BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

ORDINANCE NO. 1161
Amending the Multhomah County Comprehensive Framework Plan; and the Multnomah County Plan and
Sectional Zoning Maps Relating to Urban and Rural Reserves

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

a. The Multnomah County Planning Commission has recommended that the Board adopt an Ordinance
adding new policies and strategies to the County’s Comprehensive Plan and amending the plan and
zoning map with respect to urban and rural reserves.

b. The Planning Commission held a properly noticed public hearing on April 5, 2010, where all
interested persons were given an opportunity to appear and be heard.

C. The legislative changes implement an IGA with Metro and are necessary to complete the reserves
designation process that relied on the coordinated efforts of Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington
Counties and Metro to identify and protect from urbanization important farm and forest land, and
landscape features, and to create great urban communities. The urban and rural reserves plan was
authorized by the Legislature adopting enabling legislation (SB 1011) in 2007, LCDC’s adoption of
OAR Division 27 in 2008, and implementation of those rules to designate and adopt reserve areas.

d. Areas of the county the Board designates as rural reserve, and areas Metro designates as urban
reserve, are shown on the plan and zoning map in Exhibit 1. Detailed findings in support of this
Ordinance are entitled: Reasons for Designating Areas in Multnomah County as Urban Reserves or
Rural Reserves; are attached as Exhibit 2; and, are incorporated by reference. A Record Index listing
all the evidence in the County’s Record related to Urban and Rural Reserves designations is attached
as Exhibit 3. A hard copy of the entire Record was present in the board room at the time of the
adoption of this Ordinance.

Multnomah County Ordains as follows:

Section 1. Comprehensive Framework Plan is amended to add Policy 6-A as follows:

POLICY 6A: URBAN AND RURAL RESERVES
INTRODUCTION

The purpose of Urban and Rural Reserves is to facilitate planning for urbanization of the Portland metro region
over the 50 year plan period from 2010 to 2060. Urban reserves provide greater certainty to the agricultural
and forest industries, urban industries, and service providers about the future location of urban growth
boundary expansion. Rural reserves are intended to provide long-term protection of agricultural and forest
land and landscape features that enhance the unique sense of place of the region.

The reserves plan that designates land for urban and rural use is an alternative approach to manage urban
growth through a coordinated regional process provided for in Oregon Laws 2007, chapter 723 and
implementing Oregon Administrative Rule 660 Division 27(2008). The reserves plan supplements Policy 6
Urban Land Area with a specific map and implementing policies that define limits to urban growth for a time
period much longer than the 20 -25 year UGB plan period.

The reserves plan relies on designation of urban reserves land which can only be designated by Metro, and on
rural reserve areas that can only be designated by the County. Because of this division of authority in the
reserves plan, the County has amended its plan and zoning map to adopt rural reserves, and also shows urban
reserve designations on the map.
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roLicy 0-A Urban and Rural Reserves

It is the County’s policy to establish and maintain rural reserves in coordination with urban reserves adopted

by Metro and in accord with the following additional policies:

1. Areas shown as Rural Reserve on the County plan and zone map shall be designated and maintained as
Rural Reserves to protect agricultural land, forest land, and important landscape features.

2. Rural Reserves designated on the plan map shall not be included within any UGB in the county for 50
years from the date of the ordinance adopting the reserves designations.

3. Areas designated Rural Reserves in the county shall not be re-designated as Urban Reserves for 50 years
from the date of the ordinance adopting the reserves designations.

4. The County will participate together with an appropriate city in development of a concept plan for an area
of Urban Reserve that is under consideration for addition to the UGB.

5. The County will review the designations of Urban and Rural Reserves, in coordination with Metro and
Clackamas and Washington Counties, 20 years from the date of the ordinance adopting the reserves
designations, or earlier upon agreement of Metro and the other two counties.

6. The County will not amend the zoning to allow new uses or increased density in rural and urban reserve
areas except in compliance with applicable state rules.

STRATEGIES

A. The urban and rural reserve program for the Portland Metro region is predicated on coordination between

B.

Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington Counties and Metro. As a part of continuing efforts to
implement this long-term program, the County has agreed to:

1. Amend the Multnomah County plan and zoning map to show areas designated by Metro as urban
reserve and areas designated by Multnomah County as rural reserve.

2. Participate with Clackamas and Washington counties and Metro to consider proposals for major or
minor amendments to the reserves maps that may occur prior to the end of the 50 year reserves
planning period.

3. Consider the suitability of any lands not designated as urban or rural reserve for such designation
during the reserves plan review that is intended to occur within 20 years of the initial reserves
designations.

A key element of the reserves program is that identification of land suitable for urban reserve provides the
certainty needed for local governments and service providers to plan for future service needs in UGB
expansion areas. The County will participate with Metro and an appropriate city in concept planning of
urban reserve areas under consideration for inclusion within the UGB subject to the principles:

1. Concept planning for specific, enumerated Urban Reserves on the Urban and Rural Reserves map may
occur separately and at different times.
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2. A concept plan for any Urban Reserve area must be approved by the county, the city or cities who will
govern the area, and by Metro.

3. Concept plans shall provide that any area added to the UGB shall be governed by an existing city, or
by a new city, and shall include provision for the orderly efficient transition from urbanizable to urban
land. The preferred approach is for existing county zoning and rural level of services to remain in
effect until new urban areas are annexed into the designated city.

4. Concept planning for Urban Reserve areas that are suitable for industrial and other employment uses
will recognize the opportunity to provide jobs in this part of the region.

5. Concept planning for Urban Reserve areas that are suitable for a mix of urban uses will recognize the
opportunity to provide employment and mixed-use centers with housing at higher densities and
employment at higher floor-to-area ratios, and will include designs for a walkable, transit-supportive
development pattern.

6. Concept planning shall recognize environmental and topographic constraints and habitat areas and
will reduce housing and employment capacity expectations accordingly.

7. Concept plans shall be designed to avoid or minimize adverse effects on farm and forest practices, and
on important natural landscape features, on nearby rural land.

Section 2. The map of the Urban and Rural Reserves in Multnomah County is attached as Exhibit 1 and
adopted as a portion of the Multnomah County Comprehensive Framework Plan.

Section 3. The following Sectional Zoning Maps are amended to show the areas designated as Urban
and Rural Reserves as shown on Exhibit 1: 1 —86, 88-92,94 — 112, 115—118, 121, 122, 124, 125, 131 — 134,
586, 592, 597, 598, 603, 604, 610, 634, 649, 651, 667 — 674, 679, 680, 682 — 686, 688 — 701, 703 — 716.

FIRST READING: May 6, 2010

SECOND READING AND ADOPTION: May 13. 2010

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MUL MAH COUNTY, OREGON

[ [ —
Jeff qoben. Chaf

REVIEWED:

AGNES SOWLE, COUNTY ATTORNEY
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

By JWM/

Sandra N. Duffy. Assistant Codn‘fy ﬂttomey

SUBMITTED BY:
M. Cecilia Johnson, Director, Department of Community Services
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Exhibit 1, Ordinance No. ___, BCC 05/06/10
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Partl
Reasons for Designating Areas in Multnomah County as
Urban Reserves or Rural Reserves

1. Introduction

Reserves designations proposed for Multnomah County were developed through analysis of
the urban and rural reserves factors by the County’s Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC),
consideration of the analysis in briefings and hearings before the Multnomah County Planning
Commission and Board of County Commissioners, discussion in regional forums including
the Reserves Steering Committee, Core 4, and public and government input derived through
the county Public Involvement Plan for Urban and Rural Reserves and the regional
Coordinated Public Involvement Plan. Record Index #APR Reserves IGA 2/25/10.

The Multnomah County Board appointed a CAC to consider technical analysis of the
statutory and administrative rule factors, to make recommendations to County decision
makers, and to involve Multnomah County citizens and stakeholders in development of the
proposed County reserves plan. The make-up of the 15 member committee was structured to
include a balance of citizens with both rural and urban values. The rural members were
nominated by County recognized neighborhood organizations from the four affected rural
plan areas to the extent possible. The CAC developed a suitability assessment and reserves
recommendations in sixteen meetings between May, 2008, and August, 2009.

The approach to developing the proposed reserves plan began with analysis of the study area
by the CAC. The county study area was divided into areas corresponding to the four affected
county Rural Area Plans, and further segmented using the Oregon Department of Agriculture
(ODA) mapping and CAC discussion for a total of nine county subareas. Record Index
#Candidate Areas Assessment Methodology and Results 3/16/09. The phases of the CAC
work included 1) setting the study area boundary; 2) identification of candidate urban and
rural reserve areas; and 3) suitability recommendations based on how the subareas met the
urban factors in OAR 660-027-0050 and the rural factors in -0060. The results of the
suitability assessment are included in the report provided to the Planning Commission and
Board of County Commissioners in August and September of 2009. Record Index
#Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing 12/10/09.

The Multnomah County Planning Commission considered the CAC results and public
testimony in a public hearing in August, 2009, and the Board of County Commissioners
conducted a public hearing to forward recommendations to Core 4 for regional consideration
in September, 2009. Additional Board hearings, public outreach, and regional discussion
resulted in the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between Multnomah County and Metro
approved February 25, 2010. The IGA is a preliminary reserves decision that is the
prerequisite to this proposed plan amendment as provided in the administrative rule. Record
Index # Reserves IGA 3/17/10.
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II. CAC Analysis, Candidate Areas and Suitability Rankings

The initial phase of analysis by the CAC considered the location of the regional study area
boundary in Multnomah County. This, together with an overview of the various studies and
the factors was the content of CAC meetings 1 through 3. Record Index # CAC Agendas
Compiled. The first major phase of the analysis, identifying Candidate areas for urban and
rural reserve focused on the first rural factor, the potential for urbanization to narrow the
amount of land for further study as rural reserve. This occurred in CAC meetings 3 through 9,
and resulted in agreement that all of the study area in Multnomah County should continue to
be studied for rural reserve. Data sources studied included the Oregon Departments of
Agriculture and Forestry (ODA) and (ODF) studies, Landscape Features study, aerial photos,
existing land use, and information from committee members, and the public. Record Index
#_CAC Agendas Compiled.

The urban candidate areas assessment focused on urban factors (OAR 660-027-0050(1) and
(3) to consider the relative efficiency of providing key urban services. This work relied on the
technical memos and maps provided by the regional water, sewer, and transportation work
groups comprised of technical staff from each of the participating jurisdictions. This
information resulted in rankings on the efficiency of providing services to the study area.
The CAC also considered information related to urban suitability including the Great
Communities study, a report on industrial lands constraints, infrastructure rating criteria, and
physical constraint (floodplain, slope, and distance from UGB) maps in their analysis. In
addition, input from Multnomah County “edge” cities and other local governments, and
testimony by property owners informed the assessment and recommendations. Rankings
were low, medium, or high for suitability based on efficiency. Throughout this process effort
was made to provide both urban and rural information at meetings to help balance the work.
Record Index # CAC Agendas Compiled.

The suitability recommendations phase studied information relevant to ranking each of the
urban and rural factors for all study areas of the county and took place in CAC meetings 10
through 16. Record Index # CAC Agendas Compiled. The approach entailed application of
all of the urban and rural factors and suitability rankings of high, medium, or low for their
suitability as urban or rural reserve based on those factors. Technical information included
data from the prior phases and hazard and buildable lands maps, Metro 2040 design type
maps, extent of the use of exception lands for farming, zoning and partitioning. During this
period, the CAC continued to receive information from citizen participants at meetings, from
local governments, and from CAC members. Record Index # CAC Meeting Summaries. The
group was further informed of information present in the Reserves Steering Committee forum,
and of regional public outreach results. Record Index # CAC Agendas Compiled. The
product of the CAC suitability assessment is a report dated August 26, 2009, that contains
rankings and rationale for urban and rural reserve for each area. Record Index #_Attachment
C BOCC Reserves Hearing 12/10/09.
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II1. Urban Reserves in Multnomah County

Urban Reserve 1C: East of Gresham

General Description:

This 855-acre area lies east of and adjacent to the Springwater employment area that was
added to the UGB in 2002 as a Regionally Significant Industrial Area (RSIA). Record Index #
Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing 12/10/09 pgs 52, 54 and Gresham City Council
President Richard Strathern letter 10/21/09. It is bounded by Lusted Rd on the north, SE
302" Ave. and Bluff Rd. on the east, and properties on the north side of Johnson Creek along
the south edge. The entire area is identified as Foundation Agricultural Land.

However, the urban reserve area contains three public schools within the Gresham Barlow
School District that were built prior to adoption of the statewide planning goals. It also
includes the unincorporated rural community of Orient. The area is the most suitable area
proximate to Troutdale and Gresham to accommodate additional growth of the Springwater
employment area and is the only area adjacent to the UGB on the northeast side of the region
with characteristics that make it attractive for industrial use.

How Urban Reserve 1C Fares Under the Factors:

The urban factors suitability analysis produced by the CAC and staff ranked this area as
medium on most factors. The analysis notes that there are few topographic constraints for
urban uses, including employment, that the existing rural road grid integrates with Gresham,
and that it is near employment land within Springwater that has planned access to US
Highway 26. Concern about minimizing adverse effects to farming was noted, although this
factor was ranked medium also.

The rural reserve suitability assessment generally considers the larger Foundation Agricultural
Land area between Gresham/Troutdale and the Sandy River Canyon as a whole. The analysis
notes the existence of scattered groups of small parcels zoned as exception land in the
southwest part of the area, including the Orient rural community. The lack of effective
topographic buffering along the Gresham UGB, and the groups of small parcels in the rural
community contributed to a “medium” ranking on the land use pattern/buffering factor
(2)(d)(B). The CAC found the area as highly suitable for rural reserve, and indicated that the
north half of the area was most suitable for urban reserve if needed.

Why This Area was Designated Urban Reserve:

This area was ranked as the most suitable for urbanization in Multnomah County in the
suitability assessment. Gresham indicated its ability and desire to provide services to this area
primarily for employment. The area is also suitable for continued agricultural use. However,
as noted above, the presence of the Orient community, areas of small parcels, and lack of
topography that buffers the area from adjacent urban development make this the most
appropriate area for urbanization.

Additional support for urban/industrial designation in this general area was received from
several sources including Metro in the Chief Operating Officer’s report, the State of Oregon
agency letter, and Port of Portland. Record Index # Metro COO Recommendation 9/15/09
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Appendix 3E Clackanomah pgs 2, 3, State Agency Letter 10/14/09 pg 15, Port of

Portland Imeson Itr 9/4/09. Concern for protection of Johnson Creek was expressed by
environmental stakeholders, and is addressed by holding the southern urban reserve edge to
the north of the creek. Record Index # JCWC 4/14/09 1tr. The position of the area on the east
edge of the region adds balance to the regional distribution of urban reserve, and employment
land in particular. All of the rural land in this area is Foundation Agricultural Land, however,
the proposed urban reserve is the best choice to address employment land needs in this part of
the region.

IV Rural Reserve in Multnomah County

Area 1B West of Sandy River (Clackanomah in Multnomah County)

General Description:

This map area includes the northeast portion of the regional study area. Record Index # Study
Area Map 6/16/08. Subareas studied by the CAC in the suitability assessment include
Government, McGuire and Lemon Islands (Area 1), East of Sandy River (Area 2), Sandy
River Canyon (Area 3), and West of Sandy River (Area 4). Record Index # Attachment C
BOCC Reserves Hearing 12/10/09 pgs 30 through 54. The Troutdale/Gresham UGB forms
the west edge, the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area is the north boundary, and
the Study Area edge and county line are the east and south boundaries. With the exception of
the Government Islands group, all of this area is either Foundation or Important Agricultural
Land. In addition, all except the southeast quadrant is within 3 miles of the UGB. Record
Index # PC Exhibit 1, Hearing 4/10/10.

How Rural Reserve 1B Fares Under the Factors:

The Foundation and Important Agricultural Land areas between the Gresham/Troutdale UGB
and the east edge of the Sandy River canyon qualify as rural reserve because they are within 3
miles of the UGB. The Sandy River Canyon is a high value landscape feature and is made up
of either Foundation or Important Agricultural Land. The canyon and associated uplands are
not suitable for urbanization due to steep slopes associated with the river and its tributaries.
The canyon forms a landscape-scale edge between urban areas on the west and rural lands to
the east and ranked high in the suitability analysis on additional key rural factors of: sense of
place, wildlife habitat, and access to recreation. The Government Islands area is not classified
as either Foundation, Important, or Conflicted Agricultural Land, but is classified as “mixed
forest” in the Oregon Department of Forestry study. The area ranked low under the
farm/forest factors, and high on the landscape features factors related to natural hazards,
important habitat, and sense of place.

Why This Area was Designated Rural Reserve:

Rural reserve is proposed from the eastside of the UGB eastward to the eastern edge of the
Sandy River Canyon except for the urban reserve area 1C (see Section III above). The east
rural reserve edge corresponds approximately to the county Wild and Scenic River overlay
zone, and maintains continuity of the canyon feature by continuing the reserve designation
further than 3 miles from the UGB to the county line. An area adjacent to the city of
Troutdale in the northwest corner of the area is proposed to remain undesignated in order to
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provide potential expansion for future land needs identified by the city. The Government
Islands group remains rural land since it already has long term protection from urbanization in
the form of a long-term lease between the Port of Portland and Oregon Parks and Recreation,
and the Jewell Lake mitigation site. Record Index #__Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing
12/10/09 pgs 30 through 34 and 42 through 54.

Areas 9A through 9F West Multnomah County

This map area includes the north portion of the regional study area. Subareas studied by the
CAC in the suitability assessment include NW Hills North (Area 5), West Hills South (Area
6), Powerline/Germantown Road-South (Area7), Sauvie Island (Area 8), and Multnomah
Channel (Area 9). Record Index #_ Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing 12/10/09 pgs 55

through 96.

Area 9A — 9C Powerlines/Germantown Road-South

General Description:

This area lies south of Germantown Road and the power line corridor where it rises from the
toe of the west slope of the Tualatin Mountains up to the ridge at Skyline Blvd. Record Index
#_Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing 12/10/09 pgs 73 - 84. The north edge of the area is
the start of the Conflicted Agricultural Land section that extends south along the
Multnomah/Washington county line to the area around Thompson Road and the Forest
Heights subdivision in the city of Portland. The area is adjacent to unincorporated urban land
in Washington County on the west, and abuts the City of Portland on the east. Most of the
area is mapped as Important Landscape Features that begin adjacent to Forest Park and
continue west down the slope to the County line. Record Index #_map NFLI 4 7/29/09. The
area is a mix of headwaters streams, upland forest and open field wildlife habitat.

How Rural Reserve 9A - 9C Fares Under the Factors:

The CAC ranked the area “medium-high suitability” for rural reserve after considering
important landscape features mapping, Metro’s designation as a target area for public
acquisition through the parks and greenspaces bond program, the extensive County Goal 5
protected areas, Metro Title 13 habitat areas, proximity to Forest Park, and local observations
of wildlife use of the area. Record Index# Metro Greenspaces Acquisition Refinement Plan
and Maps, Zoning Map SEC NW Hills South, map Metro Regionally Significant Fish and
Wildlife Habitat, USGS Map with Wildlife Sightings FPNA. The CAC further ranked
factors for sense of place, ability to buffer urban/rural interface, and access to recreation as
high. While there was conflicting evidence regarding capability of the area for long-term
forestry and agriculture, the CAC ranked the area as medium under this factor. Record Index
# Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing 12/10/09 pgs 73 - 83. The county agrees that the
west edge of area 9B defines a boundary between urbanizing Washington County and the
landscape features to the east in Multnomah County. Elements that contribute to this edge or
buffer include the power line right-of-way, Multnomah County wildlife habitat protection,
planned Metro West Side Trail and Bond Measure Acquisition Areas, and the urban-rural
policy choices represented by the county line. Record Index # J.Emerson email 4/16/09, map
West Side Trails, and City of Portland 1/11/09 letter pg 4.
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The CAC ranked the area “low suitability” for urban reserve generally, with the exception of
areas 9A and 9B. Areas 9A and 9B resulted in a split of the CAC between “low” and
“medium” rankings. Most of the area 9A — 9C contains topography that limits efficient
provision of urban services, and, should urban development occur, would result in
unacceptable impacts to important landscape features. Limiting topographic features include
slopes that range from 10% in the majority of area 9B to above 25% in portions of 9C, and
stream corridors and ravines interspersed throughout the area. Record Index# CAC 9 map
Reserves South, constraints 3/26/09. Due to these features, the area was ranked low for an
RTP level transportation “grid” system, for a walkable, transit oriented community, and for
employment land. The CAC also recognized that should urban development occur, it would
be difficult to avoid impacts to area streams and the visual quality of this part of Landscape
Feature #22 Rock Creek Headwaters.

Why This Area was Designated Rural Reserve:

Among the urban factors in the Reserves rules are efficient use of infrastructure and efficient
and cost-effective provision of services. These are also among the most important factors in
the Great Communities study. Record Index # Great Communities Final Report, Executive
Summary pgs 7, 8. Multnomah County does not provide urban services and has not since
adoption of Resolution A in 1983. Record Index#_ Mult.Co.Aspirations 2/19/09. The
County no longer has urban plan or zone designations; it contracts with the cities in the
county for these services. This means urban services to Areas 9A - 9C would have to come
from a city in a position to plan and serve new urban communities. As was the case when
Metro considered addition of lands in Multnomah County on the west slope of Tualatin to the
UGB in 2002, there is not a city in a position to provide urban services to Areas 9A to C.
Beaverton is over two miles to the south. Metro assigned urban planning to Beaverton when
Metro added the North Bethany area to the UGB in 2002. Given the obstacles to annexation
of the unincorporated territory over that two miles, Washington County took on responsibility
for the planning instead of Beaverton. Unlike Multnomah County, Washington County
continues to provide planning services and maintains urban plan and zoning designations for
unincorporated urban areas.

The only other city that could provide services is Portland. Portland has said, however, it will
not provide services to the area for the same reasons it would not provide services to nearby
“Area 94” when it was considered for UGB expansion in 2002. (Metro added Area 94 to the
UGB. The Oregon Court of Appeals remanded to LCDC and Metro because Metro had failed
to explain why it included Area 94 despite its findings that the area was relatively unsuitable
for urbanization. Metro subsequently removed the area from the UGB.) Portland points to
the long-standing, unresolved issues of urban governance and urban planning services, noting
the difficulties encountered in nearby Area 93. The City emphasizes lack of urban
transportation services and the high cost of improvements to rural facilities and later
maintenance of the facilities. The City further points to capital and maintenance cost for rural
roads in Multnomah County that would have to carry trips coming from development on both
sides of the county line and potential impacts to Forest Park. Record Index # BOCC 2/23/10
Portland letters 10/16/09, 12/10/09, 1/11/10, 2/23/10.

For these reasons, areas 9A — 9C rate poorly against the urban reserve factors.
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The proposed rural reserve designation for all of area 9A — 9C recognizes and preserves the
landscape features values that are of great value to the county. Record Index # BOCC 2/25/10
Hearing. The small scale agriculture and woodlots should be able to continue and provide
local amenities for the area. Rural reserve for this area is supported not only by the weight of
responses from the public, but by the Planning Commission and the regional deliberative
body MPAC as well. Record Index # _ Area 9B Survey Responses, PC 8/10/09 meeting
minutes and MPAC 2/1/10 meeting record.

9D and 9F — West Hills North and South, Multnomah Channel

General Description:

This area extends from the Powerlines/Germantown Rd. area northward to the county line,
with Sauvie Island and the west county line as the east/west boundaries. All of the area is
proposed as rural reserve. Agricultural designations are Important Agricultural Land in 9D,
and Foundation Agricultural Land in area 9F. All of area 9D is within three miles of the
UGB, and the three mile line from Scappoose extends south to approximately Rocky Point
Road in area 9F.

How Rural Reserve 9D and 9F Fare Under the Factors:

All of the Multnomah Channel area is an important landscape feature, and the interior area
from approximately Rocky Point Rd. south to Skyline Blvd. is a large contiguous block on the
landscape features map. Record Index #_map Natural Landscape Features Inventory 4
7/29/09. This interior area is steeply sloped and heavily forested, and is known for high value
wildlife habitat and as a wildlife corridor between the coast range and Forest Park. It is also
recognized as having high scenic value as viewed from both east Portland and Sauvie Island,
and from the US Highway 26 corridor on the west. Landscape features mapping south of
Skyline includes both Rock Creek and Abbey Creek headwaters areas that abut the city of
Portland on the east and follow the county line on the west.

The potential for urbanization north of the Cornelius Pass Rd. and Skyline intersection in area
9D, and all of 9F, was ranked by the CAC as low. Limitations to development in the
Tualatin Mountains include steep slope hazards, difficulty to provide urban transportation
systems, and other key services of sewer and water. Areas along Multnomah Channel were
generally ranked low due to physical constraints including the low lying land that is
unprotected from flooding. Additional limitations are due to the narrow configuration of the
land between US Highway 30 and the river coupled with extensive public ownership, and low
efficiency for providing key urban services. Record Index #_Attachment C BOCC Reserves
Hearing 12/10/09 pgs 91 - 96. Subsequent information suggested some potential for urban
development given the close proximity of US Highway 30 to the area.

Why This Area was Designated Rural Reserve:

This area is proposed for rural reserve even though urbanization potential is low. Of greater
importance is the high sense of place value of the area. The significant public response in
favor of rural reserve affirms the CAC rankings on this factor. In addition, the high value
wildlife habitat connections to Forest Park and along Multnomah Channel, the position of this
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part of the Tualatin Mountains as forming edges to the urban areas of both Scappoose and the
Portland Metro region, further support the rural reserve designation.

9E - Sauvie Island

General Description:

Sauvie Island is a large, low lying agricultural area at the confluence of the Willamette and
Columbia Rivers. The interior of the island is protected by a perimeter dike that also serves
as access to the extensive agricultural and recreational areas on the island. It is located
adjacent to the City of Portland with access via Highway 30 along a narrow strip of land
defined by the toe of the Tualatin Mountains and Multnomah Channel. This area was
assessed as Area 8 by the County CAC. Record Index # Attachment C BOCC Reserves
Hearing 12/10/09 pgs 85 through 89. The island is entirely Foundation Agricultural Land,
and is mapped as an important landscape feature. Large areas at the north and south extents
of the island are within 3 miles of the Scappoose and Portland UGBs.

How Rural Reserve 9E Fares Under the Factors:

The island ranked high on the majority of the agricultural factors, indicating suitability for
long-term agriculture. It ranked high on landscape features factors for sense of place,
important wildlife habitat, and access to recreation. The low lying land presents difficulties
for efficient urbanization including the need for improved infrastructure to protect it from
flooding, and additional costly river crossings that would be needed for urban development.
The CAC ranked the island low on all urban factors indicating low suitability for
urbanization.

Why This Area was Designated Rural Reserve:

The island is a key landscape feature in the region, ranking high for sense of place, wildlife
habitat, and recreation access. The island defines the northern extent of the Portland-
Metropolitan region at a broad landscape scale. These characteristics justify a rural reserve
designation of the entire Multnomah County portion of the island even though potential for
urbanization is low.

V. Statewide Planning Goals Compliance

MCC Chapter 11.05.180 Standards for Plan and Revisions requires legislative plan
amendments comply with the applicable Statewide Planning goals pursuant to ORS
197.175(2)(a). These findings show that the reserves plan amendments are consistent with the
goals, and they therefore comply with them.

GOAL 1: CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT
To develop a citizen involvement program that insures the opportunity for citizens to be
involved in all phases of the planning process.

The process of studying, identifying, and designating reserves began in January of 2008, with

formation of the regional Reserves Steering Committee, adoption of a Coordinated Public
Involvement Plan to coordinate the work flow, and formation of county committees to assess
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reserve areas and engage the public. Record Index # RSC Post Meeting Packet 3/14/08, and
BOCC Resolution to form CAC and Appointment of CAC 5/1/08.

Multnomah County incorporated the Coordinated Public Involvement Plan into the plan
followed for the county process, and this plan was reviewed by the Multnomah County Office
of Citizen Involvement Board. Record Index # CAC 2 Mult Co PI Plan 3/5/08. In addition to
providing opportunity for public involvement listed below, the county plan incorporated a
number of tools including internet pages with current and prior meeting agendas and content,
web surveys, mailed notices to property owners, email meeting notifications, news releases
and meeting and hearing notices, neighborhood association meetings, and an internet
comment link.

Key phases of the project in Multnomah County included:

* The Multnomah County Reserves Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) developed their
suitability assessments and recommendations in 16 public meetings between May 2008
and July 30, 2009. Record Index # CAC Agendas Compiled. The Planning Commission
conducted a hearing on Aug 10, 2009 to consider the CAC suitability recommendations
and recommendations for reserve designations in the county. Record Index # PC 8/10/10
hearing staff report, and minutes. Consensus of the Planning Commission endorsed the
CAC recommendations.

» The Board adopted Resolution No. 09-112 at their September 10, 2009 public hearing,
forwarding to Core 4 and the Reserves Steering Committee, urban and rural reserves
suitability recommendations developed by the Multnomah County (CAC). Record Index
# BOCC Hearing 9/10/09. The Board focused on suitability of areas for reserves rather
than on designations of urban and rural reserves pending information about how much
growth can occur within the existing UGB and how much new land will be sufficient to
accommodate long term growth needs.

* The Board adopted Resolution No. 09-153 at their December 10, 2009 public hearing,
forwarding to Core 4, recommendations for urban or rural reserve for use in the regional
public outreach events in January 2010. Record Index # BOCC Hearing 12/10/09. These
recommendations were developed considering public testimony and information from the
Regional Steering Committee stakeholder comment, discussion with Multnomah County
cities, and information and perspectives shared in Core 4 meetings. Record Index #
Testimony BOCC RS 12/10/09, APR Form 11/25/09 and Core 4 Packet 12/4/09.

» The Board approved the IGA with Metro at a public hearing on February 25, 2010.
Record Index#_ BOCC Hearing 2/25/10 Exhibit A [recordings and documents].
Additional public and agency input was considered in deliberations including results of
the January public outreach, results of deliberations by the regional Metropolitan Planning
Advisory Committee, and interested cities.

Public outreach included three region wide open house events and on-line surveys. The first
was conducted in July of 2008 to gather input on the Reserves Study Area Map. Record Index
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#_Study Area Boundary Open House Comments 7/31/08. The second occurred in April of
2009, for public input on Urban and Rural Reserve Candidate Areas - lands that will continue
to be studied for urban and rural reserves. Record Index #_Phase 3 Initial Results Summary
5/13/09. The third regional outreach effort to gather input on the regional reserves map prior
to refinement of the final map for Intergovernmental Agreements occurred in January of
2010. Record Index #_Public Comment Report Phase 4 draft 2/8/10.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners heard briefings on the reserves project on
2/14/08, 4/16/09, and 8/20/09, and conducted public hearings indicated above. The Planning
Commission conducted a public hearing on 8/10/09 and received regular briefings during the
reserves project. Record Index #_PC 8/10/09.

Public testimony has been an important element in the process and has been submitted to
Multnomah County in addition to public hearings in several ways including open house
events that took place in July of 2008, April of 2009, and January of 2010, and in testimony
provided at CAC meetings. Record Index #_CAC Meeting Summaries.

GOAL 2: LAND USE PLANNING

To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for all decision and
actions related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such decisions and
actions.

The County’s Plan policies and map amendments put in place the framework needed to carry
out the objectives of the reserves plan by identifying areas where rural resources will be
protected from urbanization. The County rural plan has been coordinated with Metro’s urban
plan to identify where urbanization should occur during the 50 year plan. The County’s
policies and map ensure that rural reserve areas will remain rural and not be included within
urban areas. The amendments further contain policies and strategies to support the on-gong
planning processes to facilitate availability of urban reserve areas for urban use as
appropriate.

Coordination with Multnomah County Cities

Understanding the land needs and service potential of cities is of critical importance because
the County would look to a city to provide urban governance and services should areas
designated urban reserve come into the UGB in the future. Input from cities with an interest
in reserves within Multnomah County during CAC development of the suitability assessments
and these reserve designations is briefly summarized below.

* Beaverton — The City has indicated that it may be able to provide urban governance for
areas on the west edge of the county, however whether that city would eventually provide
these services is uncertain, and timing for resolution of all outstanding issues that would
set the stage for extending Beaverton governance to this area is likely many years away.

» Gresham — The City indicated in their 2/25/09 letter that areas east of the city should
continue to be studied for urban reserve, recognizing that the recommendation is made
without a complete picture of urban land needs. Record Index # Gresham Councilor
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Strathern letter 2/25/09. There should be some rural reserve east of the city, the region
should minimize UGB expansions, and the City wants to focus on areas within the current
UGB. The City provided a follow up letter dated 10/24/09 requesting urban reserve
between SE 302nd and the Gresham UGB. Record Index # BOCC 12/10/09 Hearing.
That area is shown as urban reserve on the proposed reserves plan map.

* Portland — City coordination efforts have occurred regarding potential reserve
designations, particularly along the west edge of Multnomah County. Focus has been on
the efficiency of providing urban services, and how governance services could be
provided by the City. The City has indicated that the county line is an appropriate
urban/rural edge, has identified service difficulties, the importance of landscape features
in the area, and stated their interest in focusing limited resources on existing centers, and
corridors and employment areas rather than along the west edge of the County. Therefore
Portland recommended rural reserve for this area.

* Troutdale — Troutdale requested approximately 775 acres of land for expansion, including
the area north of Division and east out to 302™ Ave., indicating a need for housing land
and ability to provide services to the area. Record Index #_PC Hearing 8/10/09 R.Faith
memo 8/10/09. The proposed plan map leaves an approximately 187 acre area adjacent to
the city without reserves designation. Proposed Policy 5 provides for a review of the
reserves plan that can consider this and other areas in the region 20 years after the plan is
adopted.

Additional agency coordination efforts related to Multnomah County reserves that occurred in
addition to the regional process included Port of Portland, City of Scappoose, Sauvie Island
Drainage District, and East and West Multnomah Soil and Water Conservation Districts.
Record Index #_CAC 8 T.Boullion 2/26/09, CAC 12 B.Varricchione 5/7/09, CAC 9
J.Townsley 3/25/09, and CAC 6 Farm/Forest TAC 12/9/08.

GOAL 3: AGRICULTURAL LANDS
To preserve and maintain agricultural lands.

Agricultural lands in the county are protected for farm use by existing zoning and plan
policies, and these are unchanged by the proposed amendments. The proposed policies and
map add a new element, rural reserve, that ensures protection from urbanization of farmland
important to the long-term viability of agriculture in the County. This protection is consistent
with the goal of maintaining agricultural lands for farm use.

GOAL 4: FOREST LANDS

To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land base and to protect the state's forest
economy by making possible economically efficient forest practices that assure

the continuous growing and harvesting of forest tree species as the leading use on forest land
consistent with sound management of soil, air, water, and fish and wildlife resources and to
provide for recreational opportunities and agriculture.
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Forest lands in the county are protected for forest use by existing zoning and plan policies that
are unchanged by the proposed amendments. The proposed policies and map add long-term
protection from urbanization of Goal 4 resources consistent with this goal by designating
these areas as rural reserve.

GOAL 5: NATURAL RESOURCES, SCENIC AND HISTORIC AREAS, AND OPEN
SPACES
To protect natural resources and conserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces.

The Goal 5 resources in the county are protected by existing zoning and plan policies that are
unchanged by the proposed amendments. The reserves factors require consideration of the
importance of resources of the type that are protected by Goal 5 plans though the Landscape
Features factors. The factors also require consideration of how these resource areas could be
protected when included within urban reserve and subsequently urbanized. Goal 5 protection
will apply to land included within the UGB in the future. The reserves suitability assessment
considered natural and scenic resources as it was developed, and existing county protections
are maintained consistent with Goal 5. Record Index #_CAC 10 D.Tokos memo 4/23/09.

GOAL 6: AIR, WATER AND LAND RESOURCES QUALITY
To maintain and improve the quality of the air, water and land resources of the state.

The proposed plan policies and map have no bearing on existing waste management plans and
are therefore consistent with this goal.

GOAL 7: AREAS SUBJECT TO NATURAL HAZARDS
To protect people and property from natural hazards.

Existing zoning contains safeguards intended to protect rural development from identified
hazards. The factors required consideration of areas of potential hazard including flood,
landslide, and fire in forming reserves designations. Record Index # CAC 10 D.Tokos memo
4/23/09, Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing 12/10/09 pg 76. Consideration of hazard
areas in the reserves plan and continuation of existing protections is consistent with this goal.

GOAL 8: RECREATIONAL NEEDS

To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and visitors and, where
appropriate, to provide for the siting of necessary recreational facilities including destination
resorts.

The factors that applied to consideration of rural reserve to protect landscape features from
urbanization include access to recreation areas including trails and parks. Record Index #
Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing 12/10/09 pg 77 -78. Urban factors consider how
parks can be provided in urban reserve areas. Existing plan and zoning provisions for parks
are unchanged by the proposed reserves plan. The proposed reserves designations are
consistent with Goal 8.
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GOAL 9: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety of economic activities
vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon's citizens.

The proposed urban reserve east of Gresham includes land that has potential to support
additional economic development. Record Index # Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing
12/10/09 pg 52. This puts in place the potential for greater diversity of economic
development in this area while minimizing loss of economically important farm land
consistent with this goal.

GOAL 10: HOUSING
To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state.

The proposed reserves plan increases potential for additional housing opportunity by
designating additional land as urban reserve consistent with this goal. Record Index #_
Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing 12/10/09 pgs 51 - 54.

GOAL 11: PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES
To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public facilities and
services to serve as a framework for urban and rural development.

The reserves factors analysis used in consideration of urban reserve included assessment of
how efficiently the key public facilities could be provided to potential reserve areas. Record
Index #_ Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing 12/10/09 pgs 51 - 54. Further, the 50 year
urban reserve plan allows service planning to occur over a longer time frame. These elements
support timely orderly and efficient provision of services consistent with this goal.

GOAL 12: TRANSPORTATION
To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation system.

The proposed reserves plan policies and map do not cause any change to the County rural
transportation system. Transportation planning to support urban uses within the proposed
urban reserve east of Gresham will occur at the concept planning stage prior to including
areas within the UGB. The relative efficiency of providing adequate transportation services
in potential reserve areas was considered in the factors analysis. The proposed plan policies
and map are consistent with Goal 12.

GOAL 13: ENERGY CONSERVATION
To conserve energy.

The evaluation of the suitability of land for urban reserve took into account the potential for
efficient transportation and other infrastructure, and sites that can support walkable, well-
connected communities. These are energy conserving approaches to urban development, and
the proposed urban reserve ranks moderately well on these factors and is consistent with this
goal. Record Index #_Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing 12/10/09 pgs 51 - 54.
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GOAL 14: URBANIZATION

To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, to
accommodate urban population and urban employment inside urban growth boundaries, to
ensure efficient use of land, and to provide for livable communities.

The reserves plan and policies implement an approach to the transition from rural to urban
land that increases understanding of the future location of new urban areas and the time to
plan for the transition. Urban reserves are expected to thereby improve this process consistent
with this goal.

GOAL 15: WILLAMETTE RIVER GREENWAY

To protect, conserve, enhance and maintain the natural, scenic, historical, agricultural,
economic and recreational qualities of lands along the Willamette River as the Willamette
River Greenway.

Land planned under this goal in Multnomah County is located along Multnomah Channel and
is zoned with the county Willamette River Greenway overlay zone. The reserves plan does
not change that zoning. The proposed rural reserve along the channel protects the Greenway
from urban development during the 50 year plan period, and this protection is consistent with
the goal.

The findings in Part II below describe the process by which the Reserves partners,
Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington Counties, and Metro, designated urban and rural
reserves. The findings, together with the findings in Part I, demonstrate compliance with the
provisions for completing Intergovernmental Agreements between Multnomah County and
Metro in OAR 660-027-0030. These findings are adopted by Multnomah County to fulfill the
requirement for submittal of joint findings to LCDC in OAR 660-027-0080(4).”
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Part I1
Reasons for Designations of Urban and Rural Reserves

I. Background

The 2007 Oregon Legislature authorized Metro and Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington
Counties (“partner governments”) to designate urban reserves and rural reserves following the
process set forth in ORS 195.137 — 195.145 (Senate Bill 1011) and implementing rules
adopted by the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) (OAR 660
Division 27). The Legislature enacted the new authority in response to a call by local
governments in the region to improve the methods available to them for managing growth.
After the experience of adding over 20,000 acres to the regional urban growth boundary
(UGB) following the soil-capability-based priority of lands in ORS 197.298, cities and the
partner governments wanted to place more emphasis on the suitability of lands for sustainable
urban development, longer-term security for agriculture and forestry outside the UGB, and
respect for the natural landscape features that define the region.

The new statute and rules make agreements among the partner governments a prerequisite for
designation of urban and rural reserves. The remarkable cooperation among the local
governments of the region that led to passage of Senate Bill 1011 and adoption of LCDC rules
continued through the process of designation of urban reserves by Metro and rural reserves by
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties. The partners’ four ordinances are based
upon the formal intergovernmental agreements between Metro and each county that are part
of our record, developed simultaneously following long study of potential reserves and
thorough involvement by the public.

I1. Overall Conclusions about the Designated Urban and Rural Reserves

Metro Ordinance No. 10-1238 designates 28,165 gross acres as urban reserves, including
urban reserves in each county. These lands are now first priority for addition to the region’s
UGB when the region needs housing or employment capacity. As indicated in new policy in
Metro’s Regional Framework Plan in Exhibit A to the ordinance, the urban reserves are
intended to accommodate population and employment growth for 50 years, to year 2060.

Clackamas County Ordinance No. designates 70,560 acres as rural reserves in
Clackamas County. Multnomah County Ordinance No. ____ designates 49,882 acres as
rural reserves in Multnomah County. Washington County Ordinance No. ___ designates
151,666 acres as rural reserves in that county. As indicated in new policies in the Regional
Framework Plan and the counties’ Comprehensive Plans, these rural reserves — 272,048 acres
in total - are now protected from urbanization for 50 years. Staff Report, June 3, 2010, Metro
Rec.__. The governments of the region have struggled with the urban-farm/forest interface,
always searching for a “hard edge” to give farmers and foresters some certainty to encourage
investment in their businesses. No road, stream or floodplain under the old way of expanding
the UGB offers the long-term certainty of the edge of a rural reserves with at least a 50-year
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lifespan. This certainty is among the reasons the four governments chose the longer, 50-year,
reserves period.

The region’s governments have also debated how best to protect important natural landscape
features at the edges of the urban area. The partners’ agreements and these ordinances now
identify the features that will define the extent of outward urban expansion.

The region’s urban and rural reserves are fully integrated into Metro’s Regional Framework
Plan and the Comprehensive Plans of Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties.
Metro’s plan includes a map that shows urban and rural reserves in all three counties. Each of
the county plans includes a map that shows urban and rural reserves in the county. The
reserves shown on each county map are identical to the reserves shown in that county on the
Metro map. Each of the four plans contains new policies that ensure accomplishment of the
goals for the reserves set by the four local governments and by state law. These new policies
are consistent with, and carry out, the intergovernmental agreements between Metro and the
three counties signed in February, 2010.

Together, these reserves signal the region’s long-term limits of urbanization, its commitment
to stewardship of farmland and forests, and its respect for the features of the natural landscape
that give the people of the region their sense of place. Urban reserves, if and when added to
the UGB, will take some land from the farm and forest land base. But the partners understood
from the beginning that some of the very same characteristics that make an area suitable for
agriculture also make it suitable for industrial uses and compact, mixed-use, pedestrian and
transit-supportive urban development. 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 form and provide opportunities for industrial development difficult or
impossible on steep slopes.

Some important numbers help explain why the partners came to agree that the adopted
system, in its entirety, achieves this balance. Of the total 28,165 acres designated urban
reserves, approximately 13,600 acres are Foundation or Important Agricultural Land. This
represents only four percent of the Foundation and Important Agricultural Land studied for
possible urban or rural reserve designation. If all of this land is added to the UGB over the
next 50 years, the region will have lost 3.5 percent of the farmland base in the three-county
area. Staff Report, June 3, 2010, Metro Rec.__.

There is a second vantage point from which to assess the significance for agriculture of the
designation of urban reserves in the three-county region: the percentage of land zoned for
exclusive farm use in the three counties that is designated urban reserve. Land zoned EFU
has emerged over 35 years of planning as the principal land base for agriculture in the
counties, and is protected for that purpose by county zoning. The inventory of Foundation

! Those lands mapped as Foundation Agricultural Land in the January, 2007, Oregon Department of Agriculture
report to Metro entitled “Identification and Assessment of the Long-Term Commercial Viability of Metro
Region Agricultural Lands.
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and Important Agricultural Lands includes land that is “exception land” no longer protected
for agriculture for farming. Of the 28,165 acres designated urban reserves, some 10,502
acres are zoned EFU. Even including the 2,773 acres of these EFU lands that are classified by
ODA as “conflicted”, these 10,502 acres represent four percent of all land zoned EFU in the
three counties. If the “conflicted” acres are removed from consideration, the percentage
drops to less than three percent. Staff Report, June 3, 2010, Metro Rec.__.

If the region’s effort to contain urban development within the existing UGB and these urban
reserves for the next 50 years is successful, the region will have accommodated an estimated
__percent increase in population on an 11-percent increase in the area now within the UGB.
No other region in the nation can demonstrate this growth management success.  Most of
the borders of urban reserves are defined by a 50-year “hard edge” of 272,048 acres
designated rural reserves, nearly all of which lies within five miles of the existing UGB. Of
these rural reserves, approximately 253,991 acres are Foundation or Important Agricultural
Land. Staff Report, June 3, 2010, Metro Rec.__.

Why did the region designate any Foundation Agricultural Land as urban reserve? The
explanation lies in the geography and topography of the region, the growing cost of urban
services and the declining sources of revenues to pay for them, and the fundamental
relationships among geography, topography and the cost of services. The region aspires to
build “great communities.” Great communities are those that offer residents a range of
housing types and transportation modes from which to choose. Experience shows that
compact, mixed-use communities with fully integrated street, pedestrian, bicycle and transit
systems offer the best range of housing and transportation choices. State of the Centers:
Investing in Our Communities, January, 2009. Metro Rec.___. The urban reserves factors in
the reserves rules derive from work done by the region to identify the characteristics of great
communities. Urban reserve factors (1), (3), (4),and(6)’ especially aim at lands that can be
developed in a compact, mixed-use, walkable and transit-supportive pattern, support by
efficient and cost-effective services. Cost of services studies tell us that the best geography,
both natural and political, for compact, mixed-use communities is relatively flat, undeveloped
land. Core 4 Technical Team Preliminary Analysis Reports for Water, Sewer and
Transportation; Regional Infrastructure Analysis, Metro Rec. __.

The region also aspires to provide family-wage jobs to its residents. Urban reserve factor (2)
directs attention to capacity for a healthy economy.’ Certain industries the region wants to
attract prefer large parcels of flat land. Staff Report, June 3, 2010, Metro Rec. __ . Water,
sewer and transportation costs rise as slope increases. Core 4 Technical Team Preliminary

2 (1) Can be developed at urban densities in a way that makes efficient use of existing and future public and
private infrastructure investments;

(3) Can be efficiently and cost-effectively service with public schools and other urban-level public facilities and
services by appropriate and financially capable providers;

(4) Can be designed to be walkable and service with a well-connected system of streets, bikeways, recreation
trails and public transit by appropriate services providers;

(6) Includes sufficient land suitable for a range of needed housing types.

? (2) Includes sufficient development capacity to support a healthy economy.
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Analysis Reports for Water, Sewer and Transportation; Regional Infrastructure Analysis,
Metro Rec. __. 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 findings than the experience of the
city of Damascus, trying since its addition to the UGB in 2002 to gain the acceptance of its
citizens for a plan to urbanize a landscape characterized by a few flat areas interspersed
among steeply sloping buttes and incised stream courses and natural resources. Staff Report,
June 3, 2010, Metro Rec.__.

Mapping of slopes, parcel sizes, and Foundation Agricultural Land revealed that most flat
land in large parcels without a rural settlement pattern at the perimeter of the UGB lies
outside Hillsboro, Cornelius, Forest Grove, Beaverton, and Sherwood. These same lands
provide the most readily available supply of large lots for industrial development. Business
Coalition Constrained Land for Development and Employment Map, Metro Rec. __. Almost
all of it is Foundation Agricultural Land. Metro Rec. __. Had the region been looking only
for the best land to build great communities, nearly all the urban reserves would have been
around these cities. It is no coincidence that these cities told the reserves partners that they
want significant urban reserves available to them, while most other cities told the partners
they want little or no urban reserves. Washington County Cities’ Pre-Qualified Concept
Plans, Metro Rec.__.

Despite these geopolitical and cost-of-services realities, the reserves partners designated
extensive urban reserves that are nof Foundation Agricultural Lands in order to meet the farm
and forest land objectives of reserves, knowing they will be more difficult and expensive to
urbanize:

Urban Reserve 1D east of Damascus and south of Gresham (2,691 acres);

Urban Reserve 2A south of Damascus (1,240 acres);

Urban Reserves 3B, C, D, F and G around Oregon City (2,228 acres);

Urban reserves 4A, B and C in the Stafford area (4,695 acres);

Urban reserves 4D, E, F, G and H southeast of Tualatin and east of Wilsonville (2,641
acres);

Urban Reserve 5F between Tualatin and Sherwood (568 acres);

Urban Reserve 5G west of Wilsonville (200 acres); and

Urban Reserve 5D south of Sherwood (439 acres).

This totals approximately 14,700 acres , 52 percent of the lands designated urban reserve.
Staff Report, June 3, 2010, Metro Rec.__.

Our reasons for not selecting more non-Foundation Agricultural Land as urban reserves from
the 400,000 acres studied can be found in our analysis of these lands using the urban reserve
factors. First, we began our analysis by examining lands within five miles of the UGB. Most
of these lands initially studied are beyond the affordable reach of urban services. With one
exception (Urban Reserve 1D), designated urban reserves lie within two miles of the UGB.
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Second, much of the Important and some Conflicted Agricultural Lands are separated from
the UGB by, or include, important natural landscape features:

East of Sandy: the Sandy River Canyon and the county’s scenic river overlay zone
Eagle Creek and Springwater Ridge: the bluffs above the Clackamas River
Clackamas Heights (portion closest to UGB): Abernethy Creek

South of Oregon City: steep slopes drop to Beaver Creek

West Wilsonville: Tonquin Scablands

Bethany/West Multnomah: Forest Park and stream headwaters and courses.

Urban reserve factors (5), (7) and (8)* seek to direct urban development away from important
natural landscape features and other natural resources.

Third, much of the Important and Conflicted Agricultural Lands rate lower against the urban
reserves factors in comparison to areas designated urban reserve, or remain undesignated for
possible designation as urban reserve if the region’s population forecast proves too low:’

Clackamas Heights

East Wilsonville

West Wilsonville

Southeast of Oregon City
Southwest of Borland Road
Between Wilsonville and Sherwood

Lastly, some of the Important and Conflicted Agricultural Lands lies adjacent to cities in the
region that have their own UGBs and want their own opportunities to expand over time:

e Estacada
¢ Sandy

These reasons are more fully set forth in the explanations for specific urban and rural reserves
in section VL.

The record of this two and one-half-year effort shows that not every partner agreed with all
urban reserves in each county. But each partner agrees that this adopted system of urban and
rural reserves, in its entirety, achieves the region’s long-range goals and a balance among the

4 (5) Can be designed to preserve and enhance natural ecological systems;

(7) Can be developed in a way that preserves important natural landscape features included in urban reserves;
(8) Can be designed to avoid or minimize adverse effects on farm and forest practices, and adverse effects on
important natural landscape features, on nearby land including land designated as rural reserves.

5 “Retaining the existing planning and zoning for rural lands (and not applying a rural or an urban reserves
designation) is appropriate for lands that are unlikely to be needed over the next 40 years, or (conversely) that
are not subject to a threat of urbanization.” Letter from nine state agencies to the Metro Regional Reserves
Steering Committee, October 14, 2009, page 15.
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objectives of reserves: to accommodate growth in population and employment in sustainable
and prosperous communities and neighborhoods, to preserve the vitality of the farms and
forests of the region, and to protect defining natural landscape features. The partners are
confident that this system of reserves will allow the continuation of vibrant and mutually-
reinforcing farm, forest and urban economies for the next 50 years. And the partners agree
this system is the best system the region can adopt by mutual agreement.

III. Overall Process of Analysis and Public Involvement

Analysis and Decision-Making

The three counties and Metro began reserves work as soon as LCDC adopted the new rules on
reserves (OAR Division 27). The four governments formed committees and began public
involvement to raise awareness about reserves and help people learn how to engage in the
process. Each of the four governments selected one of its elected officials to serve on the
“Core 4”, established to guide the designation process and formulate recommendations to the
county boards and the Metro Council. The four governments also established a “Reserves
Steering Committee” (RSC) to advise the Core 4 on reserves designation. The RSC
represented interests across the region - from business, agriculture, social conservation
advocacy, cities, service districts and state agencies (52 members and alternates).

The four governments established an overall Project Management Team (PMT) composed of
planners and other professions from their planning departments. Each county established an
advisory committee to provide guidance and advice to its county board, staffed by the
county’s planning department.

As part of technical analysis, staff gathered providers of water, sewer, transportation,
education and other urban services to consider viability of future service provision to lands
within the study area. The parks and open space staff at Metro provided guidance on how best
to consider natural features using data that had been deeply researched, broadly vetted and
tested for social and political acceptance among Willamette Valley stakeholders (Oregon
Wildlife Conservation Strategy, Pacific Northwest Research Consortium, Willamette Valley
Futures, The Nature Conservancy’s Ecoregional Assessment). Business leaders, farm bureaus
and other representative groups were consulted on an ongoing basis.

The first major task of the Core 4 was to recommend a reserves study area to the county
boards and the Metro Council. With advice from the RSC, the county advisory committees
and public comment gathered open houses across the region, the Core 4 recommended for
further analysis some 400,000 acres around the existing urban area, extending generally five
miles from the UGB. The four governments endorsed the study area in the fall of 2008. Then
the task of applying the urban and rural reserve factors to specific areas began in earnest.

The county advisory committees reviewed information presented by the staff and advised the
staff and county boards on how each “candidate area” rated under each reserves factor. The
county staffs brought this work to the RSC for discussion. After a year’s worth of work at
regular meetings, the RSC made its recommendations to the Core 4 in October, 2009.
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Later in the fall, each elected body held hearings to hear directly from their constituents on
proposed urban and rural reserves. Public involvement included six open houses, three Metro
Council hearings around the region and a virtual open house on the Metro web site, all
providing the same maps, materials and survey questions.

Following this public involvement, the Core 4 submitted its final recommendations to the four
governments on February 8, 2010. The recommendation included a map of proposed urban
and rural reserves, showing reserves upon which there was full agreement (the large majority
of proposed reserves) and reserves upon which disagreements were not resolved. The Core 4
proposed that these differences be settled principally in bilateral discussions between each
county and Metro, the parties to the intergovernmental agreements (IGAs) required by ORS
195.141. Over the next two weeks, the Metro Council reached agreement on reserves with
each county. By February 25, 2010, Metro had signed an IGA with Clackamas, Multnomah
and Washington counties. Metro Rec.__.

The IGAs required each government to amend its plan to designate urban (Metro) or rural
(counties) reserves and protect them for their intended purposes with plan policies. The IGAs
also set times for final public hearings on the IGA recommendations and adoption of
ordinances with these plan policies in May and June. The four governments understood that
the IGAs and map of urban and rural reserves were not final decisions and, therefore,
provided for final adjustments to the map to respond to public comment at the hearings. By
June 3, 2010,the four governments had adopted their reserves ordinances, including minor
revisions to the reserves map.

Public Involvement

From its inception, the reserves designation process was designed to provide stakeholders and
the public with a variety of ways to help shape the process and the final outcome. Most
significantly, the decision process required 22 elected officials representing two levels of
government and 400,000 acres of territory to craft maps and agreements that a majority of
them could support. These commissioners and councilors represent constituents who hold a
broad range of philosophical perspectives and physical ties to the land. Thus, the structure of
the reserves decision process provided motivation for officials to seek a final compromise that
met a wide array of public interests.

In the last phase of the reserve process — adoption of ordinances that designate urban and rural
reserves - each government followed its established procedure for adoption of ordinances:
notice to citizens; public hearings before its planning commission (in Metro’s case,
recommendations from the Metro Planning Advisory Committee) and public hearings before
its governing body. But in the more-than-two years leading to this final phase, there were
additional advisory bodies established.

The RSC began its work in early 2008. RSC members were expected to represent social and
economic interests to the committee and officials and to serve as conduits of communication
back to their respective communities. In addition, RSC meetings were open to the public and
provided an additional avenue for citizens to voice their concerns—either by asking that a
steering committee member represent their concern to the committee or by making use of the
public testimony period at the beginning of each meeting.
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Once the three county advisory committees got underway, they, like the RSC, invited citizens
were to bring concerns to committee members or make statements at the beginning of each
meeting.

Fulfilling the requirements of DLCD’s administrative rules on reserves and the reserves work
program, the three counties and Metro developed a Coordinated Public Involvement Plan in
early 2008 that provided guidance on the types of public involvement activities, messages and
communications methods that would be used for each phase of the reserves program. The plan
incorporated the requirements of Oregon law and administrative rules governing citizen
involvement and reflects comments and feedback received from the Metro Council, Core 4
members, each jurisdiction’s citizen involvement committee, other county-level advisory
committees and the RSC. The Citizen Involvement Advisory Committee of the Oregon Land
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) reviewed and endorsed the Public
Involvement Plan.

The four governments formed a public involvement team, composed of public involvement
staff from each county and Metro, to implement the Public Involvement Plan. The team
cooperated in all regional efforts: 20 open houses, two “virtual open houses” on the Metro
web site, additional online surveys, presentations, printed materials and analysis and
summaries of comments. The team members also undertook separate county and Metro-
specific public engagement activities and shared methodologies, materials and results.

Elected officials made presentations to community planning organizations, hamlets, villages,
city councils, advocacy organizations, civic groups, chambers of commerce, conferences,
watershed councils, public affairs forums, art and architecture forums, and many other
venues. Staff and elected officials appeared on television, on radio news broadcasts and talk
shows, cable video broadcasts and was covered in countless news articles in metro outlets,
gaining publicity that encouraged public engagement. Booths at farmers’ markets and other
public events, counter displays at retail outlets in rural areas, library displays and articles in
organization newsletters further publicized the opportunities for comment. Materials were
translated into Spanish and distributed throughout all three counties. Advocacy organizations
rallied supporters to engage in letter email campaigns and to attend public meetings.
Throughout the reserves planning process the web sites of each county and Metro provided
information and avenues for feedback. While there have been formal public comment periods
at key points in the decision process, the reserves project team invited the public to provide
comment freely throughout the process.

In all, the four governments made extraordinary efforts to engage citizens of the region in the
process of designating urban and rural reserves. The public involvement plan provided the
public with more than 180 discrete opportunities to inform decision makers of their views
urban and rural reserves. A fuller account of the public involvement process the activities
associated with each stage may be found at Staff Report, June 3, 2010, Metro Rec.__.

IV. Amount of Urban Reserves
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Forecast

Metro developed a 50-year “range” forecast for population and employment that was
coordinated with the 20-year forecast done for Metro’s UGB capacity analysis, completed in
December, 2009. The forecast is based on national economic and demographic information
and is adjusted to account for regional growth factors. The partner governments used the
upper and lower ends of the 50-year range forecast as one parameter for the amount of land
needed to accommodate households and employment. Instead of aiming to accommodate a
particular number of households or jobs within that range, the partners selected urban reserves
from approximately 400,000 acres studied that best achieve the purposes established by the
Land Conservation and Development Commission [set forth in OAR 660-027-0005(2)] and
the objectives of the partner governments.

Demand and Capacity

Estimating land demand over the next 50 years is difficult as a practical matter and involves
much uncertainty. The Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC)
recognizes the challenge of estimating long-term need even for the 20-year UGB planning
period. In the section of OAR Division 24 (Urban Growth Boundaries) on “Land Need”, the
Commission says:

“The 20-year need determinations are estimates which, although based on the best
available information and methodologies, should not be held to an unreasonably high
level of precision.”

OAR 660-024-0040(1). The uncertainties loom much larger for a 40 to 50-year estimate.
Nonetheless, Metro’s estimate of need for a supply of urban reserves sufficient to
accommodate housing and employment to the year 2060 is soundly based in fact, experience
and reasonable assumptions about long-range trends.

The urban reserves estimate begins with Metro’s UGB estimate of need for the next 20 years
in its Urban Growth Report 2009-2030, September 15, 2009 (adopted December 17, 2009).
Metro Rec. __. Metro relied upon the assumptions and trends underlying the 20-year estimate
and modified them where appropriate for the longer-term reserves estimate, and reached the
determinations described below.

The 50-year forecast makes the same assumption on the number of households and jobs
needed to accommodate the population and employment coming to the UGB from the seven-
county metropolitan statistical area (MSA) as in the Urban Growth Report: approximately 62
percent of the MSA residential growth and 70 percent of the MSA employment growth will
come to the metro area UGB. COO Recommendation, Urban Rural Reserves, p. 11, Metro
Rec.__

Metro estimates the demand for new dwelling units within the UGB over the next 50 years
to be between 485,000 and 532,000 units. COO Recommendation, Urban Rural Reserves,
Appendix 3E-C. Metro Rec. __. Metro estimates between 624,300 and 834,100 jobs will
locate within the UGB by 2060. COO Recommendation, Urban Rural Reserves, Appendix 3E-
D, Table D-3, Metro Rec. __. Staff Report, June 3, 2010, Metro Rec.__.
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The region will focus its public investments over the next 50 years in communities inside the
existing UGB and, as a result, land within the UGB would develop close to the maximum
levels allowed by existing local comprehensive plan and zone designations. This investment
strategy is expected to accommodate 70 to 85 percent of growth forecasted over that period.
No increase in zoned capacity within the UGB was assumed because, at the time of adoption
of reserves ordinances by the four governments, the Metro Council will not have completed
its decision-making about actions to increase the capacity of the existing UGB as part of
Metro’s 2009 capacity analysis. For those areas added to the UGB between 2002 and 2005
for which comprehensive planning and zoning is not yet complete, Metro assumed the areas
would accommodate all the housing and employment anticipated in the ordinances that added
the areas to the UGB over the reserves planning period. Fifty years of enhanced and focused
investment to accommodate growth will influence the market to use zoned capacity more
fully.

Consistent with residential capacity analysis in the Urban Growth Report, vacant land in the
existing UGB can accommodate 166,600 dwelling units under current zoning over the next 50
years. Infill and re-development over this period, with enhanced levels of investment, will
accommodate another 212,600 units. This would leave approximately 152,400 dwelling units
to be accommodated on urban reserves through 2060. COO Recommendation, Urban Rural
Reserves, Appendix 3E-C, pp. 5-6, Metro Rec.__.

Based upon the employment capacity analysis in the Urban Growth Report, the existing UGB
has sufficient capacity — on vacant land and through re-development over the 50-year
reserves period - for overall employment growth in the reserves period. However, this supply
of land does not account for the preference of some industrial employers for larger parcels.
To accommodate this preference, the analysis of the supply of larger parcels was extrapolated
from the Urban Growth Report. This leads to the conclusion that urban reserves should
include approximately 3,000 acres of net buildable land that is suitable for larger-parcel
industrial users. COO Recommendation, Urban Rural Reserves, Appendix 3E-D, pp. 6-7;
Staff Report, June 3, 2010, Metro Rec.__.

Metro assumed residential development in urban reserves, when they are added to the UGB
over time, would develop at higher densities than has been the experience in the past, for
several reasons. First, the region is committed to ensuring new development at the edges of
the region contributes to the emergence of “great communities”, either new communities or as
additions to existing communities inside the UGB. Second, because many urban reserves are
“greenfields”, they can be developed more efficiently than re-developing areas already inside
the UGB. Third, demographic trends, noted in the Urban Growth Report that is the starting
point for Metro’s 2010 capacity analysis, indicate increasing demand for smaller housing
units. This reasoning leads to the assumption that residential development will occur in
reserves, when added to the UGB, at 15 units per net buildable acre overall, recognizing that
some areas (centers, for example) would settle at densities higher than 15 units/acre and
others (with steep slopes, for example) would settle at densities lower than 15 units/acre.
COO Recommendation, Urban Rural Reserves, Appendix 3E-C, pp. 6-7; Staff Report, June 3,
2010, Metro Rec.__.
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Metro also assumed greater efficiencies in use of employment lands over the next 50 years.
The emerging shift of industrial activity from production to research and development will
continue, meaning more industrial jobs will be accommodated in high- floor-to-area-ratio
(FAR) offices rather than low-FAR general industrial space. This will reduce the need for
general industrial and warehouse building types by 10 percent, and increase the need for
office space. Office space, however, will be used more efficiently between 2030 and 2060,
reducing that need by five percent. Finally, the analysis assumes a 20-percent increase in
FARs for new development in centers and corridors, but no such increase in FARs in
industrial areas. COO Recommendation, Urban Rural Reserves, Appendix 3E-D, p. 4; Staff
Report, June 3, 2010, Metro Rec.__.

These assumptions lead to the conclusion that 28,165 acres of urban reserves are needed to
accommodate people and jobs over the 50-year reserves planning period
to 2060. COO Recommendation, Urban Rural Reserves, Appendix 3E, p. 6-7’ Staff Report,
June 3, 2010, Metro Rec.__. The nine state agencies that served on the Reserves Steering
Committee said the following about the amount of urban land the region will need over the
long-term:

“The state agencies support the amount of urban reserves recommended by the Metro
COOQO. That recommendation is for a range of between 15,000 and 29,000 acres. We
believe that Metro and the counties can develop findings that, with this amount of
land, the region can accommodate estimated urban population and employment
growth for at least 40 years, and that the amount includes sufficient development
capacity to support a healthy economy and to provide a range of needed housing
types.” Letter to Metro Regional Steering Committee, October 14, 2009, Metro

Rec.

Based upon the assumptions described above about efficient use of land, the four
governments believe the region can accommodate 50 years’ worth of growth, not just 40

years’ of growth.

V. Implementing Urban Reserves

To ensure that urban reserves ultimately urbanize in a manner consistent with the Regional
Framework Plan, Ordinance No. 10-1238 amended Title 11 (Planning for New Urban Areas)
(Exhibit D) of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan to require planning of
areas of urban reserve prior to inclusion into the UGB. Title 11 now requires a “concept
plan” for an urban reserve area prior to UGB expansion. A concept plan must show how
development would achieve specified outcomes. The outcomes derive from the urban reserve
factors in OAR 660-027-0050, themselves based in part on the characteristics of “great
communities” identified by local governments of the region as part of Metro’s “Making the
Greatest Place” initiative. Title 11 sets forth the elements of a concept plan, including:

¢ the general locations of types of uses
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¢ the general locations of the urban services (including transportation systems) needed
to support the uses

e estimates of the cost of the services to determine the feasibility of urbanization and to
allow comparisons of urban reserves
the locations of natural resources that will be subject to Title 3 and 13 of the UGMFP
agreement among local governments and other service providers on provision of
services to the area

e agreement among the local governments on annexation of the area to a city or cities
and responsibility for planning and zoning.

Title 11 continues to limit development in areas added to the UGB to protect the opportunity
for efficient urbanization during the time needed to adopt new local government plan
provisions and land use regulations. Title 11, together with the comprehensive plans of the
receiving local governments and Metro’s Regional Framework Plan (including the 2035
Regional Transportation Plan), will ensure land use and transportation policies and
designations will allow mixed-use and pedestrian, bicycle and transit-supportive development
once urban reserve areas are added to the UGB. Staff Report, June 3, 2010, Metro Rec.__.
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Board of County Commissioners Document Index for Rural and Urban Reserve Candidate Areas

Meeting / Hearing | Document Date Description
Date
2/1/2007 Final Natural Landscape Features Inventory "New Look"
Final state "Identification & Assessment of Long-Term Commercial Viability of Metro Region Ag Lands"
2/1/2007 submitted to Metro
1/29/2008 "Criteria for Consideration of Forestlands within Future Rural Reserves" version 1.4
5/1/2008 5/1/2008 Agenda, overview, protocols, work plan
5/1/2008 Purpose and charge
5/1/2008 Discussion draft Protocols
5/1/2008 Sign in sheet
CAC Members and staff contact sheet
3/26/2008 Main Path Work Program
3/12/2008 Work Program Overview
4/29/2008 .ppt Intro to Urban and Rural Reserves
RSC members and schedule
Key Milestones Chart
Road Map for Making the Greatest Place
Identification and Assessment of the Long Term Viability of Metro Region Agricultural Lands 2007
Natural Landscape Features Inventory - map and text
Great Communities Final Report
OAR Division 27 and SB 1011
6/12/2008 6/12/2008 Agenda, charge/protocols, OAR factors, Broad study area, issues to consider, public involvement
5/1/08 Meeting summary
5/1/2008 CAC Charge
6/12/2008 CAC Protocols draft
3/20/2008 Coordinated Public Involvement Plan
3/5/2008 Mult Co Reserves Public Involvement Plan
6/13/2008 Open House table
5/23/2008 Proposed Study Area Attachment B map
1/29/2008 Criteria for Forest Lands in Reserves - ODF study
undated Rules Fundamentals undated from RSC packet
4/7/2008 Urban Factors table incl Broad Study Area and other "filters" associated with the factors
6/12/2008 Sign in Sheet
Agenda, CAC Recommendation re Broad Study Area, review inventories and studies, study area evaluation,
7/31/2008 7/31/2008 meeting schedule
6/12/2008 CAC meeting 2 summary
undated CAC Protocols final
undated CAC Charge final
7/31/2008 Issues to Consider
7/31/2008 Open house Study Area Boundary comments
4/30/2008 ODF Land Use map
6/16/2008 Study Area Map
Shape Summary .ppt re Inventories and studies - Great Communities, Ag, Natural Features, Landscape
7/31/2008 Inventories
10/23/2008 10/23/2008 Agenda, Development Constraints - Group Mackenzie, ODA ag study, land not subject to urbanization
6/31/2008 CAC meeting 3 summary
8/13/2008 CAC Issues to Consider table
1/29/2009 Grp Mackenzie .ppt (.pdf) delete 1.29.09 memo
10/23/2008 Notes for Agenda item 4, Lands not subject to urbanization
10/31/2008 e-mail correspondence bet. Carol & Richard Brenner of Metro re: questions about Reserves
10/23/2008 Sign in sheet
11/20/2008 Agenda, lands not subject to urbanization, initial screening of rural reserves, issues to consider.
10/23/2008 CAC 4 meeting summary
11/4/2008 memo, Reserves Phase 3 suitability and analysis work program
10/23/2008 No Urban Potential memo, summary of break out sessions at 10/23/meeting.
10/30/2008 Infrastructure Cost Criteria, FCS memo to Metro re: cost criteria for extending services to new urban areas.
11/20/2008 Initial farm/forest screening questions for break out exercise
11/20/2008 map NW Potential Blocks, from CAC break out session
11/20/2008 map Sandy Blocks, from CAC break out session
11/20/2008 map Sandy Potential, from CAC break out session
11/20/2008 map Nov_Forest contours, tax lots, contours, public ownership of Forest Park section of NW
11/20/2008 map Nov_NNW _contours, tax lots, contours, public ownership of northern county
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Meeting / Hearing | Document Date Description
Date
11/20/2008 map Nov_SNW contours, tax lots, contours, public ownership of south portion of NW hills.
11/20/2008 map Nov_Sandy contours, tax lots, contours, public ownership of west of sandy area
11/20/2008 map Nov_Sauvie_contours, tax lots, contours, public ownership of Sauvie Island
11/20/2008 map photo_nov_Forest, aerial photo with tax lots of Forest Park section of NW
11/20/2008 map photo_nov_NNw, aerial photo with tax lots of northern county
11/20/2008 map photo_nov_Sandy, aerial photo with tax lots of west of sandy area
11/20/2008 map photo_nov_Sauvie, aerial photo w tax lots of Sauvie Island
11/20/2008 map photo_nov_SNw, aerial photo w tax lots of south portion of NW hills.
11/20/2008 map zone_nw_nov, tax lot map with exception and resource zoning for west county
11/20/2008 map zone_nw_sandy_nov, tax lot map w exception and resource zoning for east county
11/12/2008 RSC 09 meetings - Steering Committee schedule
Issues to consider table, CAC to continue work on this
1/1/2007 Great Communities Summary & Final Report
11/20/2008 map History of UGB Expansions
2/1/2007 Natural Landscape Features full report
2/1/2007 map Natural Landscape Features summary 2.0
1/1/2007 ODA Ag Lands summary & Full Report
1/8/2009 2/8/2008 Reserves Rule OAR Div 27
1/10/2008 Road Map for Making Greatest Place
6/13/2007 SB 1011
1/10/2008 Steering Committee 2008 Meeting Schedule
1/22/2008 Steering Committee members
1/1/2008 Steering Committee Stakeholders
1/8/2009 1/8/2009 Agenda to develop map of candidate areas
1/8/2009 Sign in sheets
1/8/2009 11/20/2008 Minutes of 11/20/08 meeting
1/8/2009 12/11/2008 Farm and Forest TAC 12/09/08 meeting results
1/8/2009 Candidate Rural Reserve Areas draft, CAC comments re landscape features factors (a), (e), (f)-
1/8/2009 Initial Landscape Features Screening, CAC #5 results & w/CCheserak comments
1/8/2009 1/2/2009 Soils Map - NW North, Multnomah County
1/8/2009 1/2/2009 Soils Map - NW South, Multnomah County
1/8/2009 1/2/2009 Soils Map - Sandy River, Multhomah County
1/8/2009 Zoning summary table by Rural Plan Area
1/8/2009 12/11/2008 Zoning Map East
1/8/2009 12/12/2008 Zoning Map Government Island
1/8/2009 12/3/2008 Zoning Map SEC NW Hills North
1/8/2009 12/3/2008 Zoning Map SEC NW Hills South
1/8/2009 11/20/2008 Initial Farm and Forest Lands Screening results CAC 5
1/8/2009 11/20/2008 OAR 660-027-0060 Factors for designation of lands as Rural Reserves - Ag & Forest
1/8/2009 11/20/2008 OAR 660-027-0040 Factors for designation of lands as Rural Reserves - Landscape Features
Landscape Features Charrette 2007, Regionally Significant Natural Landscape Features within the Urban &
1/8/2009 11/20/2008 Rural Reserves Study Area
1/8/2009 10/22/2008 Natural Landscape Features Inventory Feb 2007, text description of Mult Co. areas
1/8/2009 10/23/2008 Natural Landscape Features Map1 Subset Government Island
1/8/2009 10/23/2008 Natural Landscape Features Map2 Subset Orient
1/8/2009 10/23/2008 Natural Landscape Features Map 9Subset West Hills
1/8/2009 Ag Forest Slope Map
1/8/2009 Ag Forest Slope Map
1/8/2009 Ag Forest Slope Map
1/8/2009 1/7/2009 map Resource Layers NW north & Sauvie Island
1/8/2009 1/7/2009 map Resource Layers NW south
1/8/2009 1/7/2009 map Resource Layers Sandy & Govt Island
Metro Res 07-3834 Acquisition Refinement Plan w/ exhibits including 3 maps (9/2007) of target acquisition
1/8/2009 1/8/2009 areas in west hills
2/1/2006 Map Metro Regionally significant fish and wildlife habitat areas west of Forest Park
9/1/2006 map USGS w Elk, cougar, bear sightings FPNA
1/8/2009 11/4/2008 map Metro HCT Lines for initial screening
10/30/2008 FCS Group memo to Metro - Infrastructure Cost Criteria
1/14/2009 letter and map re: loss of use of property as rural reserve
1/28/09 meeting summary
Sign in sheets
1/22/2009 1/22/2009 Agenda to develop CAC Consensus Map of Candidate Rural Reserve Areas
1/22/2009 1/12/2009 Coalition for a Livable Future Itr to Council & Committee re: equity considerations in planning process
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Meeting / Hearing | Document Date Description
Date
1/22/2009 01/00/09 News article about start of Area 93/Bonny Slope West planning process
1/22/2009 2/22/2008 Draft of South Hillsboro Community Plan infrastructure cost & revenue comparison table
1/22/2009 10/11/2007 Prelim development cost estimates for N. Bethany
1/22/2009 1/22/2009 mmo "Reasons" summarize RR sub group assessment for the CAC
1/22/2009 1/8/2009 Rural Reserves -CAC Initial Farm/Forest lands screening assessment from 11/20/08 & 1/08/09 migs
1/22/2009 1/8/2009 e-mail re: Government Islands & Reserves
1/22/2009 1/22/2009 mmo to CAC re: procedure for UR assessment
1/22/2009 Urban factors list - 0050
1/22/2009 10/30/2008 FCS Group memo to Metro - Infrastructure Cost Criteria
1/22/2009 1/22/2009 Draft Slope & Floodplain Summary, acreages of constrained areas
1/22/2009 1/22/2009 map Slope, floodplain, distance constraints
1/22/2009 map Slope, floodplain, distance constraints
1/22/2009 map Slope, floodplain, distance constraints
1/22/2009 Efficiency ratings for sewer map
1/22/2009 1/21/2009 Prelim Water Service Suitability map
1/22/2009 undated Letter & maps of Barker Family properties
1/22/2009 8/21/2006 Oregonian article about Hayat Farm
1/22/2009 1/21/2009 Results of CAC west side sub-group screening on 1/17/09 (18 pgs)
1/22/2009 1/22/2009 Break out sessions & flip chart notes for RR candidate areas - 1/8/09 & 1/22/09 meetings
Agenda - Develop CAC Urban Candidate areas map, consider interests of Mult Co UGB edge cities for
2/26/2009 2/26/2009 urban reserve
2/26/2009 1/22/2009 1/22/09 Meeting summary
2/26/2009 2/26/2009 Committee and public sign-in sheets
2/26/2009 2/19/2009 Study group meeting notes
Questions for 2/26/09 topic Candidate Urban Reserves - memo w/questions for break out sessions (see
2/26/2009 2/26/2009 2/28 post mtg packet)
mmo from McFarland re: Transportation Suitability of Mult Co Study Areas - describes regional work group
2/26/2009 2/26/2009 process & results for areas. (See 2/28 post mtg packet)
2/26/2009 2/5/2009 Tech Team Initial Screening of regional service providers for sewer, water, transportation mmo to RSC
2/26/2009 2/9/2009 Tech Team Sewer Preliminary Analysis memo to RSC and map
2/26/2009 2/11/2009 Tech Team Transportation Preliminary Analysis memo to RSC and map
2/26/2009 2/9/2009 Tech Team Water Preliminary Analysis memo to RSC and map
memo Clack Co re: regional technical team meetings for storm, schools, parks. Result is that these services
2/26/2009 2/1/2009 don't contribute much to urban reserve decisions at broad landscape level.
Urban Reserve initial screening summary, water, sewer, transportation - rankings for Mult Co areas from
2/26/2009 2/20/2009 regional studies
Service Suitability - UR initial screening results of water, sewer, transportation rankings for Mult Co areas,
2/26/2009 2/26/2009 high-low incl conversion chart
2/26/2009 3/5/2009 Service Suitability - UR CAC screening results - extent of agreement with regional assessment
Group Mackenzie - land constrained for employment, includes maps, table shows 18% of study area is in
11/29/2009 Mult Co.
2/26/2009 2/6/2009 memo, staff report Urban Rural First Screen - results of CAC initial assessment and methodology
2/26/2009 2/25/2009 map CAC Preliminary water and sewer
2/26/2009 2/17/2009 Letter from Mayor Jim Knight of Troutdale
2/26/2009 2/23/2009 Opposition letter from landowners & maps
2/26/2009 2/11/2009 Angel property chronology & zoning map
2/26/2009 2/17/2009 Letter re: Request for Urban Reserve Candidate Designation & attachments
2/26/2009 2/23/2009 Soils map and NRCS tables
2/26/2009 2/26/2009 Memo from Todd Mobley PC, Lancaster Engineering re: East Bethany Transportation Assessment
Letter - include unconstrained lands in Group McKenzie study for urban reserve consideration. Attached is
1/29/09 Group McKenzie Constrained Lands study including map series, narrative, methodology, relative
2/26/2009 2/4/2009 amount of land in county study areas
2/26/2009 2/26/2009 Questions re: services suitability & draft initial screening summary
2/26/2009 2/26/2009 Letter re: Government Island reserves designation Port of Portland
2/26/2009 Clark County to Metro Regional corridors map
2/26/2009 4/8/2008 Port map Strategy 1 Clark county HCT corridors
2/26/2009 2/25/2009 City of Gresham letter re: study area boundaries comments & suggestions
Ltr from Malinowski Farms re: request for rural reserve candidate designation, incl 2008 field acreage map,
2/26/2009 2/25/2009 soils map & NRCS tables
Ltr from East Bethany Owners Collaborative - support UR, addresses urban factors, includes map, signed
2/26/2009 2/23/2009 by Blum, Burnham, Gaerisch, Burger, Zahler, Partlow, Crandall
2/26/2009 CAC Comments - messages to staff from CAC members inadvertently left out of 2/26/09 meeting materials
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Meeting / Hearing | Document Date Description
Date
2/26/2009 2/26/2009 Ltr from Multnomah Yacht Harbor re: sewer & water service suitability studies
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 Agenda & agenda topics re: Urban Reserve factors evaluation
3/26/2009 2/26/2009 Summary of 2/26/09 CAC meeting
3/26/2009 2/26/2009 Sign in sheets
Memo re: 3/26/09 Agenda Topics, project timelines, additional information incl to refine urban candidate
3/26/2009 3/20/2009 areas
3/26/2009 3/16/2009 Pl Phase 3 Open Houses - schedule
3/26/2009 3/13/2009 RSC 09 meetings - Steering Committee schedule
3/26/2009 3/5/2009 CAC Urban Reserves Recommendation Table draft (candidate areas in Mult Co)
3/26/2009 2/25/2009 map Candidate Rural Areas in Mult Co
2/27/2009 map Candidate Urban Areas in Mult Co
Great Communities "Test Area Evaluation Methodology" dated Dec '06, Consolidated List of Driving
Characteristics (Nov 17, 2006), NW Hills Test Area Evaluation (Nov 17, 2006), NW Hills Test Area sketch
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 diagram (map)
3/26/2009 1/22/2004 map Mult Co Functional Classification of Traffic ways, east & west county
Candidate areas - Initial Assessment Methodology and Results mmo - in reports from Clackamas,
3/16/2009 Multnomah, Washington Counties to RSC March 2009, Internet post
3/26/2009 3/16/2009 map Regional Urban & Rural Candidate Areas
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 Urban Reserves Questions 2 - Candidate Areas
2/26/2009 map Preliminary Water & Sewer - rankings
3/26/2009 2/26/2009 map Preliminary Trans Added Lane cost
3/26/2009 2/26/2009 map Preliminary Trans Connectivity
2/26/2009 map Preliminary Trans System Lane Cost
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 map Reserves Mar09 26 North - slope, flood constraints
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 map Reserves Mar09 26 South - slope, flood constraints
Draft of Metro's comparative infrastructure costs to gauge relative costs of transportation, sewer, water in
3/26/2009 7/9/2008 new urban areas
3/26/2009 3/16/2009 Tri Met transit system map
3/26/2009 3/17/2009 Rural reserves opposition letter
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 Letter from Perkins Coie lawyer representing Joseph Angel advocating Urban Reserves designation
3/26/2009 no date Letter from Mr. Sowder requesting more consideration of data before final decisions made
Letter from Johnson Creek Watershed Council re: concerns & issues relating to potential designation of
3/26/2009 3/25/2009 subject area as urban reserve
Letter from former District Manager of Sauvie Island Drainage Improvement Co. re: flood control & drainage
3/26/2009 3/25/2009 on the Island
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 e-mail from S| Drainage stating Sauvie Island not suitable for urban development
3/26/2009 3/23/2009 E-mail opposing designation of “private reserve" of their property in Hillsboro
3/26/2009 3/23/2009 E-mails opposing rural reserve designation
3/26/2009 3/21/2009 Letter & map opposing rural reserve designation
Ltr supports FPNA & RR, habitat, RPNA survey, Metro acquisition areas, Great Communities found NW
3/26/2009 undated Hills not good for urban, difficult transportation network
3/26/2009 3/20/2009 Letter advocating urban reserve
3/26/2009 3/19/2009 Letter opposing rural reserve
Letter from North Cascades District Foresters re: Candidates map dated 2/9/09 and impacts on fringe areas
3/26/2009 3/20/2009 between rural & urban reserve areas
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 Memo re: Port of Portland's perspective on the reserves designation for Govt Island & attachments
3/26/2009 undated Handout, Local Transit Toolbox, Zoning Code
e-mail from City of Portland re: preliminary comments & recommendations on service suitability for three
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 urban candidate areas
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 Concept area plan & maps
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 Letter re: rural reserve classification
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 Three maps re: Vacant Buildable Lot analysis, aquifer & sewage issues, transportation issues
3/26/2009 3/25/2009 Documents from citizens & Forest Park Neighborhood Assoc supporting rural reserve designation
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 Letter in support of Forest Park Neighborhood recommendations re: rural reserves designation
Documents from citizens & Forest Park Neighborhood Assoc supporting retention of rural reserve
3/26/2009 3/25/2009 designation in NW Multnomah County
3/26/2009 3/26/2009 Angel Properties current zoning map
3/26/2009 undated Letter advocating Urban Growth Reserve designation
4/23/2009 4/23/2009 CAC meeting agenda re: information needs to form rural and urban recommendations
4/23/2009 3/26/2009 Meeting summary of CAC 3/26/09 meeting
4/23/2009 4/23/2009 Sign in sheets
4/23/2009 3/26/2009 Updates, Phase 3 Open House schedule 3/19/09; RSC Upcoming Agenda ltems 4/8/9
4/23/2009 4/1/2009 map Regional Candidate Areas for Evaluation
4/23/2009 2/12/2009 HCT Corridors for Evaluation adopted by Metro

Page 4 of 22
BOCC Index Rev. 5.6.10




BOCC Hearing Date May 6, 2010 Substitute Exhibit 3 to Ordinance

Meeting / Hearing | Document Date Description
Date
Letter to RSC & attachment from State of Oregon depts w/preliminary comments on counties' initial
4/23/2009 4/6/2009 identification of candidate urban & rural reserve areas
4/23/2009 3/30/2009 Staff Report on Initial Assessment Methodology & Results incl candidate urban & rural maps
4/23/2009 4/16/2009 Memo & table to Chuck Beasley from Staff Planner re: 10-Year Land Division Study w/maps
E-mail from FPNA re: Court of Appeals finding re Urban-Rural Buffer along County line adjacent to
N.Bethany. (CA#A122169) Case supports -0060(2)(d)(B) and (3)(d,e,f,g) provides buffers, boundaries,
4/23/2009 4/16/2009 sense of place, separation.
Letter from Johnson Creek Watershed Council re: designate creek watershed RR, lack of consistency
4/23/2009 4/14/2009 among Counties about proposed designations & map
Ltr rural reserves designation for South West Hills area, incl map 94 from West Hills Plan w/SECh,s. Notes
4/23/2009 4/13/2009 service issues
Ltr to Core 4 from Home Builders Association (HBA) re: Service Availability analysis (CWS) is flawed, must
be refined in NW Hills and other areas, suitability for service should not be based on policy choices of
4/23/2009 4/1/2009 providers
4/23/2009 3/20/2009 E-mailed duplicate of Itir submitted at CAC 9 meeting advocating Urban Reserve.
re: Mult Co Urban/Rural study areas vs. Existing West Hills Rural Area Plan - area around Skyline/Cornelius
4/23/2009 3/26/2009 Pass sb UR because the West Hills plan indicates it should be studied for rural community
Ltr w/maps to Chuck reiterating key points presented at CAC mtg #9 on 3/26/09 advocating Urban
4/23/2009 3/27/2009 designation
4/23/2009 3/26/2009 map Vacant Buildable Lot Analysis
map Transportation issues - Germantown overburdened, expensive to improve, subject to hazards from bad
4/23/2009 3/26/2009 weather slope, curves, bring area into UGB to fund much needed improvements
map Aquifer & Sewage Issues - cites well difficulties, additional development from vacant lots & advocates
4/23/2009 3/26/2009 for urban reserve to facilitate water service to area
4/23/2009 4/1/2009 E-mail clarifying/correcting elements of Barker testimony
4/23/2009 3/29/2009 Area should be Urban Reserve due to existing development & proximity to Portland
Explains reference docs submitted for CAC, ODFW Conservation Opportunity Areas, Area 93 Existing
4/23/2009 4/22/2009 Conditions Report, ODFW Elk Management Plan, NW Hills Scenic Overlays (County SEC maps)
Ltr from FPNA re: preliminary vote affirming rural reserve and not in favor of Irvine/Thayer plan w/ Forest
4/23/2009 4/22/2009 Park Conservancy 8/12/08 letter to Bragdon, Wheeler, Potter attached & CPO 7 11/13/06 lir attached
attached 1/5/07 FPNA ltr and attachments, Neighborhood survey results, Goal 5 inventory showing Forest
4/23/2009 4/22/2009 Park area
4/23/2009 4/17/2009 E-mail from CAC member outlining concerns about process, details Jim Irvine development proposal
39926 4/13/2009 To CAC re: D. Burger statements re: Hillsboro proposed UR areas, includes map
post 4/23/2009 4/23/2009 Letter & attachments re: Land Use analysis of Exception Lands in Mult Co
Memo & base zoning maps re: Land Use regulatory process & factors for designating lands for Rural
post 4/23/2009 4/23/2009 Reserve
2/19/2009 memo to Metro, Mult Co Aspirations
post 4/23/2009 4/21/2009 Memo & maps re: NW Hills buildable lot analysis
3/1/2009 Preliminary UGR Summary March 09 draft
4/1/2009 Summary 20-50 Range Forecast
5/28/2009 5/28/2009 Agenda re: rural reserve factors evaluation
5/28/2009 4/23/2009 Meeting summary of CAC 4/23/09 meeting
5/28/2009 5/28/2009 Sign in sheets
5/28/2009 5/13/2009 Phase 3 Public Involvement Initial Summary & survey responses
3/31/2009 Factors & Reserves Candidate Areas - memo to RSC about application of factors incl OAR div 27
9/18/2008 map Groundwater Restricted Areas - State of Oregon
memo re: CAC Information Request - Rural Irrigation in West of Sandy, West of Forest Park & Springville
5/27/2009 Rd areas
5/2/2009 Compilation of Map - Chart Pak Comments 5-2-09 mdr-update
Memo re: Identification of Natural Hazards w/in Reserves Study Area - incl maps Floodplain, Landslide,
Wildfire, Seismic Hazards & Hazards Composite Map, Natural Hazards Model, Earthquake Hazards in
5/28/2009 5/6/2009 Clackamas Co
5/21/2009 map County West Hills & West of Sandy Slope Hazards Overlay Zones
5/21/2009 map Beaver, Kelly, Johnson Creeks (incl Sandy River) contours
5/20/2009 map West Hills School District Boundaries
5/28/2009 map West of Sandy prime soils
5/20/2009 map West of Sandy River School District Boundaries
5/28/2009 memo from PMT to RSC, C4 re timeline revision.
5/14/2009 CAC Information Request list and status
5/25/2009 Memo re CAC Information Request - Rural Irrigation
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map Water/Sewer suitability and Conceptual Transportation Grid
05/28/09 5/25/2009 Memo & map re: Rural Reserves Suitability Recommendations
Rural Communities Rule Division 22
5/28/2009 5/6/2009 Email opposing urban reserve North of Hwy 26
ODOT UR study area capacity analysis version 3
3/1/2009 Preliminary UGR Summary & Summary 20-50 year range forecast. Metro docs
4/24/2009 E-mail to CAC re: ODOT, UGR docs and on line resources
5/28/2009 4/28/2009 E-mail re: agriculture in Springville Road area & opposition to Urban Reserve designation
5/28/2009 4/28/2009 E-mail from Mercy Corps NW supporting rural reserve designation
5/28/2009 2/19/2009 Letter to Chris Deffebach re: Mult Co aspirations for growth w/Resolution A & BOCC Planning Values
5/28/2009 5/7/2009 Gov't Island Reserves designation recap
5/28/2009 5/22/2009 Article about Wildlife Crossing - rethinking road design to improve safety & accompanying map
1/1/2009 map Metro Acquisition Areas - submitted in 7/14/09 email to staff
5/28/2009 5/27/2009 West Forest Park Concept Planning Area w/ maps
Comments Q6 (Is there area you believe should be excluded from further study as an urban reserve?)
6/14/2009 summary
MultCo summary 0509 Public Involvement April 2009
Agenda re: continuing rural reserve factors evaluation of rural candidate areas, rural reserves suitability
6/18/2009 6/18/2009 recommendations & East Bethany Urbanization concept
6/18/2009 5/28/2009 CAC 11 Meeting summary
6/18/2009 Meeting sign in sheet
6/18/2009 6/9/2009 Reserves CAC Meeting Forecast - May/Sept 2009
6/18/2009 06/00/09 Steering Committee Revised Meeting Schedule
6/18/2009 6/10/2009 Staff Rural Reserves Factors Analysis & Rural Reserves Suitability recommendations Areas 1-9
6/18/2009 6/17/2009 Study area maps 1-9
6/15/2009 e-mail to CAC re: meeting packet and on line resources for upcoming meetings
Metro Hazard Maps - Flood, landslide, wildfire, composite
map Regional Trails
map Metro West Side Trails
map Metro Bond Acquisition Areas
10/1/2008 Landscape Features Subset 08 Map
ODF ForestA,B,C, X, Y, Z
map ODA Ag Study
Reference docs, County Rural Area Plans for West Hills, West of Sandy River, East of Sandy River, Sauvie
Island Multnomah Channel - posted on line
6/18/2009 5/7/2009 Scappoose staff e-mail re: potential for City of Scappoose to expand into Multnomah County.
none map Development Constraints in Scappoose Vicinity
Audubon Society (Urban Greenspaces Institute) letter re: suitability of natural features for urban & rural
6/18/2009 undated reserves 6/12/09
6/18/2009 5/25/2009 Ltr to CAC re: Input for next meeting - mostly related to decisions West Hills Area
Favor of Rural Reserve in candidate area northeast of CPO 7 in Multnomah County to protect Rock, Abbey
6/18/2009 6/8/2008 creeks, local food. Poor Transit & connections east
6/18/2009 6/8/2009 Concern about Area 93 becoming part of Rural Reserve
6/18/2009 10/9/2002 Joint resolution w/Multnomah County re: UGB expansion & creation of rural/urban edge (#2577 & 02-135)
Duplicate from CAC 11 - Article about Wildlife Crossing - rethinking road design to improve safety &
6/18/2009 5/22/2009 reconnect habitat
6/18/2009 Farmed 94 acres for 50 yrs, successful farm, favors rural reserve along Springville Rd
6/25/2009 6/25/2009 Agenda re: Complete review of rural reserve factors evaluation of rural candidate areas
6/17/2009 Staff Rural Factors Analysis - memo, rural factors staff analysis & maps for all areas 1-9
Study area maps 1-9
Forest Maps A,B,C& X, Y,Z
ODA Ag Lands map
Landscape Features Subset 08 Map
Metro Hazard Maps - Flood, landslide, wildfire, composite
Metro Bond Acquisition Areas Map
Metro Regional Trails & Westside Trails Map
6/25/2009 6/26/2009 Meeting summary CAC 12 6.18.09
Scanned sign in sheets
6/25/2009 4/13/2009 Draft of UR Development Constraint from Sl bridge to PDX, 45 acre strip bet Hwy 30 & Mult Channel
6/25/2009 5/11/2009 email re: New Transportation Corridors Consideration meeting recap & edits
6/25/2009 5/11/2009 email re: Urban Reserves Analysis along Mult. Channel - Hwy 30 and Rail Crossing Issues
email re: chain of ODOT emails re: potential Urban Reserve area along Multnomah Channel - Expressway
6/25/2009 5/12/2009 designation
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6/25/2009 5/14/2009 email to ODOT rail division re: Multnomah Channel Rail Crossing request for summary
6/25/2009 6/10/2009 Staff Rural Factors Analysis
6/25/2009 6/10/2009 Mult Channel Rail Crossing - re 45 acre strip bet S| Bridge & PDX, next 40-50 yr rail use
6/25/2009 6/17/2009 14 letters to RSC & Council urging CAC to keep areas north of Hwy 26 rural reserves
6/25/2009 8/12/2008 Forest Park Conservancy wants RR east of Cornelius Pass Rd and north of US 26
Joint letter from Forest Park Conservancy & FPNA re all areas east of Cornelius Pass & around Forest Park
6/25/2009 6/18/2009 sb Rural Reserve
6/22/2009 Question re staff interpretation of factor 3d, response from R. Benner, e-mail
6/25/2009 6/22/2009 Area 5 NW Hills North comments
6/25/2009 6/22/2009 Area 6 NW Hills South forest/landscape factors comments
6/25/2009 6/22/2009 Area 7 Power line/Germantown Rd South farm/forest/landscape factors comments
6/25/2009 6/24/2009 Comments re: staff ratings on remaining areas from CAC 12 meeting
6/1/1996 map from Ancient Forest Preserve Master Plan, conservation easements near Forest Park
6/25/2009 6/20/2009 Comments re: land value and his 6/22/09 email comments on Factors 2A & 3A
6/25/2009 6/23/2009 Summary of testimony from 6-18 CAC meeting re: minimizing Urban Reserve designations
6/13/2009 RSC group email request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserve
6/14/2009 RSC group email request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserve
6/14/2009 RSC group email request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserve
6/25/2009 6/11/2009 email to Metro opposing rural recommendation for CPO 7 area
Live on Springville Rd, Lane & Cherrio Ln, favor RR, support FPNA (8/12/08 letter), habitat, small farms,
over capacity rural roads expensive to upgrade are not viable links to PDX, recreation eg. Bikes, hikes,
6/18/2009 birds. 26 signatures
6/18/2009 Letter family farm on 94 acres is profitable, ag land along Springville Rd. sb RR
6/18/2009 WMSWCD recognition of G. Malinowski for NRCS conservation plan, participation.
6/25/2009 6/23/2009 Comments on rural reserve factors for sub areas 6 & 7
6/25/2009 6/24/2009 email re: division of most recent urban study for Areas 6 & 7
Letter & property map. Family owned 65 acres, EFU but not good for farm, slope, creek, soil, no water right,
6/25/2009 6/26/2009 busy Germantown Rd. Near N. Bethany.
6/25/2009 6/23/2009 Comments on factors for designation of lands as urban reserves
6/25/2009 6/25/2009 Remarks on important elements of the ag study for area 7, small farms, capability, suitability
She is trained biologist/ecologist, small timer land producer close to Forest Park. Cites biodiversity & ability
6/25/2009 6/25/2009 for private resource managers to maintain this near Forest Park - keep Area 7 RR to allow this.
Parcel size analysis - 50% are 40+ acres in farm/forest mgmt, smaller parcels committed to RR, not suitable
6/25/2009 6/25/2009 for urban per CA decision re services
Family owns 115 acres at county line adj to power lines, support E. Bethany plan. Has prof. timber/farm
6/25/2009 6/25/2009 background - landowners need return on investment. Supports VanderZanden approach.
6/25/2009 6/25/2010|Article "Effect of Urban Proximity on Ag Land Values" P. Guiling et.al.
6/25/2010|CAC emails from K. Lacher, J. Thayer, C. Chesarek re: small farms, reserves factors.
Agenda re: completing urban reserve factors evaluation for candidate areas in the West Hills, West of
7/16/2009 7/16/2009 Sandy River & Multnomah Channel
7/16/2009 7/16/2009 Meeting summary of CAC 13 6/25/09 meeting
7/16/2009 Meeting 14 sign in sheets
7/13/2009 Area 9 Multnomah Channel Urban Factors eval-ODOT consult memo w/attachments - Internet post
7/16/2009 7/16/2009 Urban Reserves Factors Analysis 7.16.09
7/16/2009 7/13/2009 Urban Factors Analysis memo rev. 07.16.09
maps for Areas 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 - Internet post
7/16/2009 7/9/2009 map Buildable Lands Map A_East Side Analysis - Metro
7/9/2009 map Buildable Lands Map H_West Side Analysis - Metro
7/14/2009 map Reserves_base2040 workshop1_A East - design types for east side Metro
7/14/2009 map Reserves_base2040 workshop1_H west
7/14/2009 map Westside Elevation Map - Metro
Clackamas_Multnomah Urban Factors Eval draft 6.18.09 - tech team evaluation table w/rankings against
6/18/2009 urban factors
Reserves Design Workshop - General Design Concepts used in the regional UR assessment
7/16/2009 6/25/2009 CAC 13 Meeting DOT results
4/13/2009 Development constraints south of Sauvie Island Bridge memo
7/16/2009 7/13/2009 Area 9 Multnomah Channel Urban Factors eval-ODOT consult
6/1/2009 Multnomah Channel Rail Crossing C Kettenring email
5/11/2009 New transportation corridors considerations meeting recap L.Rahman email
5/12/2009 UR Analysis Mult Channel Rail Crossing issues email Lrahman
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4/15/2009 UR Analysis Multnomah Channel Hwy 30 & Rail Crossing Issues email Rmelbo
7/16/2009 7/16/2009 Draft Urban Reserves Map of Areas 2, 3 & 4
7/16/2009 7/16/2009 Draft Urban Reserves Map of Area 6
7/16/2009 7/16/2009 Draft Urban Reserves Map of Area 7
7/16/2009 9/7/2009 Rural Reserve 2a/3a factors letter
In support of Forest Park Neighborhood Assoc (FNPA) & Forest Park Conservancy rural reserve
7/16/2009 9/13/2009 recommendation
e-mail from Jim Thayer to Chuck Beasley re: Carol Chesarek's correspondence to neighbors in NW
7/16/2009 7/7/2009 Multnomah County advocating Rural Reserves
7/16/2009 7/14/2009 e-mail to Chuck Beasley requesting Carol Chesarek recuse herself from Area 7 discussions or decisions.
7/16/2009 7/9/2009 e-mail to Chuck Beasley re: CAC communications protocol
7/16/2009 7/16/2009 Ltr to Chuck Beasley re: Commitiee Actions vs. future planning processes & Water Quality
e-mail requesting information about decision making process re: reserves designations & in support of rural
7/16/2009 7/9/2009 reserves for her area
7/16/2009 7/16/2009 guote from Nature Conservancy, Summer 2003
RSC group e-mail - recap of public comments at June 18 mtg re: development patterns, climate changes,
7/16/2009 6/23/2009 energy costs, etc.
7/16/2009 6/15/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/15/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/15/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/17/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/19/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/19/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/21/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/22/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/22/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/22/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/22/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/24/2009 Population increase & quality of life issues
7/16/2009 6/24/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/24/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/26/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/28/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 7/13/2009 e-mail urging CAC to not leave any areas undesignated
7/16/2009 7/2/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 7/4/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 and Forest Park area as rural reserves
7/16/2009 7/5/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 and Forest Park area as rural reserves
7/16/2009 7/5/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 and Forest Park area as rural reserves
RSC group e-mail describing a little farm called La Finquita del Buho that may be affected by Urban
7/16/2009 7/5/2009 Reserves designation - also requests all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves.
7/16/2009 7/6/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 7/7/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 7/7/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/29/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/29/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/30/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/16/2009 6/30/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/23/2009 7/23/2009 CAC Meeting Agenda - at David Evans & Assoc
7/23/2009 7/16/2009 Draft summary of 7/16/09 CAC meeting (#14)
7/23/2009 7/16/2009 June 25 CAC meeting outcomes & key information
7/23/2009 CAC Responses to Area 7.1 - list of CAC responses to questions emailed after 7/23/09 meeting
7/23/2009 Urban and Rural Suitability Recommendations & Alternatives - table draft
7/23/2009 7/7/2009 ODFW Prioritization of Metro Natural Landscape Features and email ODFW Habitat Rankings
7/23/2009 7/21/2009 e-mail re Abbey Creek "swale"
7/23/2009 7/20/2009 Letter & maps requesting Urban Reserve candidate designation
7/23/2009 7/16/2009 "Fun facts about Urban Infrastructure"
7/23/2009 6/11/2009 e-mail request to Chuck asking for Metro to provide guidance & response from John Williams, Metro
e-mail requesting succinct written summary about implications of each designation as they relate to Sauvie
7/23/2009 7/23/2009 Island & surrounding areas
7/23/2009 5/5/2009 Letter w/icomments about urban rural reserves & suitable farming areas
7/23/2009 7/23/2009 e-mail to Chuck re: natural features protections
7/23/2009 7/23/2009 Testimony advocating Rural Reserves status for Area 7
7/23/2009 7/22/2009 Letter favoring Urban Reserve designation for subject areas
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7/23/2009 7/22/2009 e-mail to Jim Johnson, of ODA requesting clarification on Springville Rd area conflict
7/23/2009 7/22/2009 e-mail to Chuck re: Input for CAC Meeting July 23, 2009
7/23/2009 7/22/2009 e-mail to Chuck requesting Rural Reserve designation for areas north of Hwy 26
7/23/2009 7/22/2009 e-mails to Chuck & Kathy requesting maps & notes be sent to CAC members prior to July 23 meeting
7/22/2009 3 maps incl zoning & N. Bethany natural features overview
7/23/2009 7/16/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/23/2009 7/13/2009 e-mail to Multnomah County Chair requesting Rural Reserve protection for this area
e-mail supporting Rural Reserve designation NW of Portland surrounding Forest Park & area past Cornelius
7/23/2009 7/8/2009 Pass Road to WA County line
e-mail supporting Rural Reserve designation NW of Portland surrounding Forest Park & area past Cornelius
7/23/2009 7/3/2009 Pass Road to WA County line
e-mail supporting Rural Reserve designation NW of Portland surrounding Forest Park & area past Cornelius
7/23/2009 7/1/2009 Pass Road to WA County line
e-mail supporting Rural Reserve designation NW of Portland surrounding Forest Park & area past Cornelius
7/23/2009 7/1/2009 Pass Road to WA County line
7/14/2009 Letter re: Carol Chesarek advocacy of Rural Reserve indicates she is not impartial nor following CAC rules
7/16/2010 e-mail supporting Rural Reserve designation north of US 26, Forest Park & Helvetia
7/13/2009 This area needs certainty of being designated either urban or rural - do not leave undesignated
Rural Reserve around Forest Park & Cornelius Pass Rd. Wildlife corridor, raptors, headwater streams close
7/8/2009 to Portland
7/21/2009 Discussion of urban factors in West of Sandy area
7/30/2009 7/30/2009 Agenda & meeting packet w/maps re: review & complete urban & rural reserve suitability recommendations
Meeting 16 sign in sheets
Meeting 15 summary - includes Meeting Outcomes and Key Information from June 25 CAC meeting
CAC Meeting 15 voting - overall recommendations and voting results from 7/23/09 CAC meeting
7/30/2009 Meeting 16 summary
7/23/2009 Urban & Rural Suitability Recommendations and Alternatives - table draft
7/30/2009 7/23/2009 Draft Summary of CAC meeting #15 (7/23/09) w/Rural & Urban Suitability recommendations & alternatives
Final Report Summary CAC - document incl summary section of the full report - carried to mtg, emailed to
7/30/2009 CAC 7/30/09 10:35pm
Sauvie Island aerial photograph
7/29/2009 map Natural Landscape Features - NFLI 4 - new map
Area 4 & 5 potential rural reserve lines - marked up map
map Buildable Lands map - H
7/30/2009 7/28/2009 Property does not fit the low (urban) factor ranking for area 6.1. Includes Bethany Development Plan Map
7/30/2009 7/28/2009 e-mail to CAC re: how quickly the urban reserve land supply could be brought into the UGB
7/30/2009 7/24/2009 e-mail to CAC re: extending Rural reserves beyond than 3 mile line in Area 5
7/23/2009 Metro habitat maps in Areas 6, 7
7/30/2009 7/23/2009 Beaverton Schools near East Bethany capacity vs. enroliment data & FAQ's
7/30/2009 7/23/2009 letter from Sauvie Island Conservancy requesting Sauvie Island be given Rural Reserves designation
7/23/2009 map showing Troutdale Urban Reserve request area
Forest Park Conservancy letter advocating long term landscape features protection for areas near Forest
7/23/2009 Park
7/20/2009 Request for urban reserve, includes urban factors responses. 0
7/30/2009 7/16/2009 Letter w/maps in support of Urban Reserve designation
7/15/2009 map of lots - Portland Maps
7/30/2009 7/30/2009 e-mail to Jeanne Lawson objecting to public comment being sacrificed at CAC meeting
e-mail requesting information for the CAC re: what areas in Area 4 are most suitable for urban, and where to
7/29/2009 draw the line in Area 5
7/30/2009 7/29/2009 e-mail re: Rural Reserves boundaries
7/30/2009 7/29/2009 e-mail urging Chair Wheeler, Commissioners Cogen & Kafoury to consider this rural area as a treasure
7/30/2009 7/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
7/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves - habitat, scenic, Forest Park
7/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves - habitat, scenic
7/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves - habitat, scenic
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8/10/2009 8/3/2009 Staff Report w/ Urban & Rural Reserves recommendations from CAC & County Staff, meeting minutes.
8/10/2009 8/5/2009 PC Reserves Hearing Memo & County Counsel CAC memo dated 7/23/09
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 PC Reserves public comment summary Jan 09 - Aug 09
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 CAC Suitability Assessment Reference Maps
8/10/2009 7/15/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Letter & maps from Metropolitan Land Group in favor of Urban reserves designation for East Bethany/West
8/10/2009 8/6/2009 Forest Park area
8/10/2009 undated Handwritten & type written letters w/maps in favor of Urban Reserve
Forest Park Neighborhood Association in favor of Rural Reserve status for all land in West Hills outside of
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 UGB.
8/10/2009 8/6/2009 Letter advocating Rural Reserves
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 Memo requesting that area adjacent to southern & eastern city limits be designated Urban Reserve
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 Letter w/attachments urging Urban Reserve designation
8/10/2009 8/8/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
8/10/2009 8/8/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 CAC member lir to PC re: perceived flaws in CAC process
8/10/2009 8/9/2009 e-mail requesting Sauvie Island be designated Rural Reserve
8/10/2009 8/9/2009 e-mail requesting Sauvie Island be designated Rural Reserve
8/10/2009 8/9/2009 e-mail from SaveHelvetia.org requesting all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
8/10/2009 8/9/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
8/10/2009 8/6/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
8/10/2009 8/7/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
8/10/2009 8/7/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
8/10/2009 8/6/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
8/10/2009 8/6/2009 e-mail asking Areas 5, 6 & 7 be designated rural reserves
8/10/2009 7/31/2009 Request SE Carpenter Lane in Gresham stay rural
8/10/2009 7/28/2009 e-mail requesting Abbey Creek area remain rural
8/10/2009 7/27/2009 Designate West Hills as Rural Reserve
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 Letter in favor of Urban Reserves designation for Area 7
8/10/2009 6/18/2009 Ltr to CAC recommending Rural Reserve designation
8/10/2009 9/10/2009 CAC Member ltr to PC recommending Rural Reserves designation to Areas 5, 6 & 7
8/10/2009 8/12/2009 Ltr w/ attachments from Forest Park Conservancy recommending Rural Reserve designation
8/10/2009 undated Ltr To PC requesting Urban Reserve designation
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 Ltr to PC requesting Rural Reserve designation
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 Ltr to PC requesting Rural Reserve designation
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 Ltrs to PC from Troutdale community Development Director & Mayor requesting Urban Reserve designation
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 Pkt to PC w/input on Urban & Rural reserves designations
8/10/2009 undated Ltr urging Commissioners to follow CAC recommendations
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 Ltr requesting Rural Reserves designation
8/10/2009 undated Handwritten & typed Itrs w/imaps to PC requesting Urban Reserve designation
8/10/2009 8/6/2009 Ltr to PC requesting Rural Reserve designation
8/10/2009 7/21/2009 Memo to CAC re: Urban Reserves Factors Evaluation
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 Ltr w/attachments recommending Urban Reserves designation
8/10/2009 undated Letter & maps advocating Urban Reserve designation
8/10/2009 undated Letter w/signatures advocating Rural Reserve designation
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 Letter urging Commission to keep Area 7 fully intact
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 Letter advocating Urban Reserve designation
8/10/2009 7/24/2009 Comparison chart
8/10/2009 undated Concept Planning area w/maps
8/10/2009 2/26/2009 East Bethany Transportation Assessment
8/10/2009 8/10/2009 Letter urging Rural Reserve designation
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 7/13/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 7/14/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 7/14/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 7/21/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 7/31/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves

Page 10 of 22
BOCC Index Rev. 5.6.10




BOCC Hearing Date May 6, 2010

Substitute Exhibit 3 to Ordinance

Meeting / Hearing | Document Date Description
Date

Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 7/31/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 7/31/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/5/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/5/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/5/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/6/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/7/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/9/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/8/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/11/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/12/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/12/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/12/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/12/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/13/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/13/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/13/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/13/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/15/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/16/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/16/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/17/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/18/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/18/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/18/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/18/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/18/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/19/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/19/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/19/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/19/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/19/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
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Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/19/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/27/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/28/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/28/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/28/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/28/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/28/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/29/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/29/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/29/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/30/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/30/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/30/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/30/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/30/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/30/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/30/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/30/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing

8/10/09 8/30/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
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Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 8/30/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 8/30/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 8/31/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 8/31/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 8/31/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 8/31/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 8/31/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 8/31/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 8/31/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 9/1/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 9/1/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 9/1/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
Post PC Hearing
8/10/09 9/1/2009 RSC group e-mail - request all study areas north of Hwy 26 as rural reserves
4/16/2009 4/16/2009 Urban & Rural Reserves Mult Co Board Briefing PowerPoint presentation
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Final Report with maps - Recommendations from CAC and Staff
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Resolution No 09-112
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 In favor of portions of Area 7 being adopted as Urban Reserve
9/10/2009 undated Request for Urban Reserve designation
9/10/2009 undated West Forest Park Concept Planning Area
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Recommends approval of CAC recommendations
9/10/2009 undated Request rural reserves designation
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Request 5-acre parcel be brought into urban reserves
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Request for Urban Reserve designation
9/10/2009 9/9/2009 Urban Reserves-Provision of Public Infrastructure Svcs
9/10/2009 undated Urging Council to follow CAC recommendations
9/10/2009 9/10/2008 Request rural reserves designation
9/10/2009 8/10/2009 Request rural reserves designation
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Request rural reserves designation
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Request rural reserves designation
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Request rural reserves designation
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Ltr disagreeing with CAC designation of area
Letter reiterating position that entire Johnson Creek Watershed outside the UGB be designated rural
9/10/2009 9/8/2009 reserve, w/map of proposed candidate rural reserve area
Letter informing Mult Co that City of Beaverton willing to provide governance & urban services to East
Bethany area if it is recommended as an urban reserve where City of Beaverton's corporate limits are
9/10/2009 9/4/2009 contiguous to East Bethany area
Comments about Urban and Rural Reserves incl CAC's final reserves recommendations, suitability ratings,
key points @ urban & rural reserves, key differences bet staff & CAC recommendations & background
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 information
Letter to BOCC dated 9/9/09 w/attachment to Steering Committee/Core 4 dated 9/4/09 urging support to
9/10/2009 9/9/2009 add 775 acres to urban reserves adjoining city limits of Troutdale directly SE of city.
9/10/2009 8/17/2009 Letter urging Urban rather than Reserve designation for their property
Letter to BOCC that City of Troutdale urging support to add 775 acres to urban reserves adjoining city limits
9/10/2009 8/18/2009 of Troutdale directly SE of city.
9/10/2009 8/13/2009 Support inclusion of 775 acres of land south and east of City of Troutdale into urban reserves
9/10/2009 9/9/2009 Letter supporting recommendations of CAC to establish rural reserves in these areas.
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Letter supporting CAC recommendation to make all of rural west Mult Co Rural Reserve
Letter & maps supporting suitability for urban reserve of Lower Springville Rd area. Incl stats, objectives,
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 West Forest Park & North Bethany concept plans, water, sewer, transportation corridors maps etc
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Troutdale Urban Reserves presentation seeking support urban reserves designation for land directly SE of
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 city
9/10/2009 9/2/2009 Letter to BOCC agreeing w/CAC recommendation for rural reserves for area, w/background information
Letter agreeing with CAC recommendation that areas 6 & 7 be rural reserves; however, feels that should
9/10/2009 9/2/2009 include all of the area, including Springville Rd
Would like to see this area designated Urban Reserve to preserve opportunity for job growth over 40-50
9/10/2009 9/4/2009 years, and leave Govt Island undesignated to preclude possibility of new transportation corridor
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Urges urban reserve designation for Springville Rd Area
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 APR_Reserves_Resolution_Exec Summary Hearing 9.10.09
9/10/2009 8/26/2009 Final Report & maps 8.26.09
9/10/2009 RES_09 112_Reserves
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Testimony Sign up sheet
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 APR_ReservesHearing 9.10.09
9/10/2009 8/26/2009 Executive Summary Report BOCC 8.26.09
9/10/2009 8/26/2009 Final Report & maps 8.26.09
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Reserves BCC Resolution re Suitability 9.10.09
9/10/2009 8/3/2009 Reserves Area 1; 2 3 4; 5; 6; 7; 8 9 maps dated 080309
CAC Recommendations Reserves Area Map 080309; Reserves Suitability Areas 1,2,3,4 090209 combined
& Reserves Suitability Areas 5,6,7,8,9 090209 combined; Staff Recommendations Reserves Area Map
9/10/2009 8/3/2009 030309
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 CAC Suitability Assessment Reference Maps
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 link to Broadcast of hearing
9/10/2009 9/10/2009 Annotated minutes
10/14/2009 Greenspaces Institute Map
12/10/2009 11/25/2009 APR Form signed
12/10/2009 Undated Attachment A Reserve Designations Rationale and Maps pdf
12/10/2009 12/10/2009 Attachment B BOCC Reserves Hearing 12.10.09
12/10/2009 12/10/2009 Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing 12.10.09
12/10/2009 12/10/2009 Binder Testimony Sign Up Back Up - 162 pgs
12/10/2009 12/3/2009 Core 4 Reserves Status and map 12.03.09
Attachment A Reserve Designations Rationale and Maps pdf - also found in above "Final" folder - duplicate
12/10/2009 Undated document
12/10/2009 12/10/2009 Attachment B BOCC Reserves Hearing 12.10.09 - also found in above "Final” folder - duplicate document
12/10/2009 12/10/2009 Attachment C BOCC Reserves Hearing 12.10.09 - also found in above "Final” folder - duplicate document
12/10/2009 117 pages of testimony submitted - index at beginning of document
12/10/2009 11/24/2009 In support of Urban Reserves
12/10/2009 10/16/2009 Ltr to Core 4 advocating City's position on reserves (previously submitted)
12/10/2009 11/9/2009 Ltr to Core 4 advocating Urban reserves
12/10/2009 11/16/2009 Ltr to Metro Council advocating Urban reserves
12/10/2009 11/16/2009 Letter in support of CAC recommendations that all rural land in West Hills be designated rural reserves
12/10/2009 9/16/2009 Attachment B BOCC page 9 West Suitability
12/10/2009 12/3/2009 Core 4 Reserves Discussion Status - Proposed Areas of Preliminary Agreement-URBAN
12/10/2009 12/10/2009 Link to Broadcast of hearing
12/10/2009 12/10/2009 Annotated minutes
Received or included
after 12/10/2009
hearing Undated Balch Creek Dist 3 Info
Received or included
after 12/10/2009
hearing 10/26/2009 Letter to Chair Wheeler re: City of Beaverton's position on potential Urban Reserves
Received or included
after 12/10/2009
hearing 10/21/2009 Letter to Core 4 from City of Gresham
Received or included
after 12/10/2009
hearing 9/9/2009 Ltr to Ted Wheeler & Reserves Steering Committee submitting comments
Received or included
after 12/10/2009
hearing 10.13.09 email to Metro Reserves Steering Committee advocating Rural Reserve designation
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Received or included
after 12/10/2009
hearing 10.23.09 Hand delivered ltr from Caroline MacLaren, attorney at law representing "The Haugens"
Received or included
after 12/10/2009 Ltr to Core 4 re: urban & rural reserve draft recommendation for East Mult County requesting urban reserve
hearing 9/8/2009 for 5 acre parcel.
Received or included
after 12/10/2009
hearing 9/10/2009 email requesting that views of volcanoes be protected
Received or included
after 12/10/2009
hearing 11/2/2009 email requesting Urban Reserve designation
Received or included
after 12/10/2009
hearing 9/9/2009 In support of Urban Reserves
Received or included
after 12/10/2009 Hand delivered ltr from Caroline MacLaren, attorney at law, representing "Meisel Rock Products" aka Town
hearing 10/23/2009 Quarry advocating adjustment of UR-L boundary
Letter to Metro Council and Mult. Co. BOCC and exhibits, City of Beaverton Itr, NW PDX neighborhood assn
11/6/2009 11/4/2009 Itrs, etc. 39 pgs
1/11/2010 undated Area 1 Open House pamphlet (region's Eastern edge from Troutdale to Sandy)
1/11/2010 undated Area 9 Open House pamphlet (West Multnomah County)
Wants to discuss the loss in property values of small parcel property owners between the cities and the
1/11/2010 1/11/2010 farms.
Purpose of reserves, Inconsistent Multnomah Co. Reserves recommendations. Multnomah Co. Reserves
1/11/2010 1/11/2010 CAC recommendations reflected in Ag/Nat Resources group Reserves recommendations.
Lists 3 properties in Boring, 30401 SE Hwy 212, 30357 SE Hwy 212, and 30365 SE Hwy 212, and land left
of Boring back do not fit the legal description of Rural Reserves. Feels that these properties fit within the
1/11/2010 1/11/2010 Urban Reserve. (Includes Attachments)
His property at 26950 NW Meek Rd. in Hillsboro has been designated as UR-C on some of the recent
planning maps of our region. He owns 15 acres on the south side of Meek Rd. and is in favor in designating
1/11/2010 1/11/2010 this area as an Urban Reserve.
Supports overall recommendations made by CAC for Urban & Rural Reserves. Wants to preserve rural
areas in Troutdale and have more restraint for urban reserves in Gresham and bet. Sandy River & NSA.
1/11/2010 1/11/2010
Bring Property into UGB that can be developed with existing infrastructure. No repeat of Damascus type
1/11/2010 1/11/2010 annexation No ability to develop in a timely manner or economic manner.
Supports the Agriculture & Natural Resource Coalition Map. Encourages us to invest in the Metro Region's
existing urban areas through infill & redevelopment, instead of building irreversible new development on
1/11/2010 1/11/2010 some of Oregon's richest soil.
URR Metro Council Hearing #1: Testimony #16; Important to allow expansion in areas next to current UGB
1/11/2010 1/11/2010 edges so as not to promote sprawl.
URR Metro Council Hearing #1: Testimony #17; In support of allowing property north of Canby to remain
1/11/2010 1/11/2010 undesignated.
1/11/2010 1/11/2010 URR Metro Council Hearing #1: Testimony #18 and 19; Please save prime farmland.
URR Metro Council Hearing #1: Testimony #20 and 21; Wants to live on a farm when they are done
1/11/2010 1/11/2010 traveling and then wants to pass it on to their children.
Adopt small or zero urban reserves. There hasn't apparently been sufficient demonstrable evidence of need
for urban reserves in East County. High value farmland and natural resources are not worth the sacrifice.
1/11/2010 1/11/2010
Concerned about county's decision to create urban reserves-not showing dedication to livable cities in
Gresham & Troutdale. Commitment to climate change legislation when putting efforts into sprawl cost to
1/11/2010 1/11/2010 develop on edges vs. within urban areas.
Supports map prepared by Natural Resource coalition. Adequate rural reserves are crucial to future of
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 farming in Metro region.
Coalition for a Prosperous Region, urges Core 4 and Metro Council to designate the 34,340 gross acres
initially proposed for urban reserves by WA County, including 20,000-25,000 gross acres in urban reserves
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 & remainder in undesignated.
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Portland is unique NW city in terms of urban/rural planning.
Feels Tualatin Riverkeepers came up with better plan than Core 4 or Counties that has urban reserve
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 acreage consistent w/population, employment.
1/14/2010 1/14/2010
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Letter discussing important differences in Core 4, Bragdon/Hosticka and other maps in Mult. Co.
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 In support of rural reserves for East Bethany
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1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Comments urging Council to accept Agriculture & Natural Resources Coalition proposed reserve areas.
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Supports retaining rural nature of these areas.
Presented Itr from Chris Schreiner of Oregon Tilth, Inc in support of the Agriculture & Natural Resources
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Coalition Map
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Urges urban reserve designation for Area 1.
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Supports urban reserves designation for Greater Bethany
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Malinowski Farms requests rural reserve designation
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Concern for this area, would like development
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Favors rural reserves in NW sector north of Hwy 26
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Urges rejection of leaving areas adjacent to UGB undesignated
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Submitted packet in support of all of Area 9 be rural reserves
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Please keep as rural reserve
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Community Supported Agriculture farmer who urges preservation of foundation agricultural land
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Supports Ag & Natural Resource Coalition map; has concerns about Troutdale .
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Urges Rural Reserve designation for all of Area 9
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Urges Rural Reserve designation for all of Area 9
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Urges Rural Reserve designation for Area 9B
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Wants clarification of Urban & Rural Reserves in Portland Metro area administrative rule 660-027.
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Urges Rural Reserve designation for Area 9
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 In support of the Agriculture & Natural Resources Coalition
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Urges farm reserves in Area 9
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Minimize urban and maximize rural reserves
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Urges placing area north of Hwy 26 in rural reserves
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Feels 50 years is too long a time to restrain land use change.
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Urges urban reserves designation for UR-1 to balance regional process.
1/14/2010 1/14/2010 Urges rural reserves designation
1/20/2010 1/20/2010 Reserves: Area 9 B (Multnomah County) Inclusion in Urban Reserve letter
1/20/2010 1/20/2010 Letter urging a credible supply of Urban Reserves for 40-50 year timeline.
1/20/2010 1/20/2010 Letter re: urban density & gross domestic productivity
1/20/2010 1/20/2010 Letter asking for Urban designation
1/20/2010 1/20/2010 Urges expansion of Urban Reserves
Letter in support of not leaving any areas undesignated, and endorses Metro COO, Mult. Co. CAC
1/20/2010 1/20/2010 recommendations
1/20/2010 1/20/2010 In support of revised Core 4 map; represents appropriate balance of values.
1/20/2010 1/20/2010 Letter urging common sense, balance & compromise in Urban & Rural Reserves choices
1/20/2010 1/20/2010 Urges rural designation
1/20/2010 1/20/2010 Urges Rural Reserves designation
Encourages Core 4 to ask Metro GIS specialists to continue analysis for urban reserves selection process,
or develop methodology that explicitly and clearly outlines how high value environmental resources will be
1/20/2010 1/20/2010 protected.
1/20/2010 1/20/2010 Letter & maps urging Area 9D be considered Urban Reserve or undesignated.
1/21/2010 1/21/2010 Supports Agriculture & Natural Resources Coalition map
1/21/2010 1/21/2010 Letter encouraging support of Agriculture & Natural Resources Coalition's proposed reserves area map
1/21/2010 1/21/2010 Letter supporting rural designation for Multnomah Channel moorages and marinas
1/21/2010 1/21/2010 Advocating jobs, and opportunities for future growth
1/21/2010 1/21/2010 advocates Area 9b, Area 53 & adjacent rural area for Urban
1/21/2010 1/21/2010 Letter stressing that no farmland or natural resources should be in Urban Reserves.
Research & Source documentation in support of recommendations of the Coalition for a Prosperous Region
1/21/2010 1/19/2010 (CPR)
1/21/2010 1/21/2010 CPR's Summary of Technical & Legal Concerns related to Metro's Reserve Process
2/10/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
2/2/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
2/3/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
2/10/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
2/17/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
2/2/2010 Supports Ag & Natural Resources Coalition reserves map
2/10/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
2/9/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
2/2/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
2/4/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
2/3/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
2/9/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
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Meeting / Hearing | Document Date Description
Date
2/17/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
2/6/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
2/10/2010 Advocates Rural Reserves
Urban & Rural Reserves Meeting Sign In List Gresham open house only
Urban & Rural Reserves Meeting Sign In List Oregon City, Gresham, Wilsonville
Area 1 Survey Summary_01262010
Area 9 Survey Summary 01262010
Regionwide Survey Summary_ 01262010
2/25/2010 2/25/2010 APR, IGA Exhibit A_ Adopted 2 25 10
2/25/2010 Reserves IGA Clackamas/Multnomah/principles/principles Mult Co/Washington/principles Wash
Letter from City of Portland Mayor & Commissioners to Wheeler & Cogen reiterating recent
recommendations on reserves by MPAC at Jan 27, Feb 1 & Feb 10 meetings. Urge Area 9 remain
2/25/2010 2/23/2010 undesignated rather than rural reserve as MPAC recommends.
Letter representing Audubon Society & Coalition for Livable Future w/comments relating to desired
2/25/2010 2/24/2010 outcomes of IGA
2/25/2010 1/14/2010 Letter to County Commissioners urging urban reserves
Letter to BOCC re: difference of opinion on reserves designation recommendations for East Bethany &
2/25/2010 12/10/2009 Bonny Slope
Letter to Metro Councilors re: Specific Reserve Designations for South NW Hills area in Mult Co/Power
2/25/2010 1/11/2010 line/Germantown Rd/Lower Springville Rd
email from Jim Emerson forwarding letter dated 1/11/10 from Mayor Sam Adams & Commissioner Fritz
2/25/2010 1/20/2010 (above)
2/25/2010 2/22/2010 Letter to Chair Wheeler to be entered as testimony, strongly urging rural reserves designation
2/25/2010 10/16/2009 Letter to Core 4 from City of Portland
Letter to Core 4 from WA County re: ability of WA County to provide services to areas west of Mult Co/WA
2/25/2010 2/17/2010 Co line
2.26.10 Mult Co BOCC Map Change mark up 2.26.10
2/25/2010 2/25/2010 link to Broadcast of hearing
2/25/2010 2/25/2010 Annotated minutes
Reserves Core 4 Meeting Annotated Agenda/Oct 22 & 26 meeting minutes/Intergovernmental
11/13/2009 11/13/2009 agreements/proposed prelim areas of agreement & further discussion
11/13/2009 11/9/2009 Revised Core 4 meeting schedule
Reserves Core 4 Meeting Annotated Agenda/Nov 9 & 13 meeting minutes/Intergovernmental
12/4/2009 12/4/2009 agreements/refined proposed prelim areas of agreement & further discussion
2/18/2010 Core4_RegionalReserves_021610
2/18/2010 Core4_RegionalReserves_021610_small
2/18/2010 Public comment report Phase 4-January 2010
2/24/2010 Reserves 022410 mult
2/24/2010 Reserves 022410 mult2
Reserves Area 1 0617
Reserves Area 2,3,4 0617
Reserves Area 5 0617
Reserves Area 6 0617
Reserves Area 7 0617
Reserves Areas 8,9 0617
Mult Co Reserves Recommendation Development timeline meeting forecast
6/10/2009 Staff Rural Factors Analysis & draft Rural Reserves Suitability Recommendations memo
6/10/2009 Staff Rural Factors mmo 6.19.09
3/16/2009 Urban & Rural Combined Candidate Areas Map 3.16.09
Reserves Steering Committee Meeting #12 Annotated Agenda, Rural & Urban Reserve Candidate Areas,
3/16/2009 Steering Committee feedback on prelim tech analysis of infrastructure suitability
9/16/2009 Reserves Area Maps combined 091609
9/15/2009 Reserves Suitability Areas 1 2 3 4 091509 combined
9/15/2009 Reserves Suitability Areas 5 6 7 8 9 091509 combined
9/16/2009 Memo to Steering Committee re: Mult Co Suitability Assessments for Urban & Rural Reserve
9/16/2009 Suitability assessments table_rural
9/16/2009 Suitability assessments table _urban
9/15/2009 Factors Analysis Report w/maps
Full committee meeting records re: state agency comments on urban & rural reserves Packet & Packet
10/14/2009 Part2
Letter from City of Forest Grove re: Strategies for a Sustainable & Prosperous Region - Urban Reserve
10/15/2009 Recommendations
Letter from NAIOP/Oregon Chapter outlining Reserves Business Coalition's contributions to Urban & Rural
10/14/2009 Reserves process
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Date
Letter to Michael Jordan re HBAMP's observations & concerns re: Metro's "Making the Greatest Place"
10/13/2009 report & accompanying recommendations
10/19/2009 email to Robert Liberty clarifying support of rural reserve designation for Stafford
10/21/2009 Letter to Core 4 showing support for urban reserve designation for East Bethany & Lower Springville Rd
Memo to Core 4, Steering Committee, County Coordination Committees re: Preliminary Analysis of
2/9/2009 Providing Urban Level Sanitary Sewer Service w/in Reserves Study Area
Memo to Core 4, Steering Committee re: Preliminary Analysis of Providing Urban Level Transportation
2/11/2009 Service w/in Reserves Study Area
Memo to Core 4, Steering Committee re: Preliminary Analysis of Providing Urban Level Water Service w/in
2/9/2009 Reserves Study Area
3/1/2010 Comprehensive Framework Plan Vol2: Policies 4/98
3/1/2010 2/10/2010 Metro Reserves Plan Amendments draft 2.10.10
3/1/2010 OAR Division 27 adopted 1.24.08
3/1/2010 PC-08-010 Work Session staff report1
3/1/2010 staff report supplement 3/1/10 re: Urban and Rural Reserve Plan Amendments
2/25/2010 Exhibit B Agreement between Metro & Mult Co re: principles for concept planning of urban reserves
Reserves IGA Multnomah1
4/5/2010 3/26/2010 PC 08-010 Hearing Staff Report 3.26.10
4/5/2010 4/1/2010 Reserves Recommendation Areas Orient RC 040110
4/5/2010 3/29/2010 Plan and Zone Map_Exhibit 1 PC 08-010_3.29.10
4/5/2010 3/26/2010 Reasons for Designating Reserves 3.26.10 - Exhibit 2
Exhibit3 - incl CAC Rural & Urban Suitability Summary Tables 9.16.09 & maps of Reserves Suitability Areas
4/5/2010 9/16/2009 1,2,3,4 and 6,5,7,8,9
4/5/2010 Exhibit4 - IGA bet Metro & Mult Co to Adopt Urban & Rural Reserves
4/5/2010 OAR Division 27 Reserves Rule
4/5/2010 exhibits4and5
Letter, maps & CD submitted w/suggested changes in wording & definitions of proposed Framework Plan
4/5/2010 4/5/2010 policy for clarity
4/5/2010 4/5/2010 Letter endorsing Urban & Rural Reserves map and associated agreements
4/5/2010 3/26/2010 Orient Rural Center
4/5/2010 4/5/2010 Letter in opposition to endorsing IGAs with Section A Paragraph 8 and Section B Paragraph 6, etc
Area maps/TC Aerials/Work maps/A Farm, Forest; B_C Farm, Forest; Buildable land maps; East Co zoning;
Gl zoning; NaturalsFeaturesSUBSET maps; NW Hills Zoning SEC north & south; Sandy Exception Zone;
W_X_Y Farm & Forest; West Hills Exception Zone
6/12/2009 Memo to Steering Commitiee re: Suitability of Natural Features for Urban & Rural Reserve
State Factors Evaluation draft ver Mult Co - tech team urban factors analysis of Multnomah and Clackamas
6/8/2009 County.
email to Chuck w/attachment - Rural Reserves discussion items for 070609 - reference materials 11 pgs.
7/8/2009 Mult Co, Metro & state sources about Natural Features
7/10/2009 email to CAC members citing the law and rules to help clarify rural reserve & natural landscape features
12/10/2009 Letter to BOCC reiterating City of Portland's position re: Reserve Designations
Design workshop scope
map of East of Sandy River New SEC-s
Letter to Metro Council, Core 4, Mult & WA BOCC summarizing reasons why East Bethany should be
11/24/2009 designated Urban Reserve
email response to Chuck's inquiry @ staff's overall recommendation for Area 7.1 - recommends high mark
7/17/2009 for lower portion of Springville Rd., medium for area above 800 ft level and high for area next to Area 93.
email response to Chuck's inquiry @ staff's overall recommendation for Area 7.1 - agrees with overall
7/17/2009 recommendation by Staff
email response to Chuck's inquiry @ staff's overall recommendation for Area 7.1 - believes Area 7.1 is
7/19/2009 unsuitable for Urban Reserves
email response to Chuck's inquiry @ staff's overall recommendation for Area 7.1 - agrees with assertions,
with reservations about area east of Area 93 being designated Urban Reserve. Concerned about
7/20/2009 characterization of challenges affecting urbanization of portions of this area
7/20/2009 email response to Chuck's inquiry @ staff's overall recommendation for Area 7.1 - agrees with findings
email response to Chuck's inquiry @ staff's overall recommendation for Area 7.1 - states pocket along
7/20/2009 Springville Rd area be considered urban reserve, but not Springville Rd sub area in Area 7.1
email response to Chuck's inquiry @ staff's overall recommendation for Area 7.1 - agrees with three
7/22/2009 recommendations for 7.1
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Date
email response to Chuck's inquiry @ staff's overall recommendation for Area 7.1 - agrees with Carol
7/19/2009 Chesarek
7/30/2009 CAC agendas for 16 meetings
5/1/2008 5/1/2008 APR Appointment of CAC and Resolution to Form CAC
3/14/2008 3/14/2008 RSC Post Meeting Packet - contains Pl plan
9/15/2009 Metro UGR - COO overview, table of contents, 3E Urban and Rural Reserves
9/15/2009 Metro UGR - COO overview, table of contents, 3E Urban and Rural Reserves employment
Analysis of farm/forest use of exception lands, 4 Excel data files, 2 tables, parcel map/aerials for 100 parcels
4/1/2009 in County and WSR areas. Source data for C.Klock exception lands memo to CAC 4/23/09
Oversized Exhibits
Audio Recording of Metro Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) meeting on Urban & Rural Reserves &
Discussion of Draft IGA's to advise Metro Council and Core 4 on IGA pkg Core 4 will consider 2.8.10, plus
1/27/2010 1/27/2010 public testimony
Audio Recording of MPAC meeting to finish discussion of reserve areas: Core 4 urban reserve areas (5A,
2/1/2010 2/1/2010 6B, 7C, 8A, 8B) & areas Core 4 has not addressed (3A, 5E, 8D, 9A, 9B, 9C, 9F)
Audio Recording of MPAC meeting to discuss recommended IGA proposed by Core 4 & provide formal
2/10/2010 2/10/2010 recommendation to Metro Council on proposed IGA
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Board of County Commissioners Document Index for Rural and Urban Reserve Candidate Areas

Meeting / Hearing | Document Date |Description
Date
2008-2010 e-mail regarding Reserves Designation
2008-2010 e-mail regarding Reserves Designation
2008-2010 e-mail regarding Reserves Designation
2008-2010 e-mail regarding Reserves Designation
2008-2010 e-mail regarding Reserves Designation
2008-2008 Reserves Steering Committee Packets
07/09/08 Comparative Infrastructure Costs: Local Case Studies
08/13/08 Report on activities in Phase 2
02/06/08 meeting memo
11/12/08 Planting Prosperity and Harvesting Health
11/10/08 Timeline for Reserves Committee Recommendation
NA Natural Hazards
02/03/06 Regional Mayors' and Chairs' Forum
02/21/08 MCC Board Briefing materials
01/01/07 Identification of Metro Region Agricultural Lands and Assessing their Long-Term Commercial Viability
01/01/07 Great Communities Executive Summary
NA New Look: Summary of the Natural Landscape Features Inventory
10/01/03 Leadership Summit 2003 Securing land for Traded-Sector Development
05/05/04 Ord 04-1040 Industrial UGB Expansion
12/05/05 The Cost of Congestion to the Economy of the Portland Region
01/01/06 Regional Business Plan 2006
10/19/07 Urban and Rural Reserves Briefing Outline
2008-2009 correspondence
NA 100 Friends of Oregon: Protect our Farms cards
NA correspondence
08/03/09 Urban and Rural Reserves Planning in Washington County: Staff Report Recommendations
02/04/09 Professional Development Course on Resolving Land Use Disputes
2008-2009 Core 4 Meeting Materials
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Board of County Commissioners Document Index for Rural and Urban Reserve Candidate Areas

Meeting /
Hearing Date

Document Date

Description

6/1/2009 Portland Urban Service Boundary Maps
6/1/2009 Map1,2,3,4
4/21/2009 Prime Farmland west of Sandy, current land use west of Sandy, clackanomah boundary north
9/8/2009 Director of Community Development Department Communication relaying the Council’s desires
3/20/2009 NW Hills area map clarification
7/6/2009 Sewers Efficiency ratings refinement NW Hills
4/13/2009 Sewers Expert Group mtg
3/12/2009 New urban reserves considered for Johnson Creek Watershed
2/23/2009 Mult Co CAC Meeting draft Agenda
6/3/2009 Urban Candidate Areas Design Workshop results
9/11/2009 Councilor Strathern Concerns
11/12/2009 Gresham Urban Reserve request ltr
2/12/2009 Sewer Water Transportation preliminary suitability
6/11/2009 Urban Factors evaluation matrix
1/5/2009 Reserves Coordination
2/14/2009 Reserves Coordination Mult Co Cities mtg
2/25/2009 Reserves Itr
11/2/2009 Gresham testimony to Reserves Steering Committee 11.12.09
8/10/2009 Draft Urban evaluation in NW Hills - Clay 81009 doc
6/12/2009 Beaverton Portland Urban Service Map
3/5/2009 CAC#8 Meeting Summary draft_PC(3) doc
11/16/2009 Cedar Creek Community 10.15 Comments to PDX 11.16.09
8/17/2009 Lower Springville edges documentation
Request for Urban Service Staff Contact P&D follow-up, Unified city position on West Forest Park Development
5/20/2009 Concept Plan Proposal
3/19/2009 Reserves - Forest Heights
6/1/2009 map 2
6/1/2009 map 3
8/18/2009 NW Hills Candidate Areas Evaluation Memo CB
8/18/2009 NW Hills Candidate Areas Evaluation Memo CB repl 8.18.09
3/6/2009 PDX Reserves Request lir
11/5/2009 Portland Multnomah Capacity and Track Record on Growth & Change per UGR
3/12/2009 ORS Suitability Criteria
3/2/2009 Reserves - Request for City Assistance
3/12/2009 ORS Suitability Criteria
2/19/2009 Mult Co CAC Meeting - Aspirations
3/2/2009 Reserves - Request for City Assistance
3/10/2009 Assistance re Water Sewer Transportation Services
7/14/2009 Area 93 - Portland Connection
6/15/2009 Beaverton Portland Urban Service Map
8/12/2009 Draft Urban evaluation in NW Hills - Clay 81009 doc
6/1/2009 Map & Metro Ordinance 97-665C
4/17/2009 Mult Co Reserves concerns about process
8/21/2009 Candidate Areas Evaluation Memo CB repl 8.21.09
4/7/2009 Assistance re Sewer Suitability for Sauvie Island
1/26/2009 Growth Allocation Scenarios
3/26/2009 Mult Co CAC Meeting Check In
1/9/2009 Mult Co Portland Coordination
8/5/2009 Recommendations for August 10 PC Hearing
11/4/2009 Subregional Population & Employment Capacity
3/11/2009 Reserves Assistance Follow Up
10/27/2009 Reserves City of Beaverton
2/4/2009 Reserves Coordination - Mult Co Cities Meeting Monday Feb 23
3/19/2009 Water Sewer Transportation First Screen Assessment
5/14/2009 Rural Reserves (North of HWY 26)
2/12/2009 Transportation Suitability Mapping in NW Hills
9/9/2009 Urgent Letter from Beaverton - indicates Beaverton's interest in area east of Bethany
1/9/2009 Mult Co Portland Coordination
3/2/2009 Request for City Assistance - PDX Reserves req draft 2
6/1/2009 Urban Candidate Areas Design Workshop results
10/27/2009 City of Beaverton Doyle Itr to PDX 10.27.09 - Design Workshop Scope
11/17/2009 Matt Wellner Letter to PDX 11.16.09
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7/2/2009 NW Hills Meeting Agenda & Attachments - Reminder - Monday July 6
3/6/2009 Reserves Request for Assistance
7/17/2009 Reserves NW Hills Areas 6 and 6.1 _7.17.09
2/25/2009 Troutdale letter
11/10/2009 Troutdale Urban Reserve Area
4/23/2009 Additional Govt Is Reserves Info
3/10/2009 Mult Co NW Hills area map clarification
5/4/2009 Sewers Efficiency ratings refinement NW Hills
5/19/2009 Rural & Urban Reserves in Forest Park area
5/27/2009 Urban Reserves Aspirational Map
4/21/2009 New Regional Roads in CFU (Goal 4) Areas
1/20/2009 Reserves CAC Mtg 7
2/24/2009 Gowt Island Reserves Designation
4/20/2009 Sewers expert group migs
11/15/2009 PMT mtg w/Richard Whitman - comparison of Metro & WA Co reserves need methodologies
5/19/2009 Gowt Island Reserves Designation mtg recap
1/16/2009 Govt Islands and Reserves
4/22/2009 Gowt Island Reserves Designation
6/1/2009 Map & Metro Ord 97-665C
6/15/2009 Mapping info for Mult Co area
2/11/2009 Metro Reserves
3/20/2009 Ag Forest TAC Assistance
CAC Mtg & Urban Factors Evaluation - UR Area 6 West Hills South, UR Area 7 Powerline_Germantown South,
7/17/2009 UR Areas 2, 3, 4 West of Sandy, Urban Factors analysis memo correction
5/20/2009 Contact Info request for Mult Co Schools
6/9/2009 Info re: Farming in WSR
6/9/2009 Info re: Farming in WSR Fedje
6/15/2009 Infor re: Farming in WSR Klock
6/25/2009 Mult Co Staff Rural Factors Evaluation
Mult Co CAC re: Area that roughly extends the North Bethany area east (north and south of Springville road) to
5/26/2009 Skyline Dr
6/11/2009 Mult Co Edge Cities mtg Clackanomah
5/11/2009 New Transportation Corridors Considerations Mtg recap
5/20/2009 Potential for Irrigation Permits in areas West of Forest Park
4/28/2009 E Bethany Conflicted Ag Area Klock
7/6/2009 Sewers Efficiency ratings refinement NW Hills
8/27/2009 Update re Assumptions for Reserves
7/29/2009 Urban & Rural Edges Aerials 1 thru 3
6/24/2009 Urban Factors Assessment & Urban Diagrams
5/11/2009 PSU-PRC_Columbia_Co _Forcasts 2010-2030
3/9/2009 Tri Met Contact / reserves Mar09 WestUrban & reservesMar09 EastUrban
3/23/2009 Reserves designations - North Cascades response
3/9/2009 County Group Info Sharing
5/8/2009 New Transportation Corridors Considerations Meet Recap
4/30/2009 Rural & Urban Reserves in Forest Park area
3/26/2009 Sauvie Island
3/26/2009 PDX Reserves Request lir
3/24/2009 Rural Reserves & Mult Co CAC - Sauvie Island recommendation
7/30/2009 west of Sandy line
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION
for MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO. PC-08-010

In the matter of recommending that the Board of Commissioners amend the Multnomah
County Framework Plan and the County Plan and Zoning Map to adopt the Proposed
Urban and Rural Reserves Plan for Multnomah County.

The Planning Commission of Multnomah County Finds:

a.

The Planning Commission is authorized by Multnomah County Code Chapters
11.05, and 33 through 386, to recommend to the Board of County Commissioners the
adoption, revision, or repeal of regulations intended to carry out all or part of a plan
adopted by the Board.

Muitnomah County agreed to work together with Clackamas and Washington
Counties and Metro in a process for designating Urban and Rural Reserves
(Reserves). This represents a new approach to growth management in the Portland
Metro region by identifying urban reserves where urban growth will be directed over
the next 50 years, as well as rural reserves that will be off limits to growth in the
same period. This long-term approach involved coordination among Metro and the
counties, and coordinated public involvement to reach the consensus provided for in
ORS 195.137 through 195.145 and in Oregon Administrative Rule OAR 660-027-
0005 through -0080.

Planning for urban and rural land uses over the long-term 50 years is in the interest
of Multhomah County (the County) because this work has the potential to provide a
balance that best provides for livable communities, viability and vitality of the farm
and forest industries, and protection of landscape features that define the region for
its residents. -

The policies and strategies in proposed Policy 6A incorporate the County
requirements agreed to in the intergovernmental agreement (IGA) with Metro dated
March 17, 2010. The IGA served as the preliminary decision and a prerequisite to
these plan amendments as provided for in the state rules.

The reserves plan was developed according to the Multnomah County Public
Involvement plan that incorporated the provisions of the regional Coordinated Public
Involvement Plan. These plans resulted in a broad public’ and stakeholder
involvement effort that included a regional Reserves Steering Committee, formation
of county committees to assess reserve areas and engage the public, region-wide
public outreach events, and use of a number of tools including the internet, mailed
notices to properly owners, email meeting notifications, news releases and meeting
and hearing notices, and neighborhood association meetings.
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f. The Multnomah County Reserves Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) developed
suitability assessments and recommendations in public meetings between May
2008 and July 30, 2009. The CAC produced a thoughtful, well informed
assessment that provided guidance to the County in arriving at conclusions about
what lands should be designated as urban or rural reserve. The proposed reserves
designations have been further informed by the Regional Steering Committee, and
by additional public and agency input received through adoption of the IGA by the
Board and Metro in February, 2010.

g. No regulations are being proposed that further restrict the use of property and no
mailed notice to individual property owners-is required (“Ballot Measure 56 notice”).

h. Notice of the Planning Commission hearing was published in the Oregonian
newspaper and on the Land Use Planning Program internet pages. Notification was
also provided by electronic mail to individuals and stakeholders who had requested
notification of proceedings and information about reserves.

_ The Planning Commission of Multnomah County Resolves:
1. The Multnomah County Framework Plan amendment to add proposed Policy 6A
and the proposed Rural Reserve designation areas on the Plan and Zoning Map in

Exhibit 1, are hereby recommended for adoption by the Board of County
Commissioners.

ADOPTED this 5th day of April, 2010.

PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

e f

¢\ John Ingle, Chair d
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Intergovernmental Agreement
Between Metro and Multnomah County
To
Adopt Urban and Rural Reserves

This Agreement is entered into by and between Metro and Multnomah County pursuant
to ORS 195.141 and 190.003 to 190.110 for the purpose of agreeing on the elements of an
ordinance to be adopted by Metro designating Urban Reserves and of an ordinance to be adopted
by Multnomah County designating Rural Reserves, all in Multnomah County.

PREFACE

This agreement will lead to the designation of Urban Reserves and Rural Reserves.
Designation of the Urban and Rural Reserves by this agreement will help accomplish the purpose
of the 2007 Oregon Legislature in enacting Senate Bill 1011, now codified in ORS 195.137 to
195.145 (“the statute™):

Facilitate long-term planning for urbanization in the region that best achieves

@ Livable communities;
e Viability and vitality of the agricultural and forest industries; and
e Protection of the important natural landscape features that define the region.

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Meiro and Mulinomah, Washington and Clackamas Counties (“the four
governments”) have declared their mutual interest in long-term planning for the three-county
area in which they exercise land use planning authority to achieve the purpose set forth in the
statute; and

WHEREAS, the Oregon Legislature enacted the statute in 2007, at the request of the four
governments and many other local governments and organizations in the region and state
agencies, to establish a new method to accomplish the goals of the four governments through
fong-term planning; and

WHEREAS, the statute authorizes the four local governments to designate Urban
Reserves and Rural Reserves to accomplish the purposcﬁ of the statute, which are con31stent with
the goals of the four governments; and

WHEREAS, the Land Conservation and Development Commission (“LCDC”) adopted
rules to implement the statute on January 25, 2008, as directed by the statute; and

WHEREAS, the statute and rules require the four governments to work together in their
joint effort to designate reserves and to enter into formal agreements among them to designate
reserves in a coordinated and concurrent process prior to adoption of ordinances adopting
reserves; and



WHEREAS, the statute and the rules set forih certain factors to be considered in the

designation of reserves, and elements to be included in ordinances adopting reserves; and

WHEREAS, the four governments have followed the procedures and considered the

factors set forth in the statute and the rule; and

WHEREAS, the four governments have completed an extensive and coordinated public

involvement effort; and

WHEREAS, the four governments have coordinated their efforts with cities, special

districts, school districts and state agencies in the identification of appropriate Urban and Rural
Reserves; '

NOW, THEREFORE, Metro and Multnomah County agree as follows:

AGREEMENT

. Metro agrees to consider the following policies and Urban Reserve designations at a public
hearing and to incorporate them in the Regional Frameworlc Plan, or to incorporate them as
revised pursuant to subsections 3 and 4 of section C of this agreement:

. A policy that designates as Urban Reserves those areas shown as proposed Urban Reserves on
Exhibit A, attached to this agreement, or on any amendment to Exhibit A pursuant to section C of
this agreement.

. A policy that determines that the Urban Reserves designated by the Regional Framework:
Plan pursuant to this agreement are intended to provide capacity for population and
employment between 2010 and 2060, a total of 50 years from the date of adoption of the
ordinance designating the reserves.

. A policy that gives highest priority to Urban Reserves f(ﬁ' future addition to the urban
growth boundary (UGB).

. A map depicting the Urban Reserves adopted by Metro and the Rural Reserves adopted
by Mulinomah County following this agreement. '

. A policy that Metro will not add Rural Resérves designated by ordinance following this
agreement fo the regional UGB for 50 years.

. A policy that Metro will not designate Rural Reserves as Urban Reserves for 50 years.

. A policy that Metro will require a “concept plan”, the required elements of which will be
specified in the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan in consultation with the
county, for an area of Urban Reserves under consideration for addition to the UGB to be
completed prior to the addition. Concept plans shall include elements on finance,
provision of infrastructure, natural resource protection, governance, the planning
principles set forth in Exhibit B and other subjects eritical to the creation of great
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communities. Concept plans will provide that areas added to the UGB wiil be governed
and planned by cities prior to urbanization.

. A policy that Metro will review the designations of Urban and Rural Reserves, in
coordination with Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties, 20 years after the
adoption of reserves by the local governments pursuant to this agreement, unless the four
governments agree to review the reserves sooter.

. Multnomah County agrees to consider the following policies and Rural Reserve designations
at a public hearing and to incorporate them in its Comprehensive Plan, or to incorporate them as
revised pursuant to subsections 3 and 4 of section C of this agreement:

. A policy that designates as Rural Reserves the areas shown as proposed Rural Reserves on
Fxhibit 4, attached o this agreement, or on any amendment to Exhibit A pursuant to section C of
this agreement,

A map depicting the Rural Reserves designated by the Comprehensive Plan and the Urban
Reserves adopted by Metro following this apreement.

. A policy that Multnomah County will not include Rural Reserves designated pursuant to
this agreement in the UGB of any city in the county for 50 years from the date of
adoption of the ordinance designating the reserves.

. A pohcy that Multnomah County will not re-designate Rural Reserves as Urban Reserves
in the county for 50 years from the date of adoption of the ordinance demgnatmg the
reserves.

. A policy that commits Multnomah County, together with an appropriate city, to
participation in development of a concept plan for an area of Urban Reserves under
consideration for addition to the UGB.

. A policy that the county will review the designations of Urban and Rural Reserves, in
coordination with Metro and Clackamas and Washington Counties, 20 years after the
adoption of reserves by the four governments pursuant to this agreement, unless the four
- governments agree to review the reserves sooner.

. Multnomah County and Metro agree to follow this process for adoption of the
ordinances that will carry out this agreement:

. Each governmant will hold at [east one public hearing on its draf’t ordinance prior to its
adoption.

. Metro and the county will hold their final hearings and adopt their ordinances no later
than June 8, 2010.

. Iftestimony at a hearing persuades Metro or Multnomah County that it should revise its
ordinance in a way that would make it inconsistent with this agreement, then it shall
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D.

continue the hearing and propose an amendment to the agreement to the other party and
to Clackamas and Washington Counties.

If Multnomah County or Metro proposes an amendment to the agreement, the party
proposing the agreement will convene the four governments to consider the amendment.
Any objections or concerns raised by a government that is not party to this IGA shall be
considered carefully and the four governments shall take reasonable, good faith steps to
reach consensus on the amendment. Afier this consultation, Multnomah County and
Meiro may agree to an amendment.

Metro and Multnomah County will adopt a common set of findings, conclusions and
reasons that explain their designations of Urban Reserves and Rural Reserves as part of
their ordinances adopting the reserves. Metro and the county will incorporate maps into
their respective plans that show both the Urban and Rural Reserves in Exhibit A to this
agreement, with the county showing only the reserves in the county.

. Metro and Multhomah County will establish, in coordination with Clackamas and

Washington Counties, a process for making minor revisions to boundatics between Urban
Reserves and undesignated land that can be made at the time of concept planning, and a
process for making minor additions to Rural Reserves, with notice to, but without
convoking all four reserves partners.

Within 45 days after adoption of the last ordinance adopting reserves of the four

governments, Multnomah County and Metro will submit their ordinances and supporting
documents to LCDC in the manner of periodic review.

This agreement terminates on December 31, 2060,

MULTNOMAH COUNTY METRO

Ted Wheeler T Dlvid Bragdon,

Chair, Multnomah County Metro Couneil President
Board of Commisstoners

Dated:

Reviewed: Approved as to form:
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EXHIBIT B

- Exhibit B to Agreement between Metro and Mulinomah County
PRINCIPLES FOR CONCEPT PLANNING OF URBAN RESERVES

Concept planning for specific, enumerated Urban Reserves on the Urban and Rural Reserves
map may occur separately and at different times.

A concept plan for any Urban Reserve area must be approved by the county, the city or cities
who will govern the area, and by Metro.

The City of Gresham shall be invited to participate in concept planning of Urban Reserve in
the area south of Lusted Road and west of SE 302™, identified as Area 1C (Clackanomah) on
the regional reserve map.

Concept plans shall provide that any area added to the UGB shall be governed by an existing
city, or by a new city.

Concept planning for Urban Reserve areas that are suitable for industrial and other
employment vses — such as portlons of Clackanomah - will recognize the opportunity to
provide jobs in this part of the region.

Concept planning for Urban Reserve areas that are suitable for a mix of urban uses — such as
Atrea 1C — will recognize the opportunity to provide employment and mixed- use centers with
housing at higher densities and employment at higher floor-to-ares ratios, and will include
designs for a walkable, transit-supportive development pattern.

Concept planning shall recognize environmental and topographic constraints and habitat
areas and will reduce housing and employment capacity expectations accordingly.
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