEysJiS'~ they arre lllIsefut rum tl'JJat ~ey ma!f~ me' o bserve! lb(j)'k 
an me i'egion: in, a: new' v.'ay aTId, snnuJ1llmte Ii!mlvej(s~rim1!S :l.®-OUtl: the funrre stla'pe' a t the: 
region;. 

II':< s1\'G ui~I 1)e: fmt~dl ruBtL bHe: Gi!tt'&.~ : a:lli:8m'«!fte' ll!'t.&a:e:§!f: ~Jbmt;i&Jl ~<i&OPtt Bearu;~elP in! l.CIlrd.h:, 
C0unuy Wash:i>~gt0n~, cliue' Ko,clhe !l\.ii~stettqz ' LJ1atu'lOe o,ji tJll,~, GPfiC. W @iri , m ile: 'I'M: 5ih!.,,!!' ot 
rh~' R!SgiGlIIL Vl,',(H1J.::, .iPmg~a;,l!1'1l\ TIS; eil'fu4fu!lr!td1! 00>; ill'megpRl!", 11Jllt~ dJm:e21~ ~iu\liIWi'd 1~ cblt Cil)U~ 
alDe' I'epI'esen tedi 0 il. diJe' 1lI'lI8IP foi' Ci81i1textWfliU jil'l1!ffijp lJ'res1,1JD,ufl allie TIlot dlescri,ltted; nlPl the' Fep Oi/!l; 

ILisuedll:J; tllbw am til:ht' aneas·, i [hnmmiEtedI81},l'l'SJtti".ll'i2JD! lltu .. ri'M2Iy;rE fea1JLti!(e:!f 9:t1i dl '1f' DlfgtW . ~. ief; 
irl1p Orbaflt to, f10te 'Wa t J!]3:tI!Ua!i ~e31ruiITeS Dii1sidle: ,tilte l!JGB' Me l110 [ exami~edl: in this N c:1iV 
Eoolt PDOC:esS , ami! ~Ue weTIn: dlbmmeThtedll al i l!vll"~QI;S wish a'ill!ciJI Wild!PJite' Hahi~a!t L..,.vellWlllY; 

(IoftDmbia: ~nve,r ' Go;rg€! ' §c£'~k" AlTe21 
TIle pm'j)ose' of the' Na[;iicli1.alR ' Scen~c Area. Act TIS to protect ;md pfOvrde for the 
enham::emem oft lie ' seemc, ,rulwraR, E:eli::reanOlJlailll ctndl. 1l.au,flral ii'esourceS of die: GOige; 
rIte Colln:nbia: RIver Gorge IS a! specuac-!ll1liT> riv:er calJJJycJD:, 80 miles ]OIl!g amd: up to' 4,0001 

fuet deep, cuttingtlie: Ol'l!ly s.ea level'route through ilie Casc2'di:; Motrntain Range; 

1il1e Sandy River: Deib:, which serves, illS the "front parch" for w.:bauites entering th e 
C6Iuml.ha' RiveD Gongefl;Qffi me west, is a 1,400'-2!cre river delta that contains extensive 
fl.hQ'clp'l~im fbnesns; , s!rruH/.€;furu ~1 CQlll£HtW rntnEs;., aHcID seawnal wet!!arrds, 

Ca:stade ' !Feo,otl1ms, 
T11e' Casc:aclkMOuntain:footl1iIJ's pmvid'e a scenic panorama for Portland and the eastside 
0i:l tiH'e' DegiOTll andl dkflne' tiHe· eastem, 2Jmfi s6uth eastemil ed'ges: of the greater metro'Folk a'f1I 
a'J:1e~l1. l!11~' fOI,es1).cc0nmiilfs; lie2l~h¥ fiSh and wilblli.fe popula.tions and provides; db:nldl[l'g' 
waterfGli tl1emaiGmiry: o£t1'±e population of the region. 

NatUirall..anc/scape f eatures fnventolj( I' 5' 
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Sarrdjf' River Go rge: 
The S'zmd:y River c:t:lcS; a; 55~mihe~rong: s er:pe11tit'1~ ~(a:tb , B~0m I\!Jlt. H ood' to the COIUI'ITbi'a' 
River., A 1:2.5-mile st'F6::tiCh (Dt cli~ river - fn::m1< Dodge Park 0]1 the south, downstream, to 
the Stark Street B'cicige Of!, .he lilorth - witn@s, its, v/,ay tMough the g0a~foot-high b'aisak 
and sandstone cam:yons ltn0vm: 8JS the Sal1idy. RiV'er; G flYr:ge, This pOF!icm 0'£ the d irer is 
desigi1'3ited as Doth a SbIte S(i:enic Watiel;vvay' a,rte!: a N ild0nal Wild and Scenic River. 

The Sa:wdy River Gorg€ area also provides a big game corridor ("cor'illectivity" ) betvveen 
Larch I\.{ou:atain z.r-;jd tIle 18,wer Sandy P,j,,<' er, "TId pr:0tiecrion of critical habitat for 
stedhead , ICes-icient trout and salrl1on, 

East&uttes 
T:lk fOrested ~ C,UlLtt.eS srr-etd mlg from GreshallJJl1l! sowill tJhIl'~'llJg:bJ, ])~ma<'JCwT anm:l: :Hk1Pl1Y 
Vam~y m;eate al' Uljjl]ql!le ' ge~gmpfiy flJl' fi local Ees jdiolill[s, al liJid: j!1lfovi& welcome t eIiltf from! 
sll't:olliidfng' land; uses.. llie slopes oli trJl]ese e1L'1im!ct JaV2l! domes provide o'Ff'oirtunicies n:>' 
protect water quality alllid llmrge areal:; tOll: 'f"illElife habitat and cm:r;idbrs that sttetdl' flJorrr 
iimet' urban . Portland to, the edge of the Casca!des, 

Deep 'iEreek C 3iDllY 0I:llS 

Tl-ie 'lltact: steeply wooded, slopes ow Deep CEeek and its ma;jolt tributaries oiN'oyel' 
and 1'idde Creeks lla ve some of the AaEgest wl1tiguotls wnldIife ha bitat rem ctinitIg in: 
the r,egiom THe' cli'eeks serre as the p:rincipa~ co-flnGol[ c()nnect~i1g mhe Cl'acka:mas Rivev 
to ' haHitat areas to the ' liliOL1:li, wIthin urbanized' a!Eeas. The cO!Tr idor also indm.les, the: 
Cazadero · Trail, willeI'li willl' link: Gices,h3lll a'nd Barton, com.preting the Springwaret" Trail' 
from · d'ov,rntown; Pmtla[fcJti to Barton; w ith potenciaL Ear connection to Estacad a. 

C!adtamas: IfWfeli" 
Ttl:l.e: <\:Un:dcaml8lS' River,w alliensbti:di ~!1diorn:.: to the last slgniiicl'Ilnli rul;)! at w~ld fate' wi!m~):t 
\I:6h0 ' in! die' CGlumbia, Basin. roe watershed also has one of only two remaining liUliIJS; ot 
s~):iing, ~f]iimdi: ml die: WbUffimett€' Basml and sllIpportS. a significant p'Op~La<tiion' 0f win'tC<.S.lr 
steemead~ , cuttl~roau trouli aild native l'amprey. 

Exhibit / 
P8191e-1~ 
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11le Clackamas RiIVc£ is . a part 05 trhe na v1;('JI1 Ii.!: wilcl, and, sr;:enic ti:vew system, des-igrra ted 
as a recreational river:. FOUlI seCtl0t?ls ot clle Cltraok:amas, PJ~er <Ute des:ignated ag Scenic 
W3!tem>;raJ}s~ . 'i.Wru'l!/tVtr,at'€11' ,;m.<Li1 &~tilGl!@, e1ilith'U1S'iaoiJl!l~ , hik'lff,1" aal'lliI.pe·r.s, fisher folk <:n'& 
eqp;es:trians enjpy the mver's dear Waitet: ana!: exceHe~t scene.ry. T he ClaCKamas-Is tbe 
d0seSit sigllifliram: wru;UeWlJiteii illrt'reil t 0 J »'ill;rrrE11Jn!lll. VZi1I1l~U,e~, ~.ed!uth-'U ll fOJre5ts and dtaJlUati C 
S,00-foot high basalt di& provide a b'acitdL'op, to a:. recpe2li;t]ona! outing on the Uppe~ 
ctadtamas .. 

The Cta;eicaF>Th'aS, :lit.Tvelr watelishedi" wru(C~ al!s~ iaa:l~dies, ;l! , Eilli!JillDt't at otlbej( areas- identmed 
ill t11is report, provides high quali1!y driDJti.J.g v\later. to approximately 200,000 people. 
Tl:1ere are four n:lmlicipal surfao::e water intakes. On .be river .hat provi.de water r OE 

households i." tbe towns of Estacada, Gladstone, Lake Oswego, Milwaulde, Oregon City 
al'ld West linn .. 

C!'ad cam as Raile II' Siu:ff"s and Grree.l11lwaJ], 
The Clackamas Rive.: Bluffs a:ou ts. the CIackaffi31S F-:iverr: North B'ank. Greemrvay from 
Barton Park to Cladcamette PaIit" thus providing an, nmp8'11iCEJ!Jl t link to the rower f rver for 
the c:omnmniries of Damascus and Happy Valley. The: ;n'~a COEl!'tams ililCO'illmOXl habitat 
types, due to wet dITldl cJiFY conditions in c!'0se pt oociInI1ty iliat create a rich, dive:tg,iry' of 
plant and animall luDita;:s. La!lrge ~I1i&;vdoped' tjC2.!cts of TI3:J'j\cil Sl1r1lT OilInctrl1'g . die bn'uifs-·iotrtrli 
a (;;x-i'ti(!:8l,L mas!> snli-1iici.em 1C@' 1?~@1V1d1ie IblJa~C:~!pe-saaJie: w·n~ !:ilUfu€,e Etaibirat. 

rr'ilew e[l: aJnci Aber rrnetlhl)f o-ee~Si 
Il.oC':atea vJJirliin dill!d sR]!rnouJlili.dmg OmegOJ:ll: Cimy, N~weE!i dlroidll Abernethy Cre'o;h Py.c~i'tfe 
<rDidi~ii fi511; aUld' ·(f,<;]]tlllllie' f]ait)iil'iaJ~ iiw1l a!1 l1awidllw lJl"'!bMi~fugi, ameaJ'~, e~ecianr tlli!ij(g;;;~&wmfJ ~Eb~r.r 
for steellieadi aJilld, cu~Jlin31Ul pOW.illt~:lllti(YJ1]S:i 

Clear'- Cree!( (a1lll~Q! [ri, 

We' lCl1521L: ' €:neek.. CiaLllo/:0fii ~"!S: s:ernmtm qp1J C81IDif.~1\ 4>J!11 Cie~ Cm-ife:~, <lJl. £i1cc4~g: ~~Thlta~ 
qpil die' €tiwkamas; lltiJl.'€1.'. {cIIl:TI!!li' Cna:dt is; 3, h~g~l- '1iJlll!llHDmy Mt!i£il ... Jl}'e21lri1!l:g;: qM'oiK ~li~~fu'g. i~1 
tilie: (I;ismn&s; tl1al!:;m~dhi!is; till:>J0u:gll.1 2il 'ic.n~fe}t ~.ii11i<!M: lJt.l:f~'t'~· t 'fl!m<tl!Jfwg:jlfWOOif.;; @1~cl1 r.i~!i;!if, 4'f£l: 
ii:5.lbwM Cdllll¥GInI eJl]arimdL li1he ~";Jlli>1ta:m1 91l!!Jlil'!r~""l!S , 11] &ti~e!l'i&l!l~ v--ailriitil!riJt'§' @'i ~~iJll~, Mi:bll!~tl[,~ 
rain ~ow mou[ and ! eJlJldi~[lgejJ7edV taU e:liilf! lJ'ok amdll aoRio, saDmlJJ'l11',.. 5ioceEFile2ldK arnrd: t:fliI~I:!':J:1'ie¥1edl 
l3o!li5ta:l! crnttlir031t trout .. UNmjj?e&dL lOy .bms, &&lTI) nis o'i!:ligim; ro whe Q'Ce'a,.",~. m-hii!' a~.el: 
provi&es;e:;.:lleLlbr.t! fis~ !;pww-rung, EJ,eJ£.~ . 

Mbnr illmTIi 1H00'species ot vml:Uife ax;e tQirundi alu ctealJ!; Ctedk", tiJdlllJdintg w yon:',.:" wuga:r,., 
lHllcKtaill dter, elk and 76, species, o:6 Ib,iin'cis. Pidc0l!1Sr hfll1iJ!,<Ill:s". osprey, owfu9 Wbcea$'2'-vLrur willbw 
flk@tehe11S and[; w,allr:bLg,r,'&e(ifg; 21!f:i~.: 21l fey;! ®'i1l clte~ &k&~;. Tlit~ IIlDra~.dl'ilf"e JOipaHria-[t. &.:tr~:n~~, 
wooded: c8myon walk, . te£lIa'ced 1JJp~~Dld&" apen mea&b'\~s, pondS', spdlilJgS' and' wediai1'dg: 
provide diveme wildlife n.a.o·itat:. 

low ew IP'UJddlilrll91 IRffvelr 
Flowing through £(}r~sts aDl!d, the" deveIoped ' pfati1s of the WWanrette VahreYt· the Pud ding 
ruv.a.n joilils the M01~Ua, ~rv::e]1 31ID ltg ; eoadileRc;;:·witbi tille Wilbmette Riivltr t @' i05~I1li! all\a!JJge' 
tll:roupll:iul ldelt@ a.U Mb]QUJa., Smm'lP'a!lik .. O\tce airt' impoJ:ita;~r1 bmeeding a!n<r. tor vv(,\f~-cll 
cl.\lcks; tfus 3'rea does provrde an impOljtant seasonal re5tnng area EM large' gathel-:ing of 
waterio·wL 

WHlameu e ui]anows;,to C'311l'1lem arn !3ulilfff 
] l1SD SGutl:1: of, its, con£l.ueli1ee \l\.'i mn\ liIle' Tmrl~ill , the \wma:mellte River dr2JtWg; its€fii: iJl'!", 

narrowing througlrI, a stretch of steep cliffs and rocky isl'and s- cam~d the WiHam ette' 
Na:l1rovvs. TIie' Narrows is Dotanlcally mich, home to plant,; I1onual1y Jfa un:d far rm~"th 
and ' east of our region. lIhe area con :wa ins lnOced fo rests o f Otegon white' oa:kf O reg.@I1: 
a511' and, Do uglas fir i Iil tlie upIl:mds' tlls.at gi~Te vtray to, Wes;tern, red cedar an d. Gr.al'1l\d; fi~' 

l\Iat~ra;I' l'.andl5C2Jpe Feature's rnveliicry I' t 

co ,,,,r. .. ,j. I. 
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ancli som e mad:Uoli1e ill tille: [ewer leYeLs ~ The -Will;al1l1::t:C~ Nt:!:m:a>1W's: is h0rne "0 dee11, eo-yote, 
Er0gs , salruna:.nd<:£s,. os~x:-ey,. 0vds) henDlils, W00d'piZa:hr:s and m~"1'ly songbin:k The a£:e:l 
a,lli.0, C':0Etams d' unique pfa(t~ ~a;I1~d Pea<th Cove B<1lgj, bdii!ved tao be ilie only vveti:and 0.£ 
ltg, lbnd: r:emailli:ng in the W itiamecre VaHey. rl~L~ ]; (.i}~~!Zte sh;::tllorrvtl lake and associ<!ted 
emellgent ma1ish siit ill, a depieSs.iem sC0u~edl t,,"L bed'r:0ck b¥ the Missonia Floods thousands 
(1)# )'lea'ITS a;g!-'), it Jilba~~, pE2!~ :lii3~l Flses, a,nail £i:tJl:ti;" as, thll!: l~Jte' l!:tvd: £lttcruate~ v-vith te3S'o~a:l 
j-,m:::rs. 

L0C2:t'ed alomg the east bank of the d lTer sOUth IDf Otegon Cioy, Canemah. Bluff is noted 
for a diversity ot hc.bitats ffidtlciing steep, cliffs;, rock Outcroppmgs, oaklffiadrone fm:est, 
vveili-esnablished native phnt c:ornmunities~ diverse topogJiapny, seeps an d numerous 
w etlands. lis his,tOomea! use by N 'at iYe A.m eI"i:<tans is app ctL"ent given it s roea tioi1 
0'i'e:d001oog W.&:I.aJmette FaJ:lis" a restli1i€:liJil1m t o; fish 8:Qdl b0~t peissage. 

TOilqtJj i i1l i Ge(Q'~cgkPurea) 

B~i1ing; visiB!e' lI1JMl!fiJl!.sJ4dft Ihy: the' ancient flb@ufu;thalli sl'la1?;edll ~\!Jl!i1 iifegiorn~, rhi~ aillJeal1 i0.r~d: 
DevVJeen' Wil~011vllle, Sherwood' 2ill:d Kina!atlll; ts. uniqaec l'he l'onquln geolo gic ::Ir~~l w a'S' 

crrMoodi 112~ (}"(g{}i. ]l5~GIJ@: Y,eams: ago' W}!;lZtt® rille. JW'.rutes~u1~1 n00&[f; S'Couted out- tl-re: COI9;mi!lml 

KiveIi Gorge;. u!timate!}T oacbn g lip pats ii ilie C\U1Jfent vi<r1;"1:ky at th e dty of Wirsor1:viIX~ and' 
fJling',dk WiBarnette \:.gIJjI::y;. ~ei!ll the £lbod~1\7,arers , Siubsidb:f11, Ull[]flque gc~16giGi: w:arm~~i~ns , 
umluding '. "!calk'" ponds, cliaIIDeis, basalt lit-uumocks and km'Olls were left behmct 

Pr.otec:tion; of me i10cky outCLOpS that frame these formel1 fake hottoms, wilL pra-vide 
vv:iH:ilif(dialhtat of considerable complexity and: richness, au:rd preserve the cCi;ea's rare 
geologic: featuliEls. Within , this aJi'ea, a U ',.mile trail' corridor win COl1nect nearby cities an d 
tHe~new: tov\~i1lQei1ter o£vm~hois to liieglio'IlG.lliy- sigp.iuc2lnt rlalru!:13J areas' (e~g:,. Grah'aml 
Oalhs :Natulla!;AreCl', T.'l1alatiu, River NationatWiltilife Refuge, the Cedar Creek Greenway 
illlSI-iervv'GGri i al1d!;the WiHamette River Greenway) , .. 
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<S@iiike' ILl,tt~ CUcr'ElC (JHrig:;..~a:\i~$ i~ 1 tlt-& lili:a,llilJttitl1r-S:lbi'jJ'NA/0cit tiJlie:11 il:lllial, i!!i{l)J;f4-i\: geu,ttl~, . fit,[tID'Vltg.h 
iliis a1Jea to; Wilsonville, ror'llllecting -uhe l i1 aJia;uln :R:i;veJl Na:rrI:aii.1a,1 Wifcl1i/e Refuge to the 
Will'amette River:. The wecland: ha bitat along, th~ cre.dt 5'u!lJpCl!1iS marlY £rnparra:m: species 
of migJIaw ry and .esi&~i'ja2.J: wiIdJifce and Wed<111 d: plil.nts,. Nel.l1 Wj,f'sani't,iHe, the basin 
w ideNs, tro, foillil' Coffee Lake, an anciEnt lakebed th"1! has bea:ome a la\J'ge: scrubhhrub 
wetfaudo. 

Taatatln, Rever 
The Tuala:t'u;r River watersh ed (h ams: 712 sql1a~1:! mLte5 a.nd: tanges from the denseiy 
populated areas of soum west P'0,nlandi, Hillshoro,. TigF1r:ci and B:eaverton to 3lgflcdltural 
areas near Scholls, Ga.s!o~, Baillcs, Mounraindale: and North r !:ains to [he forests of 
Oregon's Coast Range, TL~!atin Ivl oufltains and Chehalern Mountains. Most of the 
fast-g.mwillg u£ban popuI'arion -- approx::imatdy S0'Oi~.OO'o: residents -- resides Oil! 15% 
0'£ the wa.tersned"s area. Agri~]t1:ira! uses take I!1p 35,% of the areal while 50% of the 
watershed's area is fm:esL 

TJJ:.e rip~:ml a'llie.3!S and. [Jlood!,'phms; of the ThaJ!am1< 2!~e; imp0Ttant too fi'[Qtemag the 'iil12reJ( 
quality of illis, piver heavily illnp8lcted by mob-an and agnu1:litru"al uses. 1,1 aldd'i.tion to' 

.. T" ' £1l JlI · ~1L _ AlL _ A....R ° J ' . d _I _I-. . .. .JI' 1U _ 
p.r0'IHGll!'lg, .ll!li00Ul, sm@'];fage" t=: ~ay"2WUS; a:1ilul ass@C1J.;lltrlt .] W€\ll~llIl1!ili;' i:'tiii?D1-Om:. CClfid!l(,i!iclr3J1'.}'j&: 

numbers 0'£ wa1rerrowil aJi]rd): iHiig:r8ltlJn;g He@tFopieal binfs. 

CneneRem ~,~l!lll!J!nii:i3!gns; 

111e lIDft].poken ridges, 3l1l;di fO 'l!ies:red sWopes. ot me cht"hale:LlllI Mou'Hlt:a!.1lll'·§ :[yJ[O'vDci!e' JiB1: 

Un{l)(1}illl.llm seeruc pan(l)'FamJ!l\1 iIDr~illl' tEiJe m ll;flltIlltzed! pOBllm:l, ali WasnWltt6MJ!l ~U1.\1))' 
andl dlofu.li:!:' Vfl,'e' so'O'ttilhfl.1'.F.es;tem &~ @~ tliile:' g~i!ca!1ief!. rnem.I[li!a[tl1fC:gi~>1'., f'JiT6}~6tiitIr"E:tl {'Jm
l1t«I'd.~"ateffi ameA: f"ipatllriiaLJl TIalIIT&&, wim~<lj;J: the imp0 r:tafl l1 d:rah~ages of Cfudk:e!1i1, B'cl~er m dl 
M'eFee' € .ireeks. i,,~lNr(cS ""oo'i:l]! w atenr (lualiw p,1ri~J11 t/j)i entemnv d;}:~ uub'ftliJiiu'cll It~g1iJ~; 2!J11!tli o ~ . J . r ' b -

ulie' lI'Ua.nkrinl R'i;"~Jr.: when' lis: sig'¥!miral®!l!r: ~-1wi&kil~i&' lliltlhrutt y,eJMI!t: 4t~bt!t-g, ~~i.a:!4~, 6:gdki.'ir 
and! Ba.ker(l:][<$aEts aru:ll!\lvildM"e c:miilliclb];s -clIat ext~d' tu0 it11 th~ Il1mrlh'2.':'ffiI!l a1lr!reaJi t;(:)!' 1rie Cg21'S~ 
Ran.gj!;. Time illi6Ii1fie.iillilll t:eI1!.illIDJl!lIs; Olf jljjfu€,:' Cheh alkmi M 0tm:tam.s: i.elllIDlS a1' ITial;::ge f.©':I;1~ ~'t1ed! midge' 
Ibdl.irrg,tt011 W~g'll1m\ llL3Jtilt: 2llilloit 1lT~IlliIIiAml rui'ic,c!1 :fJ11!0d!jr~f1~i!lt aUtuilfim~Jtw ~~i~J]iIi~'!i~di l ~i.":Y; v • ..,tiHl~.&r 
hal:htatc. 

ParlJ'"eHMi:J:!Jl rMtaJ tn; 
),'n l extemnG'lill {}ID the' ChetnanelFiJi IV['@1!lillitaWrns, seumr:ast t@, dte Wi~~~m(Ciille' IltJ!~e~ lP'a:nen! 
J\;f\:mnt'auilfl , is. the pwm.iJilleilll[ l!:opogwapllik featur,e: !il:par;aring, Wiisc:I'lTwme' llFO'l!IT1 N evvbieJ!fg. 
Se:atnmedi rurali dlevd ojpillenus lJIllixed' Vi;itl'~: forested! ~teek.s ptovide h:a.1fJ'iTI:'ait: cO'Il.l!Jlecrivi~ 
fr,mnlSlme:rwoociisourlbJ' tn me niver~ 

wmametie' [?threw, IF~OiOidl!jli~i3![I11l . 

NistGriir .diRtm:mh;· atnd! meander SCaifS oil. tl'-re 'Wha\:;me~ E:]vell finl stt~trd1!!,.9· ~rff' th~s, wi.~e' 
fll:fodhlnin\, p,r.0wlrllhmg ]?mdl~diiv'e wetfurrdi ~a.:~lMi!iS, f0iJ migx;2\t«iJ1i)Ii w~~etf't!l'V'.;;f! aiu:clI Elfa"lliv-e: 
amphihians ,and:' orr-diawleF rrefuge £0'£ migrating sah'110I1idS'. With: irs, high restoration 
p(}t'entia~ , tl:iiS : COillp~l:X floe&plalln s}rsrueOii!i is, ess£fnvli1J' tot BIbod 9tol1~ge aL'lldi: ,1i,t'rcerr q~l'.:fii:ty 
p:roterrtioT.l.'of the Willamette Rivel'i. 

Ya:mhmlMic:MUi1i1ivi~ie!AlrtI1Jrrty Oaks 
1l1l.:rM'areas east ofMcJV1innville and neaJ: .A~nity referred' to' as Yamhil1". McMi.n.n:l'\'im~' 
and! bluty Oab; . respectively, contain large tracts of Oregon white oalk vvoodialf&9~ . 
OaR,woodlands are key lubic:at For many at-risk species depelTdent OJ!l' this, disapp earing, 
l1al:\itattype:'W1iat wa.s historically a maiorcornpOneIil1i ofthe WiH~Hn:ett:eValley 
landf;G3. pe; . on.lty a few large stands of O]jegon white oak woodland and savanna ar.e' 
relll111ning •. 

Natural' Larlcl£cape f eatures !nventolY r 9' 



Wapato take. 
T1lis an(c:lent lakeibedllhist{lmicalHy sup~orted large f<utrnberrs oJ w:1rerrt:f'iwf, induding. runctu 
s :<'TJ'a!ms~ 1TliAis, Nb(!l>&f>iITene Ibotlomla,~d' of the 1i'fu9.,ln,u11UJ E/di\',e',i1 i~ : bei11@ ft!i)lIsi&teai ~s' 2[' i1n.ufute 
w~ldlife refuge that will COIDJ:€:ct to, eyjs:ting pubtic lands lie the north toc<I.ted neat FO.fest 
Grove and: HiI]sibom 2.fl'd 2'!ru2lct tourists to Washington Couury. The aFeCl! has the highes[ 
potential fm: protecting wildiife haDEl:3!t and Wa.t~ qu.ality-hl; chis part ot the Eegion, 
and, aliso< 0tiieK'S sngIDl~'CaJJiir 5estm :ari0l':l O,pp0rtt~ni:t:iC;,g. 1he ~alte~ed seyve~, a:s a catchment 
for the upper Tud 2ltll Rivel" as It transiriolils from steep slopes of the Coast Range 2nd 
Ct1e1al~m, Ridge to, its m~~rilJ:g ~07ii',rer B:Ood!pj'air1i. 

nllamo<oiM::·Sltafre ~li:Dres\t 
Ttl-ie Tillamooli± St3Jte Forest wrnviidil:s; a; scemc paul10 ramft f(l'r rille -western' jp4Yrtno'lili\ af lrlie 
l1egionlandl dldlfL~~s; -rriil:~'Wes[enm' edge ®f tle gqueaiier meiJIj'0R.(;}fi~ 8lllie'at ~: f~}'l)t!$-ll ~tra;iJr'~' 
l1eaHil1y, msHi'2lJJ!d1! \'l,riE4:lliiife jJOjpul2ltr.ioillS: amtdl pro'i\--;idI!5: drinkmg~ W(ll'telf fO'7J $ \ 11{db-~u't!iia1il 
popu latioil 'oJf' the regJion" 

Lower Ga:~eSiCrreelk 
IcGwer, Gales C:i:eelli: provicl'es trhe oPPortlli"1.ity fOl" a linear greenway cOllnecrmn b~b.r{.eel!l 
tl-ie 'Fimlnili:Wetlands cornpnex and the Tu_alatin RiveI' to cl}e upper re3!ches af GalJ~5 
Creek, die ocl y remaiillngsteelheadspawningareaof the T.llalatm JR:iver. li.he 3!n;~a!' 
i:'!1'0vidb:vlTilHitife J)iSibidiI;,r, water quaiity/q,uantity benefits. am;ji re:cr:earlOiit1" eel'm::-a't1tll>11 anti 
stewal'dship oppormnicies .. 

nrailv OJlUdIi ~JkhW (iJ<Be([s(olluf~~e~i)tCe 
D'aiq andlM t Kay Creeksdfain a largely agricultural watershed' widHl1' Washington' 
8ounuyamh roThverge at the interf81ce OF faIimland anci the ullban growth boun'dktI'-Y, 
fCltming.omad wetlands accessi.ble to a. Ea.prdly urban:izing area. M cKay-Creek: forms 
tHe,'w13SteK1[ll bOill1lcilluy o.f the city of ][-Jliilsboro and flow s h'1t@ Daisy Clret'K 110'f1:lhl 0f 
tJ{e'ruatatiinl Valley H igliway .. Niz811" the confluence of DaiLY creek <!dU the '1l1a&"Jin 
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River;;,Jae!CsOll Bottom, Wetlan ds Pneseri!'e c0niiai:a~ : a va,nier'/, oEwedl<IiJ.d' c8ttrim~ni.1I:Ies' , 
Wetrhrmcll na:lf,itra t emJ]alllleem eJ!lt P];0'J~cts alTe unct.ell' jI,f,;1ii}" tha.t wi:ll enha'Fl/L:e fhe a lfe~,'5'; ",alo e 

Em; \l,~cr.llite" w.a,rcr qpai!;y and; env1rl7mmellt a:l educadou. Ptoteccing and enhancing 
w a'tei' q).laEty a.nd jpFOvidlng wiMlife habiiiatr aLong these ma.jm tri bUt1rie:; C01"l tribUtes 
sj~:i:mrra!'iii.clIYI t o; i!:rl:ILm: ' iffi@mlr21'ID frit~criOIi!S Q£ ~e 1T1lJBJlfatililJ !tii\felC: 

Rock Creek Heafrwaicte !;':s 
Ro:o:k Ciieo:.K flews; mom ilie T 1i]ruaM, MOl!till,tratll S; h. fo.,lieS! ParIt <"0 , the 1i~a.t:t~i.rIi "Iiti,r,er, 
TIiJ'Il .lL .J! 1'. . ' 1_ --"'- j '. .Ii lL 1, ..11 " ,. ,€I. " . y,YaifIerrSUel!!. l ilJla>rna:ge:rrs; 1f~31jre tCc:iil!UJ;]ed PlTo.tec-tR0Jil. 0,~: tHe' iWpp eL: vvaJters,',It (iJ at)· all t'1!Rg~~, Pl']O l<],ty: 

fOE m eeting water quality plLorect:Ji0B goats in th e IoweL" "llvater-shed. Opport1J!lJ!iries to. 
HI1prOVe and pm -tecr n,a.bit2[ also erist thFOUgh the protecrion of key tdbut aries <me! 
thehl- associated we"daIi1ds. ]B;ecause th e cI"eek aDd its tri:hutaI"ies pass thw'lJ'gb rap idI]T 
urbanizing n engh borhoodis within the cities of Hillsbor o arrd Bea.verton,; protecting water 
quality is a priority. These headwa!Cers also prmrid e wildlife ha.bitat and tIarA C01!Inecrivity 
from the Tl1'2l1atiEli VaHey to me Tualatin MOLmrains that inclu des Forest Parle 

Forest fI'ark OOrThnelL'lLIii!1>li1!s 
Forese Park IJies' within the ciity of W-onl~u];d and t:11:cincorporated MuluIomah C01ll'R[y. 
Err is c:GrrsiclbI'ed by 1!l13iIli)! to be me "c:w,w-n j;ewd" of the region's op en spaces J1'tetv;Todc. 
At more t hau 5,,0'(1) 2cres oJ mositlly second-growth: foreSlI, f o res[ P@:rk COTI1taili'P~ an 
a;l!m,l""iJ.dance 'Of wilkllife Jil'lidli i its Th'lassllve llilree CaJllOjilY and su:bstanrial UJiidfergr,n,wtl!i!, "eowes as 

ai Ilta&Lwa!ll a~in ~~..Efir; , \lPe;u:em ()[].,ge:elJor; <:lilIild1 ei10si0 n : a:atlit;[!;OUleE;., 

The F 0 rest PauI'lI:: c:ollliJileroollli a:i!'ea y,jJ"I$j,Vlidies, iP1iEl'~d::i0'B! t o> key \Tva.~eJ5she'dI!s:; fJl~ 13a~kl~~, Ji;.[i~f".,., 
En.nls and i Agelll1CY C~eelts aiiliru secmes tl1~ integrity:: of rJtte "big g<il-ue" CO'i!Tjn:ii~o1!' rlli:aJU1 lliiDlis: 
d!Je pru::Jt w]~h , meJ /l}iit3ir iimn cl~e ITl'O'm:h.em; COCllst Rcmg~., CODff:llecting FtJTeSIIT- jiJ'2;1'1 il'd" ]tod~ 
Creek aild: t]iepmjDosedi: Westsiidie TEim' will} IteejjiJdmptllEt<l1fl! wiJ'dlinfe: 'COt ri&®-Ijs · mmllrir 
anti! pt0vicll:nill"'aJ iB!collileCUDOElS, bewv'eel'lJ th e regjof},'s h Fgest t~'-!ilb aJn! pa.rl a]1lt&W~d1rilil'g.tr4li1lr 
C611il'ty. 

Dbde 'MoUlOlJ1rzrc rn , 
Lying:wirllii..-li I1rJlie- ]'OOill@t:imr MmlllJlJ1ra;n..'lls n;aHl:l!g~ non1l!~1Vest of Faiest r ar]k,~ lD'ixie Me'~1l21m' 
is' a; ll-eavilY.' KOrres.ted]: alKdl2J trQa,t seJrlTes:, as, a majot' ca::.-.rta!i:~ f G>!' moostu<1lg al!fidi illle!fittl1rg , ilhr::rul: 
eag!~; , 'wl-1idii ,lliMIlJ1i"' tf1lJe 2ldf,21CeDlii SaJmTne 'lfsh mW :Jl :iiK~[ S~a:1Ppl;}Q'se bottontb ndliY, at§: weEn! a:s;: t®e 
R'i dgeneJ tlI ! lX~.(,offl)a; ll l WJ~Hll'fuf~: iR.e1'lllge am:di " iaWlll':0 l.1tW.elllaiJte lD-.01lt~;mrdl:irl1dg, jmll ,&'I7:.n.J1:h~~'tJJ\. 
T:liere ai ,e wi1s~ dleiT2lbReanld; 2!ccessifMe 13!fKiL [£2cts CQ]]1til,irung· la te succe$I>,i oTI1 a!:B, f$'r~ts-, · 

Sa tivi€d~, la D'1l dl ! 

1:rHe: 2'6\ O:OO~a{!jf':! Salfll:vne ~s,ll!am;&; ,£Ol:medll by aU'n!&viali dep:osi~ ai~ tltktf cGlmIlu1len'~e d tclIh~, 
Williamette 3'IJIdi Co·lllillrnfri.rm Rivers, is lJigb1:y accessible to' , the cil'izens of t11e J?o'm!mdli 
metimRoHtG!l[ueg~om S1i]][lJIle'iffiiTh6Jied by the tv.ro lI1v,enl alia; tliltcl1SFe1lgeli wllilft rllbG"dllw~~tlll 
laJees; ,Simvie lIsl iuDdl: is ODIe of the largest attractants, to · waterfowl, nea-t.wplcali btl'df 
migpants; ,and ix:aptOifs ill die rregion. With over- 12,000 aCL:es in vviJelllfe refuge: prmtecrion 
and! mudiiof, the ' l!eliIlaiH~Dlg land in agricu1tural use, the isl'and is 0ne of the regl€Hl'S most 
idlmtJiliaHle' lim dswpe' fe<lJrures. 

(olumbiill iRiwelf; ffs ffall1ldis 
Fr.o1l1LrHeSandY Ri\rero to the Willamette River ~ay a number of Large mo.sd y IIDdeveIoped 
isiands .initn e mamlcl1amleI' of the Columbia River: Reed, Flag, Gary, Lady, Gcwemment, 
Sandi ILen10nlana, W6s.em' J!i-lIEigrcieIJi! ]sland, T~ese islands; aL'e Cha:ilJa€ted tledl l.ry- san'cl!l ~kts" 
si1lJU ~ l-sHrul+pljmlJ r:1011l1ITtumtl!.<s, and C(i)LliDflwOOd' gm;ves, that jpJ5liWicle signi:liir~n~ ar~)lafitt 
llalJitat>foE rnigr.atillgsaJlilloill a:nd protected upIand wildlife habi1Ja't far nesting shorebirds 
alld lr,aj:!tors; at:njJ. alK,Ct ' v~my ~d"ntmaMe within the bii-state land's-cape" 

Natural Landscape FEMlIres ~!1i\f~nit6r'lf i' 11 
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Summary' and ['{er.t St e: p$' 
lfl~' TIll;lltru!.!ITaJ1lh@G.!H.ca,e f.itzwIDes. i41i:enei:i4ft6ail 101 ttltirs; J7ep0 1i1l. t~lPEMer:L'ti aitl! ~lliliit~~V it{9i11~1P&m4·14~ 
of trhe Legion '';. fumme Iltl'Dan form,_ 1'he plfI!:SeJTYancn" and' i:NJ some cases J:'estOlJatton lYE 
these l'ancisc:ape featm.es; will mmte' mat the regilOn 'g citLz¢n's. will ;tonttl1i.ie· to ha.'\:e qukk 
2!cI:c:ess: t o ' IlmmIiIC CliiWil tE;2JiMt;~ . sC€!l!iir.; m SM!S:: ",md: "~eW5; tlNk.l1i cliefir1'€l the Jfegiti).1'i; ~, wli!;fh~ p;f~~l~-g 
IC!}jJ' dine III !!Q}:trei::ri@l:ill tOfu £S,h l 2:Zilcll ,\'\t. lli1l~i ruzJDir.iltt: ",mdl air and) W2!teF q;M1ity, 

The ilext:: si'ep ill the S',hape of tte Regiem work element rs. to LtJ.tegnte cl1is waLk with 
Die products frOID die o"heJl: tl!'J:O work Il::kments1 the AgricultdL'al Land L-wentG:lry and 
Analysis <ll'ld the Great C Oi'1iillJi!:IDi ties. research 'Work, ]}'1etro PI'annrng ai'ld PaFb & 
GFeenspaces,stili, willi continued mvolvement fwm Clackamas, 1,fultnom ah, and' 
Washington counties, D lLC:iI) and ODA wlll initiate the imegL'arioll of [he thee work 
dements to provide 3!. Pla<rtornJ! for fahure chscu9sioDS on m e creation of UF&an and DOT]!
urban reserves for the gr-ea1telL ffieitIUpolltail region . 
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Below are tbe twenty-
six identifie d natural 
landscape featnres, listed 
as one llloves in clockwise 
Illotion starting at the 
Columbia River in the 
east portion of the region. 

1 Colu mbia Il.iver Gorge 
Scenic Area 

2 Cascade Footh ills 

3 Sandy River Gorge 

4 East Buttes 

5 Deep Creek Ca nyons 

6 Clackamas mVer 

7 Clackamas River Bluffs am.! 
Greenway 

B (Ieilr Creek Ca nyon 

9 Newell alllJ Abernethy Creeks 

10 lower Pudding River 

11 Willamette Narrows to 
(anemah Bluff 

12 Tonquin Geologic Area 

13 Tua latin River 

14 Cheha le m Mountains 

15 Parrett Mountain 

16 Willamette mver Floodplain 

17 Yamhill/McMinnvi ll e/Amity 
Dalts 

10 Wapato l ake 

19 Tilla mook Stale Forest 

20 Lowe r Ga les Creek 

21 Dai ry and Mckay Creeks 
Confluence 

22 Rocl( Creel, Headwaters 

23 Forest Pari, Connections 

24 Dixie lVlou ntain 

25 Seuvie Isl and 

26 Co lumbia River Is la n ds 
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Drin king water 
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-",pie places. open spilCes 

Cfi>an air and cI; an watltr do 
notstGp ~t city ftm its or COt.lr1~\, 
tines, 1--!2i,her does th !> n~&d fm 
jobs,. a th ri\dng ~cQnQm): 0.11;1 
good transportation cho iC,.~ 

for p~pl~ and buSi8El; S'<S 
in our r'lQion. Vot;;TS h,j\'~ 
asLed M;,rQ \0 h21p with (hl; 
c[1allf;flges t hat cross tho,if 
lin,,; and "TIe-c;t th~ ~S ,il i ~$ 
and t hreE; covmt~s [n ,fl{} 
P':frtland l:n;:tropolitiiti &r~~, 

A r"giClf'Ial a[Jp rQ~ch 5!rnply 
ma kes S 2:\lS~ when It c¢m~~ lQ 
prbtecting op';ln sp~~~, ~'~fil\\l 
for'parl~S', pianl'\ingl'"r ,h~ !;l~~i 
US~Ql' laf1d, mi nil'i/ ing \iilrQ§\i~ 
diSpQsal' and in(~!!~ing 
recyd ingo, M~tro OVifr.~;g. 
1i','o f ld~(;I~S$' f~<::n itllfs su~h €~ ~h; 
Ore90r(ZOr.i. which <;ontrit:Jldt~ 
to c.Qf\si,irvati(jrl lind ~du@tlgf'\ . 
a ridth ~ dr~S!Qn C;QIlY~lltlgn 
G"t1 ttJ.~ . v .. I{·\ich ~e", q.tl\~ ti\'.< 
r~gion 's economy, 

YoUI' M~t\'~ t'~pf"~"nt,,tfv~~ 
rvrr::tl'Q C'cil.lMill'Nsldirflt 
Davfd liragdQll 
Metro COI.JfK.f/'ors 
'od Par!(.l5 r§tfil~r r 
11aM I~~~'(ij a!'\, CI'iVict Z 

C:arT K6sji~:ka;, C>irl;l'ir;t] 
IziWiryn ~t1i(rit\9'tQri i " fwig ,;( 
R-£;)i ~i:Jlf,l;:olcl itr; Ol~tri~r 5" 
Roli{§,(L~Y; Ci tS1!riG ~ 
A:UdIt6r' 
5utMri~Pl~Mi 

-. . ," - , . , - . . ~ " . 
;-1-1 r~l t · ~ .. I ' t . " ~ - \ . ~:, 

Prlht~ 'on r~ftlbd.!6l'iteht:p~pe r: 
07C42'li!n ' 

PartiCipa. f!Jts, 1~1 . t he J~[1e. :lO, ZGlJl3 Gi~I1S;P2iC8S . Pottey P-dv(sor!f (ommlttee!~ f..fatulI'ai, 
[Landscap e' Features r\,'Ia9'l'Jrhg; Cfta re>t-ce· 

S-me Brapda, Gileenspaees.Pn fig r Adv.i.s.o:r;y Committee 
Steve DUlITan.L:, .Alta, PI~g and: M etro. Ted ]:Jili:cal Advisory Commirree 
P·8..TiJJI KetcharIl',. IV1etro · Planr.nlcllg D ep2l:rtl'BeLlIt 
I\<fi:chelle Kunec, VanGou"veF:-Ct<lik PaJrk s 
Jim Laboe, Au dubon Society o f Portland 
Hoil y lVlichael, Oregon Department o.{ Fnsn CIlnd Wildlife 
Jim 1tforgiill', Ivietro Padcs & Greenspaces Department 
M ike O'BrieB, Vuidian Flann-Lng and Metro Technical Advisory Committee 
Tim: Raphael:, TrHst for PtnMic L ana 
Eo b Sallinger; Aud ubon Sociery of Portland 
Zari Santer,. Portland PaFbi. and Recreation aDa Gr-eensp2.ceS Policy Advisory Comm 
Ian SiBlcs, CbluTIl@ia LaJilcrll' l[nlISt~ Acqillsnrion and Stevv'ardship 
Jennifer Th.ompson, UC; Fish and) WildRife Senr~ce 
J'eff Uebd, US f orest Semviice 

Observe>r:s: 

Ivfllice' H(Hldt, l I£ba.n! GIITeenspaces fusrittHne, POl;tb ild' State University and GreeRS]1l'aces 
Pbl!icy Advisory CGm m uttee 
D\a'1lix:/i H clse;. U IYt 0 SdlooRi of,R,aJildScaJpe .A.rchitO:C1!l!!lre 
James P~rninm_~ii . U' of 0' Ar-duiITettclFe' amodi Ur lba D' Design 

Metro \l'tfo r.:Llbll m~etQ; 2dtL1lQlwg~cl9;e>. tt';e . 8'toje!l:t M ffil:1J2Jgem eni Team 3filid Metw ~iitarFu-, 
vJ'no cG:nt rH5Jut ed teli:lllll1iflc;;;,i ieJ;([plernse Cli l1lci, gl'.l~d9Jfl([e , 0 " t hili, IPmE~ct. 

PtG:j eet M~m8igemeli1t ue.aJlll1l' 

1\1eg Femeli:ees; .O tegOI!J ]D"ejp:aurtrmelIlJl: ofJLand Conservation, and Devel0pIDenf:1 
Jim, JOfurSOIl,. 0 rggoTIl D ewamrrmel'liit of Agricullliu :re 

IDoug·M c:I!.aiil\, CIl3!db :mas. CmmTIi ltrt 
l\,fuKe MtrCdlis-ter; CladzaIDaJs . CO'fu'lity 
eli ude Beasley; . M ultnomali County 
KaTen ~ Schilling, Mull:noma11 CbN.l'1ty 
Brent CiJr:tis;. Washington Cb,Ullty 
Steve Kell~y; WasliiIJgtoTIl COULlt}P 

Valerie Soilllii, Gty of Hillsboro. 
Pal! Rioellia, City of :HillsDom 
ChFis Deffeoacb,. Metro · 
Ti.J.--n O'Brien, 11etro 

fllietr~ Staff .. 

Matthew Halupton 
Ji1il M organ 

This' pmj~Gt is; maoje [atGssi1hOe' fi lii}, [P'illrt!by iffiinlam:oaO assilstalIT1lce [P'liOvildledJ by t he 
Oll'egor:t Depart meouit o·~ lLa!"ldi CO~lISell''\faitnOIl1l c3JH1Idi Deve~opmell1lfto 







ChaiIman Brian said that it is not as if these do not have merit and noted the City 
of Cornelius is making an effort to clean this up while we are at it. However, he 
observed that it is not so clean in some people's minds. 

2. Land Exchange 

Chairman Brian specified that this pertains to two larger parcels south of the 
highway. 

Brent Curtis recommended that the Board not adjust this recommendation but 
rather simply retain the decisions that were made before. He stated that one of 
these properties was a property that the City of Cornelius was interested in, 
potentially in the longer ternl, for a city parle Mr. Curtis said that the 
Administrative Rule process that recently concluded led to the ability for counties 
and cities to make plan amendments for properties that would include parks 
through master plalU1ing. He did not think that the City's desires for this to be 
park land are thwarted; that opportunity still exists. 

Chainnan Brian recalled that this was pretty thoroughly discussed as we 
approached the IGA. He reported that, ultimately, Metro Councilors and CORE 4 
agreed to not take it off and place it in its current status. Chairman Brian agreed 
with staff recommendation to take no action on this part of the request. 

The Board agreed to take no action on this request. 

Issue Paper No.4 
Core 4-Reviewed Map Amendments 

BoboskylBendemeer Requests 

Brent Cmiis said that for all ofIssue Paper No.4, staff recommends making no 
adjustments and retaining the designations that are in the IGA map. He indicated that this W 
would include the Bobosky property and the Bendemeer property. 71\ 

The Board took no !action on this request. 

Tom Black Request 

Chairman Brian explained that this request would modify the map by reducing about 
2,700 acres between Highway 26 and Waibel Creek. 

Commissioner Schouten supported this map change but believed that he is in the minority 
on this. 

3 Exhibit ___ _ 
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Chairman Brian spoke with due respect to all the people who have made requests, who 
are within their rights to do. He noted, though, that all of these have been so thoroughly 
vetted and no compelling new information has come forward to warrant a change. 

Commissioner Schouten saw this as an opportunity for people to express their views, 
even if they are in the minority. 

It was moved to remove the properties as requested by Tom Black. 

Motion - Schouten 

The motion died for lack of a second. 

The Board took no action on this request. 

Cooper Mountain Area 

Chainnan Brian clarified that this is a request by Tualatin Riverkeepers to remove it from 
urban in its entirety and change it to rural. He recognized that staff recommends no map 
change. 

It was moved to modify the Cooper Mountain parcels from urban to rural reserve. 

Motion - Schouten 

The motion died for lack of a second. 

Commissioner Schouten's motion was made based not on the usual series of factors for 
designation of land as rural reserves under the more classical Farm and Forestry Practices 
but rather under the concept of paragraph 3, 017-0060, in terms of protecting important 
natural landscape features. 

Chairman Brian recognized that this was a difficult area for all of us. He reviewed that 
CORE 4 reduced the acreage involved very substantially. However, Chairman Brian 
observed that the remainder has a lot of natural features and sensitive areas. He said that 
the CORE 4 looked at including rural reserve areas inside of that; however, it is ribboned 
and ends up being a very difficult-to-deal-with property. Chairman Brian explained that 
CORE 4 ended up having it urban reserve but inserting a narrative" comment in the IGA 
expressing the sensitivity to the natural resources there and the need to do a 
comprehensive plan for the whole area to maximize the protection of the natural features. 
He said that if and when that is brought into the UGB, it would be subject to sensitive 
handling of those features. 

Commissioner Strader asked about taking this from urban to undesignated, to deal with at 
a later date under the minor caveat. 
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