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Dear Sir or Madam: 

(Metro Ordinance No. 10-123 8A; Clackamas County Ordinance 
No. ZDO-233; Multnomah County Ordinance No. 2010-1161; 
Washington County Ordinance No. 733) 

We represent the Coalition for a Prosperous Region (the "Coalition"), a 
consortium of business and labor organizations that includes the Columbia Pacific Building 
Trades Council, The Commercial Real Estate Association (NAIOP), Commercial Real Estate 
Economic Coalition, Home Builders Association of Metropolitan POliland, Portland 
Metropolitan Association ofRealtors®, Portland Business Alliance, and Westside Economic 
Alliance. The Coalition appreciates the significant effOli undeliaken by Metro and Clackamas, 
Multnomah, and Washington Counties, participating cities, other local and state agencies, and 
the public in reaching the above-referenced decision (the "Reserves Decision"). 1 However, the 
Coalition believes there are fundamental errors in the analysis used in making the Reserves 
Decision as well as failures to comply with applicable administrative rules and statewide 
planning goals. These enors and failures result in a decision that not only is legally flawed, but 
also fails to attain the objective of the urban and rural reserves planning process, which is to find 

I Although separately adopted by each govel11ment, the decision, findings, and record are consolidated for review. 
Thus, the Coalition refers to the ordinances collectively as the "Reserves Decision." Similarly, Exhibit E of Metro 
Ordinance No. IO-1238A contains the consolidated findings of the four govemments, referred to herein as the 
"Reserves Findings." Finally, for ease of reference and because the objections fOCllS on the amount of urban 
reserves designated, we refer to Metro as the decision-maker. 
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a balance of urban and rural reserves that "best achieves livable communities, the viability and 
vitality ofthe agricultural and forest industries, and protection of the important natural landscape 
features that define the region for its residents." OAR 660-027-0005(2). 

I. Participation 

The Coalition and its member organizations participated in the urban and rural 
reservesproqess through the submission of written and oral testimony to Metro, the counties, and 
workgroups,inc1udil1g the Clackamas County Board of Commissioners, Clackamas County 
Urban/Rural Reserves Policy Advisory Committee, Washington County Urban and Rural 
Reserves Coordinating Committee, Washington County Board of Commissioners, Reserves 
Steering Committee, Core 4 Committee, and Metro Council. Copies of select testimony are 
attached in the Appendix ofthis submission.2 

II. Timely Filed 

Under OAR 660-025-0140(2)(a), any objections must be filed with the 
Department of Land Conservation and Development (the "Depmiment") within 21 days of the 
date the notice of decision was mailed to pmiicipants .. The Notice of Adoption of Metro Urban 
Reserve Areas was mailed on Jmle 23,2010. These objections are being filed with the 
Deparhnent on July 14, 2010, within the 21-day period allowed for appeals, with a copy to Metro 
and Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Counties. 

III. Overview 

The next 50 years are projected to bring significant changes to the Metro region, 
with a near doubling of population and employment.3 The objective of this reserves process is to 
address the resulting needs - both urban and rural- in a manner that "best achieves livable 
communities, the viability and vitality ofthe agricultural and forest industries, and protection of 
the important natural landscape features that define the region for its residents." OAR 660-027-
0005(2). 

2 The documents included in the Appendix to these objections are provided for the Department's convenience. Each 
of the documents were submitted into the records of Clackamas County, Washington County, and/or Metro, but do 
not appear to have been included in the respective jurisdiction'S submittal record. 
3 Metro's population and employment forecasts project the region's population to be between 3.6 - 4A million in 
2060, an increase of 1 A - 2.2 million people. By 2060, it is estimated that the region will support between 1. 7-2A 
million jobs, an increase of 600,000 - 1.3 million. See Metro Rec. 598, 605. 
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Underlying the process created to achieve this objective is the premise that 
providing more certainty about the location of development will result in more livable 
communities, greater oppOliunities for economic investment,greater opportunities for 
agricultural and timber production, and better protection of imp Oliant natural features. 
Predicting which lands will best serve these needs and objectives 50 years in the future, however, 
is a difficult task, imprecise at best. Thus, while worthwhile, even the most rigorously-justified 
technical analysis and projection is just an educated guess. 

This lack of certainty as to how the region will actually grow requires balancing 
the desire for certainty with a capacity for flexibility, should Metro's assumptions and 
predictions prove to be in error. This need for flexibility to adjust to changing circumstances is 
patiicularly acute here where the reserves process does not just designate urban reserves for 
future urban development; it also designates rural reserves within which future urban 
development is prohibited for the next 50 years. Given this inherent uncertainty, the ability to 
ma1ce adjustments is arelevant factor in deciding whether the designated amount of urban 
reserves "best achieves" the desired outcome. 

While the Reserves Decision leaves some land undesignated and thus available 
for future consideration as additional urban reserves over the 50-year planning horizon, the 
amount of designated land is far too little, and too lop-sided in allocation around the region (it is 
mostly in Clackamas County, even though more growth is projected for Washington County). 
As a consequence, there is little margin of errol' should the projections, or the assumptions on 
which those projections are built, be wrong. The Reserves Findings underscore this point: 

"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 UGB will have accommodated an estimated 74 
percent increase in population on an 11 ~percent increase in the area 
of 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 266,954 acres 
deSignated rural reserves * * *." 

Metro Rec. 16 (emphasis added). These conclusions bear repeating: No one else has been 
successful in what Metro is attempting to achieve. Nonetheless, the decision builds in little 
margin for error due to the "hard edge" of rural i"eserves. 

As described in the objections below, the Coalition believes that the Reserves 
Decision is flawed because several of Metl'o's assumptions about capacity and future 
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development (both within the existing Urban Growth Boundary and urban reserves) are faulty, 
the decision improperly applies the reserves factors and statewide land use pl8nning goals, and 
the decision is without an adequate factual base. OAR 660-027-0080(4). The Coalition believes 
theseen'ors should be corrected and the amount of Urban reserves increased to achieve a better 
balance of urban and rural reserves designations. 

However, and perhaps even more impoIiantly, the Coalition believes additional 
land should be left undesignated to provide the necessary safety value for the uncertainty 
inherent in this 50-year decision. Since so little urban reserve acreage was designated relative to 
projected popUlation and employment growth, and since the assumptions relied upon to meet this 
projected growth were so aggressive compared to past experience, retaining more undesignated 
land will require a reduction in the amount of rural reserve. Such a reduction, however, is not 
the threat to rural needs that it might at first appear to be. If Metro's current projected land needs 
are correct, the designated urban reserves will suffice, no additions will be necessary, and the 
undesignated lands will protect rural needs under existing resource zoning. But if the projections 
fall short of actual performance, future decision-makers will have the flexibility to look to 
undesignated lands to adjust the urban reserve acreage upward to accommodate demand that 
would have been met by initial urban reserves acreage if the projections were more accurate.4 

The Coalition does not believe the need for additional undesignated lands to 
provide flexibility is siniply a policy choice. Rather, as explained in the objections below, such 
flexibility is a necessity for fmding a "balance" that "best achieves" urban and rural needs as 
required by OAR 660-:027-0050(2). 

IV. Objections 

Objection 1: The Reserves Decision fails to designate sufficient urban reserves to 
achieve the balance of urban and rural reserves required by OAR 660-027-0005(2). 

Explanation: SB 1011 and the administrative rules adopted in OAR 660-027 
recognize the competing needs of enhancing the agriCultural and timber industries, promoting 
community development (housing, employment, and associated services), and protecting natural 
landscape features. The requirement to balance these interests is stated in OAR 660-027-
0005(2), which provides in relevant part: 

"The objective of this division is a balance in the designation of 
urban and rural reserves that, in its entirety, best achieves livable 

4 As noted earlier, most ofthe urban reserves border a "hard edge" ofl'ural reserves, so without additional 
undesignated acrea,ge there is no future expansion area. Metro Rec. 16. 
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communities, the viability and vitality of the agricultural and forest 
industries and protection of the important natural landscape 
features that define the region for its residents." 

(Emphasis added). 5 While the rule does not require mathematical parity in the designation of 
urban and rural reserves (which would be meaningless given the divergent needs of the urban 
and rural sectors), it does require that the needs of one sector do not dominate over the other. 

The applicable statutes and administrative rules provide direction as to the factors 
that must be considered in determining the amount, type, and characteristics ofthe lands to be 
designated. ORS 195.141(3) (stating that certain factors "shall" be considered in the designation 
of rural reserves); ORS 195.145(5) (stating that certain factol's "shaH" be considered in the 
designation of urban reserves); see also OAR 660-027-0040(8)"and (9). The required 
considerations for determining and evaluating urban and rural reserves are set forth in OAR 660-
027.:0050 and OAR 660-027-0060. The application of these factors and considerations, 
however, cannot ignore that the totality of the decision must represent a balance between urban 
and rural reserve area designations and that that balance must "best achieve" the region's urban 
and rural needs. 

Such balancing tests and weighing of factors is common in land use decisions, 
and numerous cases discuss the process a local government undertakes in reaching a decision. 
See, e.g, City of West Linn v. LCDC, 201 Or App 419, 438, 119 P3d 285 (2005) (finding it is 
reasonable to expect an explanation of how Metro arrived at a decision that an area is "better 
than alternative sites" for inclusion within the UGB); Citizens Against Irresponsible Growth v. 
Metro, 179 Or App 12, 1.7 n6, 38 P3d 956 (2002) (even where findings are not explicitly 
required, there must be enough to show that the applicable criteria were applied and that the 
required considerations were ponsidered); D.S. Parklane Development, Inc. v. Metro, 35 Or 
LUBA 516,556-60, aff'd 165 Or App 1,26,994 P2d 1205 (2000) (describing required findings). 
At a minimum, a local government must show that it has actually considered the required factors, 
and applied them in making the decision. Such effort must go beyond simply listing the factors. 
Rather, the deciSIon-maker must consider relevant information and testimony, describe how such 
facts and circumstances are weighed and evaluated against the required factors, and then offer an 
explanation of how it reached its decision. Id. Admittedly this can be a large task, particularly 
in cases such as this one, but that fact does "not obviate the need to comply with the requirements 
of OAR 660-027w0080(4)to provide findings of fact and conclusions of law that the decision 

.S The term "livable communities" is defined to encompass the needs of the urban community, including housing, 
employment, public services and infrastructure. See OAR 660-027-0010(4) (defining "livable communities" as 
"communities with development patterns, public services and infrastructure that make them safe, healthy, 
affordable, sustainable and attractive places to live and work"). 
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complies with these reserves rules, applicable statewide planning goals and other applicable 
administrative rules .. 

The Reserves Findings, however, do not go through this exercise, at least not with 
respect to the designation of urban reserves. For example, the five-page section titled "Overall 
Conclusions" in the Reserves Findings is almost exclusively devoted to a discussion of the trade­
offs and considerations related to the designation of rural reserves. See Metro Rec. at 14-19. At 
no point does it describe the trade-offs or considerations of its designation of urban reserves. 
Even more to the point, the Reserves Decision does not describe how it "balanced" the 
designation of urban and rural reserves to "best achieve" the region's urban and rural needs: the 
rule itself is cited only once; and the only two statements concerning balance are purely 
conclusory. See Reserves Findings, Metro Rec. 2, 18,22. 

The absence of such analysis and explanation might be reasonable if this was a 
case where no conflicting evidence was submitted, and where all agreed there were no 
competing interests between the designation of urban and rural reserves.6 Perhaps then it could 
be said - and supported - that the decision-makers were able to "balance" the urban and rural 
needs without making reference to tradeoffs or explaining why they reached the decision they 
did. But this is not the case here. Instead, there is considerable testimony (including reports 
from Washington County), not even mentioned in the Reserves Findings, which argue that urban 
needs are not met and disproportionately suffer in comparison with rural needs. See e.g., Joint 
State Agency Letter dated October 14, 2009, and resubmitted January 22,2010, Metro Rec. 1370 
and 1638 (suggesting that Metro should evaluate and reconcile the differing estimates of land 
needs for Washington County); POliofPortland Letter dated October 15, 2009, Metro Rec. 
1322-1325 (outlining key criteria for the industrial lands and providing comments on proposed 
reserves designations); NAIOP Letter dated September 4,2009, Metro Rec. 1326-1328 
(describing the economic trade-offs); Washington County Lands Need Estimates Memorandum 
dated June 2009, WashCo Rec. 3011, 3586-3609 (undertaking land needs analysis and projected 
a need for 47,000 acres of urban reserves); Clackamas County Business Alliance Letter dated 
September 8, 2009, ClackCo Rec. 4205 (reserves recommendations relating to urban needs); 
Johnson Reid Memorandum re UGR RepOlidated June 15,2009, Appendix A (the "Johnson 
Reid UGR Memo"); Johnson Reid Memorandum re Large Lot Analysis dated July 13,2009, 
Appendix B (the "Johnson Reid Large Lot Memo"); Johnson Reid Memorandum re Employment 
Land dated June 30, 2009, Appendix C (the "Johnson Reid Employment Memo"); Home 
Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland Memorandum dated June 16,2009, Appendix D 

6 For example, a case where reliable analysis showed there were 300,000 acres available; and that 240,000 acres 
were needed for !'Ural reserves and 50,000 were needed for urban reserves. Even then, however, one can imagine 
trade-offs and discussion over which lands were designated for which purpose. 
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(describing urban housing needs and trade-offs based on assumptions in Metro's Urban Growth 
Report); Group Mackenzie Memorandum dated October 22, 2008, Appendix E (peer review of 
Metro Infrastructure Study); Coalition for a Prosperous Region Letter dated January 21, 2010, 
Appendix F (testimony explaining why the proposed urban reserves were insufficient). 

The requirement for a discussion ·ofhow the balance was reached, the choices 
made in detennining that balance, and the rationale for the ·decision-maker's ultimate choice, is 
more than a formality and requires more than lip-service or conclusory statements. Any 
designation of urban and rural reserves could be said to implicitly represent some SOli of balance 
between the two. But the Reserves Decision requires more; it requires a balance that "best 
achieves" a mix of urban and rural goals. For the requirement to "best achieve" the balance to 
have any meaning, there must be some explanation in the findings of how the balance was made 
and why that balance "best achieves" the desired mix, including why the option chosen is better 
than other reasonable options (which also should have been considered). The Reserves Decision 
also requires findings that the balance - in its entirety - best achieves the urban and rural goals. 
Thus, the Reserve Findings concerning tradeoffs for individual urban reserve areas - while 
helpful and ultimately critical to the decision-making process are not enough. Without findings 
as discussed above, there is no demonstration that the requirement of OAR 660-027-0005(2) has 
been met.7 

An example of the significance of these required findings and the related analysis 
is relevant. The Coalition and others believe (and have testified) that the Reserves Decision 
designates too few urban reserves, or retains too few undesignated areas. As is discussed more 
fully below, there are a number of assumptions made in the technical analysis used in calculating 
needs and capacity that could prove inaccurate over a 50-year period.8 If one or more of those 
assumptions prove to be wrong, will there be sufficient urban reserves to provide the "best 
balance"? Is there sufficient flexibility in the decision to adapt to such changes in actual 
performance? Can there be a balance that "best achieves" the desired mix if the decision doesn't 
demonstrate that such questions have been considered and doesn't explain how the choice was 
made? 

Finally, the provisions related to review of a reserves decision under OAR 660-
027 explicitly require "findings of fact and conclusions of law" to demonstrate that the 

7 It is curious that despite explicit language in OAR 660-027-0080(4) that Metro's decision include findings offact 
and conclusions oflaw that demonstrate compliance with OAR 660-027-0005(2), the Reserves Findings only 
mention that section in three places, and then only to baldly state the balance has been achieved. See Reserves 
Findings, Metro Reb. 2, 18, 22. 
8 Many of these assumptions have never been met in practice, and result in an assumed intensity of development that 
leads to a projected need for fewer urban acres in the future. 
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designation of urban and rural reserves complies with the applicable administrative rules and 
statewide planning goals. OAR 660-027-0080(4). The failure to actually consider and apply the 
factors, and explain how these needs were "balanced" violates both the substantive requirements 
in OAR 660-027-0005(2), OAR 660-027-0050, and OAR 660-027-0060, as well as the 
procedural requirements of OAR 660-027-0080(4). 

Proposed Remedy: Remand the Reserves Decision with directions to determine 
whether the proposed reserves balance the urban and rural needs consistent with OAR 660-027-
0005(2) and the factors set forth in OAR 660-027-0050 and 660-027-0060, specifically focusing 
on whether and how the decision also "best achieves" urban needs. 

Objection 2: Metro's adoption of the top end ofthe "middle third,,9 of the 
population and employment forecast is arbitrary and thus violates the Goal 2 requirement that 
decisions besuppOlied by an adequate factual base. See also OAR 660-027-0080(4)(a). Further, 
because these forecasts are the basis for the projected urban needs, the Reserves Decision also 
fails to comply with OAR 660-0005(2), or demonstrate that the urban reserves factors in OAR 
660-027-0050(2) and (6) were correctly applied. 

Explanation: The Reserves Findings do not describe how Metro alTived at its 
decision to use the "middl~ third" of its population and employment projections. See, Metro 
Rec.22-24. Rather, the Reserves Findings simply state Metro's estimated demand for new 
dwelling units (485,000 to 532,000 dwelling units) and new jobs (624,300 to 834,100). See 
Metro Rec. 22-23. The accompanying Metro June 9, 2010 Staff Report states that the "partner 
governments ended up using the middle third of this forecast to increase the probability of it 
being accurate." Metro Rec. 118. That statement, however, directly contradicts the conclusions 
in the Technical Methodology Used to Define the Regional Scale of Residential Lands within 
Urban Reserves in Appendix 3E-C of the Chief Operating Officer's Recommendations (the 
"Reserves Residential Range Methodology"). Metro Rec. 597-603. Instead, the Reserves 
Residential Range Methodology states it "is estimated that there is a 90 percent chance that the 
rate of growth will fall within this forecasted range, but high confidence comes at the price of 
larger variability." Metro Rec. 598 (emphasis added). 

Thus, the effect of narrowing the population projections to the "middle third" is 
an increase in the likelihood that the projections will be incorrect. This fact is demonstrated by 
Figure C-l in the Reserves Residential Range Methodology, which shows that the fmiher out one 
looks on the planning horizon, the more difficult it is to predict population growth with accuracy. 
Thus, using the "middle third" actually leads to more uncertainty in the projections, and, ifused, 

9 For ease of reference, we use the term "middle third" in the remainder of these objections. 
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requires that additional lands remain undesignated to compensate for the increased probability of 
error. Nor is the potential deficit small: ifthe high-range population growth is used, the Reserves 
Residential Range Methodology calculates the residential land need to be an additional 7,000 
acres. Metro Rec. 603. 

The same issue is present with the Reserves Employment Range Methodology, 
where Metro has again elected to use the "middle third" of the employment projections without 
any reasoning or discussion. Metro Rec. 604-610. Here again, the graph showing the 
employment forecast through 2060 shows the difficulty in predicting employment growth with 
accuracy. Reserves Employment Range Methodology, Figure D-l, Metro Rec. 606. Metro's 
only explanation is that "the large variability may make it more difficult to arrive at a reserves 
conclusion." Metro Reo. at 598. While this point may be accurate as a political calculus, it does 
not provide an adequate factual base for the Reserves Decision, nor does it satisfy the 
requirements in OAR 660-207-0050(2) and (6) to provide sufficient land to support a healthy 
economy and range of needed housing types. 

Proposed Remedies: Remand the decision with direction to use the full range of 
population forecasts in projecting housing and employment needs, and add to the acreage of 
urban reserves. 

Alternatively, acknowledge the urban reserves designated in the Reserves 
Decision, but remand the remainder of the decision with direction to use the full range of 
population projections, and remove rural reserves designations so that there are sufficient lands 
in the urban reserves and undesignated categories to meet those projected needs. As is obvious, 
such additional undesignated acres must be appropriate in location and site characteristics for 
urban development. In addition, such remand should require the adoption of a periodic 
adjustment schedule for designating additional urban reserves if the population or employment 
growth is significantly greater lO than the "middle third" adopted by Metro in this Reserves 
Decision, based on the analysis during the prior two urban growth boundary decisions. I I 

Objection 3: The Reserves Decision overestimates the development capacity 
within the existing UOE and relies on faulty assumptions to dramatically increase projected 
development efficiency and density, the consequence of which is a Reserves Decision that fails 
to designate enough urban reserves to balance urban and rural needs as required by OAR 660-

10 A 10% differenciO: would be appropriate to trigger the requirement to add additional urban reserves. 
II For example, population and employment forecasts are part of the analysis for UGB decisions, which Metro 111ust 
undertake every five years. Thus, the trigger could be that if the actual population and/or employment growth 
significantly exceeds the "middle third" (e.g., by more than 10%), Metro must begin the process to designate 
additional urban reserves. 
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027-0005(2). Likewise, as a result ofthe reliance on erroneous assumptions, the Reserves 
Decision fails to properly apply the urban reserves factors, particularly OAR 660~027-0050(2) 
and (6), an to satisfy the requirements of Goals 2, 9,10, and 14. See also OAR660-027-0080(4) 
(requiring findings demonstrating compliance with the reserves rule and applicable statewide 
planning goals). 

Explanation: Metro's Urban Growth Report (the "UGR"), Reserves Residential 
Range Methodology, and Reserves Employment Range Methodology rely on overly optimistic 
and never-achieved refill rates and underbuild rates, which results in an overestimation of the 
capacity within the existing UGB and an underestimation of reserves land n~eded to 
accommodate housing and employment demand through the 2060 planning horizon. See 
Reserves Findings, Metro Rec. 23-24 (noting that Metro's assumptions for higher residential 
densities and greater efficiencies and different types of employment lands). This is implicit in 
Metro's assertion that by 2060 the region can absorb a 74% increase in population with only an 
11 % increase in geographic area. Metro Rec. 16. The reliance on aggressive refill rates, . 
availability of housing subsidies, and decreased underbuild rates also correlate to a higher per 
unit cost, affecting the range of housing types that will be built. 

a. Refill Rates 

Specifically, the UGR adopts a refill rate for residential development of37.9%-
41.2% for the 2009-2030 period, and the Reserves Residential Range Methodology adopts a 
refill rate of 40% for the 2030-2060 period. Metro Rec. 738-739; Metro Rec. 602. However, the 
actual refill rate experienced in the UGB between 1997 and 2006 varied from 15.6%-34.2%. 
Metro Rec. 720, 738; see also Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland 
Memorandum dated June 16, 2009 Appendix D-3. Adopting an assumption that the refill rate 
will increase substantially - with little to no explanation or factual support as to why - does not 
satisfy the Goal 2 requirements for an adequate factual base. See also ORS 197.296(5) 
(requiring analysis based on density and housing mix that has actually occurred); ORS 195.145 
(requiring that the population and employment growth first 20-years of the reserves period be 
based on projections completed consistent with ORS 197.296). It also contradicts Metro's 
assessment that a refill rate somewhere between 30-35% is most likely. Metro Rec. at 738. 
Given the magnitude of the assumed increase - roughly 68% over past experience- Goal 2 
demands a more thorough explanation of the factors, new policies to remove barriers to refill, 
and other strategies Meh'o will employ to reach this refill rate. 

The only apparent reason for this increase in the refill rate is the delay of 
infrash"Ucture to serve development in new UGB expansion areas, such as Damascus (which 
Metro projects will not be available until 2030). But even there, Metro acknowledges that the 
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higher refill rate results from a decrease in the UGB capture rate (and thus not an increase in the 
feasibility or market conditions for refill), and that the projections may "ignore the possibility of 
additional losses of residential growth to areas outside the seven-county area." Metro Rec. at 
738. First, to the extent that Metro relies on an inability to effectively develop areas within the 
existing UGB, such rationale should be rejected as a basis for not making other land available. 
Second, it is noteworthy that this is not a case where Metro is arguing there is no need for land. 
Finally, as acknowledged by Metro, the failure to provide infrastructure necessary for 
development simply results in driving development elsewhere. 12 Not one of these outcomes are 
consistent with the requirement that the designation of urban reserves achieve livable 
communities as required under OAR 660-027-0005(2), provide sufficient development capacity 
for a healthy economy under OAR 660-027-0050(2), or provide sufficient land suitable for a 
range of housing types under OAR 660-027-0050(6). 

Finally, Metro's analysis does not adequately consider or acknowledge the higher 
cost of housing, and the effect such additional costs will have on actual refill rates. 13 Instead, 
Metro assumes that these higher costs will be offset by $3.5 billion of housing subsidies, without 
which the 40% refill rate could not be achieved. Metro Rec. 600. Without some explanation, it 
is not possible to find that Metro appropriately considered the applicable urban reserves factors, 
pmticularly that of OAR 660-027-0050(6) to provide a range of housing types, the corollary 
requirements in Goals 10 and 14, or the requirements of Goal 2 to provide an adequate factual 
base. 

Increased refill rates were also applied to employment lands, ignoring the 
market's demand for location, site size, building type, and infrastructure needs. There was 
considerable testimony -left unaddressed in the findings - that Metro's refill analysis was overly 
optimistic and without sufficient technical analysis. See, e.g., Johnson Reid Employment 
Memqrandum dated June 30,2009, Appendix C (review of Metro's urban growth report for 
employment land); Port ofPortIand Letter dated October 15,2009, Metro Rec. 1398-1405 
(outlining key criteria for the industrial lands and providing comments on proposed reserves 
designations). Given the above, it is not apparent from the Reserves Findings that Metro 
designated enough urban reserves achieve livable communities as required under OAR 660-027-

12 A reduction in the UGB capture rate results in a variety of spillover effects that will have negative effects on the 
region's development patterns, transportation infrastructure, and livability, as articulated in the June 15,2009 
memorandum from Johl1son Reid to Metro regarding the 2009-2030 Urban Growth Report. Appendix A. 
13 In this regard it is also important to note that Metro's assumption that infrastructure costs are necessarily less in 
for infill and redevelopment is not accurate. For example, upsizingexisting infrastructure in already-developed 
areas is more expensive and disruptive than comparable costs in greenfield sites. See Group Mackenzie 
Memorandum dated October 22,2008, Appendix E (peer review of Metro's Infrastructure Study). 



Department of Land Conservation and Development 
July 14, 2010 - Page 12 

0005(2), or provide sufficient development capacity for a healthy economy under OAR 660-027-
0050(2), or meet the corollary requirements in Goals 9 and 14. 

h. Underbuild Rates. 

Metro's analysis suffers from the same deficiency with respect to the projected 
underbuild rates. For example, for residential development, Metro has projected an underbuild 
rate of 5% for the 50-year planning period, although the current rate is 20%. Metro Rec. at 737; 
see also Home Builders Association of Metropolitan POliland Memorandum dated June 16, 2009 
Appendix D-3. Metro's only justification is that "several cities" repOliedsubstantially smaller 
underbuild rates. While more success may.have been realized in Hillsboro, Wilsonville, and 
Clackamas County (the three local governments from which data was collected), it is not clear 
that such success is indicative of a larger trend or that the lands in these jurisdictions are similar . 
with respect to development potential as other land remaining in the UGB or designated for 
urban reserves. 

As above, the Coalition does not object to greater aspirations of reducing the 
underbuild rate. However, recent experienoe ofthree communities does not provide the basis for 
reducing the underbuild rate, and particuJarly not by 75%. Without more analysis and 
explanation, Metro's adoption of a 5% underbuild rate it not supported by an adequate factual 
base as required by Goal 2 and violates ORS 197.296(5). 

c. Floor Area Ratios 

Because it uses unreasonably high and untested refiUand underbuild rates, 
Metro's FAR assumptions for employment land are also very aggressive, and result in an 
inadequate consideration of the second urban reserves factor: whether the urban reserves 
designated provide sufficient development capacity for a healthy economy (OAR 660-027-
0050(2». For example, Metro assumes a 20% increase in FARs for centers and corridors 
without any assessment or explanation of how this could be achieved. See, e.g., Johnson Reid 
Employment Memorandum dated June 30, 2009, Appendix E, particularly E-11-15 (analyzing 
Metro's FAR assumptions). 

d. HOllsing Types 

The requirement to provide sufficient land for housing is for "needed housing 
types." OAR 660-027-0050(6). However, infill housing to date includes a nan-ow range of 
dwelling types and higher per unit cost, due to a combination of costs related to higher ·land 
value, demolition andlor environmental remediation, up-sizing of infrastructure capacity and/or 
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higher construction costs associated with building type and structured parking. Thus, the 
assumption that there will be a higher proportion of in fill housing affects housing choice (both 
by unit type and location) and affordability. An equitable distribution of new housing units 
throughout the region (including on the edges of the UGB), is necessary both to maintain and 
provide sub-regional housing/jobs balance and to achieve "livable communities," defined in 
relevant part in OAR 660~027-0010(4) as "attractive places to live and work." 

e. Goals 9,10, and 14 

The Reserves Findings have only cursory findings for Goals 9, 10, 14, and the 
other statewide land use planning goals. It is apparent from these findings and the supporting 
documents that Metro believes it has little or no obligation to apply Goals 9, 10, or 14, at least in 
part because the Reserves Decision does not affect or change current zoning designations. See 
Metro Rec. 98-102. However, Goals 9, 10, and 14 - and the ability of Metro and the region to 
meet the requirements of those goals in the future - are directly implicated by the Reserves 
Decision. In the most extreme, surely Metro couldn't argue that these goals were not vi9lated if 
it designated no urban reserves despite knowing the region would be unable to meet the demand 
for urban land in the future? While the Metro is correct that the Reserves Decision may not 
iinmediately change zoning designations, it does set the framework for future changes - or the 
inability to respond to future changes -and in that way has Goal implications which must be 
addressed. Thus, if the Reserves Decision is to satisfy Goals 9, 10, 14 and the statutory 
counterpmis, it must be able to demonstrate that the region will be able to meet those 
requirements over the 50-year period. 

Furthermore, Metro's projections for housing and employment needs are based on 
Metro's Urban Growth Report, which states it was completed to comply with certain statutory 
requirements, as well as Goals 9, 10, and 14. See Metro Rec. at 626, 704. 14 Thus, the underlying 
analysis - ifnot the decision itself - must comply with Goals 9, 10, and 14. 

Proposed Remedy: The decision should be remanded with direction to revise the 
refill rates, underbuild rates, F ARs, and limitations on housing types to reflect historical norms 
for residential and employmendands, and to designate additional urban reserves warranted by 
such revised calculations consistent with the requirements of the urban reserve rules, and Goals 
9; 10, and 14. 

14 The Reserves Decision uses the Urban Growth Report to project housing and employment needs for the planning 
period through 2030. For all practical purposes, the Urban Growth Report is used for the period between 2030 and 
2060, as almost all of the assumptions developed for the Urban Growth Report are carried through the Reserves 
Residential Range Methodology and Reserves Employment Range Methodology. See Metro Rec. at 597 and 604. 
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However, mindful that Metro and the region will benefit from having designated 
urban reserves for its upcoming UGB decision at the end of2010, the Coalition alternatively 
recommends that the urban reserves designated in this Reserves Decision be aclmowledged and 
that the rural reserves portion of the decision be remanded with direction to adjust the rural 
reserves designations to provide additional undesignated lands appropriate for development. 
Finally, as above, such remand should require the adoption of a periodic adjustment schedule for 
designating additional urban reserve if the actual refill rates, underbuild rates, and F ARs are 
significantly different from the assumptions Metro has made in making the Reserves Decision. 
For efficiency and consistency, we recommend that the periodic adjustment schedule be based on 
the analysis prepared for Metro's urban growth boundary decisions, with the requirement to 
designate additional urban reserves triggered by a the failure to meet such projections during the 
prior two urban growth boundary decisions. Such remand directions are necessary to bring the 
Reserves Decision into compliance with the urban reserves rules and Goals 2, 9, 10, and 14. 

Objection 4: In making the Reserves Decision, Metro failed to allocate land 
needs by geographic subarea to meet long-term needs for population and employment, and as 
such failed to balance urban needs as required by OAR 660-027-0005(2), failed to adequately 
consider the urban reserves factors requiring sufficient development capacity for a healthy 
economy and sufficient land suitable for a range of housing choices, and failed to comply with 
applicable statewide planning goals. See OAR 660-027-0050(2) and (6); Goals 9, 10, and 14. 

In making this objection it is important to recall that the Coalition's primary 
concern is that insufficient urban reserves and undesignated lands have been provided to meet 
the region's needs over the next 50 years. This objection is therefore focused on the need to 
increase urban reserves in Washington County consistent with its subregional growth needs. It 
does not argue that the 28,615 acres of urban reserves or undesignated lands should be 
reallocated from Clackamas County and added to Washington County because the Coalition 
believes that the overall amount ofland potentially available to Clackamas County - including 
the lands designated for urban reserves, the lands left undesignated, and the undeveloped lands 
within the cunent UGB - appears to at least more closely reflect what will be needed for 
Clackamas County over the next 50 years. 

Explanation: The three counties that comprise the Metro region are projected to 
grow at different rates, yet the Reserves Decision does not allocate land needs by geographic 
area, or even allow sufficient flexibility to address such sub-regional growth rates. This failure is 
discussed in the Reserves Findings, which provide great detail about the process by which 
Washington County determined an urban reserves need of34,300 acres, but ultimately only 
received about 13,000 acres, but do not reconcile or otherwise explain how the decision is 
justified. See Metro Rec. at 71-72. 
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Washington County did undeliake a growth allocation analysis, and completed 
population and employment allocations, based on historic growth rates. This analysis projected 
Clackamas County's population share as 16.52%, Multnomah County's population share as 
12.90%, and Washington County's population share as 32.38% (based on a historic UGB capture 
rate of 61.8% of the seven-county PMSA population growth). See Washington County Lands 
Need Estimates Memorandum dated June 2009, WashCo. Rec. The allocations related to 
employment growth are: Clackamas County 19.05%; Multnomah County 30.27%; Washington 
County 30.56% (based on a 79.9% county share of the PMSA employment growth). See, id., 
WashCo Rec. 

The Coalition notes that this issue also was raised specifically by the state 
agencies, both in of their letters of October 14, 2009, and January 22,2010. See Metro 
Rec. 1370 and 1638, respectively. In those letters, the state agencies noted that "Metro has the 
responsibility to allocate land needs by geographic area" and that "Metro and the counties need 
to keep both housing equity (00a110) and employment (00a19) considerations (including the 
aspirations of individual communities) in mind as well as economic and environmental justice in 
determining how to distribute urban reserve areas across the region." Joint State Agency 
Comments, October 14, 2009, resubmitted January 22,2010; Metro Rec. at 1375. It is not 
apparent that Metro considered the above comments in reaching the Reserves Decision 01' that 
Metro undertook such analysis on its own. Rather, Metro allocated approximately the same 
number of acres of urban reserves for Washington and Clackamas Counties despite the 
significant difference in population and employment growth projections for each county. 15 

As a related matter, the failure to allocate growth among the counties means that 
the Reserves Decision failed to properly apply the first urban reserves factor, requiring that lands 
designated for urban reserves can be developed in a way that makes efficient use of existing and 
future infrastructure investments. See OAR 660-027-0050(1). As one example, the City of 
Hillsboro has developed sophisticated in:5:astructure to support substantial industrial 
development. Given the costs ofinfi'astructure, and the repeated findings that communities need­
available sites to compete for economic development, additional urban reserves should have 
been designated in the Hillsboro area. 

Proposed Remedy: As noted elsewhere in these objections, the Coalition's 
primary concern is that the Reserves Decision fails to provide an adequate supply ofland for 

15 As above, this argument is not directed at simply reallocating the 28,615 already designated urban reserves, but 
rather at the need to increase the urban reserve acreage and undesignated acreage in Washington County to meet its 
population and employment forecasts for the next 50 years. To that end, it should also be noted that Washington 
County only left about 6,000 acres undesignated, whereas Clackamas County left significantly more giving 
Clackamas County a margin for error. 
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projected population and employment needs over the next 50 years. Thus, the Coalition does not 
propose redistributing the 29,615 acres of urban reserves, but rather proposes that additional land 
in Washington County be designated for urban reserves based on this unmet need in a pro cess­
that considers all relevant factors (including historic population growth, economic aspirations of 
the individual communities, and housing equity). The focus of this objection is on Washington 
County because the amount of urban reserves designated in Clackamas County, particularly 
when considered together with the amount, location, and suitability of un designated areas in the. 
county and the amount of undeveloped land already inside the county UGB, appears to at least 
more closely reflect what is likely to be needed over the 50-year reserves period. The Coalition 
notes that such process is consistent with the state agencies' recommendation. See Joint State 
Agency Comments, October 14,2009, resubmitted January 22,2010; Metro Rec. at 1375. 

However, as discussed in more detail in the Remedies discussion under 
Objection 3, the Coalition recognizes there is benefit to having urban reserves available for the 
upcoming UGB decision. Therefore, an alternative recommendation is to acknowledge those 
urban reserves designated by the Reserves Decision (for all three counties), but remand the 
decision with direction to remove rural reserve designations in Washington County such that 
there is sufficient land available to accommodate possible increases to the urban reserves, or to 
retain these as undesignated until they may be needed for conversion to urban reserves at a later 
time. 

Obiection 5: The Reserves Decision fails to provide for a diversity of 
employment sites necessary for a healthy economy. While the Coalition supports the effort to 
address the need for large-lot industrial sites, the 3,000-acre target for large lot industrial sites is 
not sufficient to meet employment land needs. Accordingly, the Reserves Decision does not 
comply with OAR 660-027-0005(2), OAR 660-027-0050(2), or Goal 9. 

Explanation: The urban reserve factor relating to employment lands requires a 
demonstration that the land proposed for urban reserves include "sufficient development 
capacity to support a healthy economy." OAR 660-027-0050(2) (emphasis added). This is a 
qualitative, not simply quantitative, requirement, requiring an assessment of capability and 
suitability. Throughout the reserves decision-making process numerous parties, including cities, 
the Port of Portland, the state agencies, and Coalition members, presented evidence that to have a 
healthy economy - i.e., be able to attract new employers and support the growth of existing 
employers - it was necessary to have eno1!lgh diversity of sites to provide for varying needs (e.g., 
infrastructure; access to labor force; size; proximity to customers, suppliers, and like companies; 
market choice, etc.). See, e.g., Port of Portland Letter dated October 15, 2009, Metro Rec. 1398-
1405 (outlining key criteria for the industrial lands and providing comments on proposed 
reserves designations); Johnson Reid Large Lot Memo, Appendix B (reviewing Metro's large lot 

· ; 
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employer analysis and offering additional considerations); Jolmson Reid Employment 
Memorandum Appendix C (reviewing Metro's preliminary urban growth report for employment 
land). The need for such diversity is underscored by the likelihood of significant changes in the 
region's economy over the next 50 years; even Metro assumes that there will be significant 
changes with uncertain impacts on size and location oHhe urban land supply. See, e.g., Reserves 
Findings, Metro Rec. at 24. 

However, the Reserves Decision fails to account for the needed diversity of 
employment sites, instead assuming a shift from production to more research and development 
and administration/marketing, which have more employees per square foot and demand a higher 
proportion of office space. In so doing it ignores current and future planning for economic 
development, such as whether sufficient acreage exists proximate to the Port ofPOliland for 
targeted sustainable energy systems or whether sufficient industrial acreage is available in 
Washington County that is both proximate to the existing high-tech workforce and suitable for 
such development (e.g., seismically stable, adequate water and power capacity). As elsewhere, 
Metro's reliance on new assumptions without an explanation of how existing sites provide the 
necessary diversity is inadequate to demonstrate that it correctly applied OAR 660-027-0050(2) 
to provide for a healthy economy, or OAR 660~027-0005(2) to "best achieve" urban needs. For 
the same reasons, the Reserves Decision does not comply with Goal 9. 

Remedy: As recommended for Objection 4, the decision should be remanded with 
direction to either: (1) designate additional urban reserves to meet the full range and diversity of 
employment needs, or (2) acknowledge the urban reserves designated by the Reserves Decision, 
but remand the remainder to reduce the amount of rural reserves so that there are available lands 
on which to meet employment needs, should Metro's assumptions prove to be incorrect. 

V. Conclusion 

While described in some detail under each objection, it is useful to repeat 
collectively what the Coalition believes should be done, understanding that its primary concerns 
are the lack of development capacity to meet employment and housing needs over the next 50 
years and the lack of ability to make adjustments should Metro's overly optimistic assumptions 
prove to be in error. 

The first proposed remedy is to remand the decision with directions to correct the 
identified errors, and designate additional urban reserves such that the requirement to balance the 
urban and rural reserve designation in a manner that "best achieves" urban and rural needs. 
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An alternative remedy is also proposed which recommends acknowledging those 
urban reserves that have been designated by Metro and the three counties, but remanding the 
rural reserves decision to add to the acreage of un designated lands so that there is the ability to 
make adjustments if Metro's assumptions prove to be in error. To serve this purpose, such 
additional undesignated lands will need to be appropriate for development in tenns of size, 
location, and characteristics, but would remain in their current resource zoning unless and until 
additional need was identified. Finally, because this alternative leaves a currently inadequate 
amount of urban reserves, the Coalition believes it is necessary to also require a periodic review 
and adjustment period based on Metro's current UGB expansion decisions. Specifically, as 
explained in more detail in the individual objections, an increase in the amount of urban reserves 
would be required if the UGB expansion studies showed that for the past two expansion periods 
(i.e., every 10 yeaTs) the actual population or employment growth,or refill, underbuild andlor 
FAR rates, or other key assumptions were significantly different than proj ected for this Reserves 
Decision. 
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Urban and Rural Reserves Specialist 
Department of Land Conservation and Development 
635 Capitol Street N.E., Suite 150 
Salem, OR 97301 

Reference: Objections to Adoption of Urban and Rural Reserves by Metro and 
Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Counties 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

(Metro Ordinance No. 10-1238A; Clackamas County Ordinance 
No. ZDO-233; Multnomah County Ordinance No. 2010-1161; 
Washington County Ordinance No. 733) 

We represent the Coalition for a Prosperous Region (the "Coalition"), a 
consortium of business and labor organizations that includes the Columbia Pacific Building 
Trades Council, The Commercial Real Estate Association (NAIOP), Commercial Real Estate 
Economic Coalition, Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland, Portland 
Metropolitan Association of Realtors®, Portland Business Alliance, and Westside Economic 
Alliance. The Coalition appreciates the significant effort undertaken by Metro and Clackamas, 
Multnomah, and Washington Counties, participating cities, other local and state agencies, and 
the public in reaching the above-referenced decision (the "Reserves Decision"). I However, the 
Coalition believes there are fundamental errors in the analysis used in making the Reserves 
Decision as well as failures to comply with applicable administrative rules and statewide 
planning goals. These errors and failures result in a decision that not only is legally flawed, but 
also fails to attain the objective of the urban and rural reserves planning process, which is to find 

1 Although separately adopted by each government, the decision, findings, and record are consolidated for review. 
Thus, the Coalition refers to the ordinances collectively as the "Reserves Decision." Similarly, Exhibit E of Metro 
Ordinance No.1 0-1238A contains the consolidated findings of the four governments, referred to herein as the 
"Reserves Findings." Finally, for ease of reference and because the objections focus on the amount of urban 
reserves designated, we refer to Metro as the decision-maker. 

aDs SOUTHWEST BROADWAY· SUITE 1900· PORTLAND OREGON 97205-3359 

TELEPHONE 503.224.5560 FACSIMILE 503.224.6148 WWW.BHLAW . COM 
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a balance of urban and rural reserves that "best achieves livable communities, the viability and 
vitality of the agricultural and forest industries, and protection of the important natural landscape 
features that define the region for its residents." OAR 660-027-0005(2). 

I. Participation 

The Coalition and its member organizations participated in the urban and rural 
reserves process through the submission of written and oral testimony to Metro, the counties, and 
workgroups, including the Clackamas County Board of Commissioners, Clackamas County 
Urban/Rural Reserves Policy Advisory Committee, Washington County Urban and Rural 
Reserves Coordinating Committee, Washington County Board of Commissioners, Reserves 
Steering Committee, Core 4 Committee, and Metro Council. Copies of select testimony are 
attached in the Appendix of this submission.2 

II. Timely Filed 

Under OAR 660-025-0140(2)(a), any objections must be filed with the 
Department of Land Conservation and Development (the "Department") within 21 days of the 
date the notice of decision was mailed to participants. The Notice of Adoption of Metro Urban 
Reserve Areas was mailed on June 23,2010. These objections are being filed with the 
Department on July 14, 20 10, within the 21-day period allowed for appeals, with a copy to Metro 
and Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Counties. 

III. Overview 

The next 50 years are projected to bring significant changes to the Metro region, 
with a near doubling of population and employment. 3 The objective of this reserves process is to 
address the resulting needs - both urban and rural - in a manner that "best achieves livable 
communities, the viability and vitality of the agricultural and forest industries, and protection of 
the important natural landscape features that define the region for its residents." OAR 660-027-
0005(2). 

2 The documents included in the Appendix to these objections are provided for the Department's convenience. Each 
of the documents were submitted into the records of Clackamas County, Washington County, and/or Metro, but do 
not appear to have been included in the respective jurisdiction ' s submittal record. 
3 Metro ' s population and employment forecasts project the region ' s population to be between 3.6 - 4.4 million in 
2060, an increase of 1A - 2.2 million people. By 2060, it is estimated that the region will support between 1.7-2.4 
million jobs, an increase of 600,000 - 1.3 million. See Metro Rec . 598 , 605 . 
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Underlying the process created to achieve this objective is the premise that 
providing more certainty about the location of development will result in more livable 
communities, greater opportunities for economic investment, greater opportunities for 
agricultural and timber production, and better protection of important natural features. 
Predicting which lands will best serve these needs and objectives 50 years in the future, however, 
is a difficult task, imprecise at best. Thus, while worthwhile, even the most rigorously-justified 
technical analysis and projection is just an educated guess . 

This lack of certainty as to how the region will actually grow requires balancing 
the desire for certainty with a capacity for flexibility, should Metro's assumptions and 
predictions prove to be in error. This need for flexibility to adjust to changing circumstances is 
particularly acute here where the reserves process does not just designate urban reserves for 
future urban development; it also designates rural reserves within which future urban 
development is prohibited for the next 50 years. Given this inherent uncertainty, the ability to 
make adjustments is a relevant factor in deciding whether the designated amount of urban 
reserves "best achieves" the desired outcome. 

While the Reserves Decision leaves some land undesignated and thus available 
for future consideration as additional urban reserves over the 50-year planning horizon, the 
amount of designated land is far too little, and too lop-sided in allocation around the region (it is 
mostly in Clackamas County, even though more growth is projected for Washington County). 
As a consequence, there is little margin of error should the projections, or the assumptions on 
which those projections are built, be wrong. The Reserves Findings underscore this point: 

"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 UGB will have accommodated an estimated 74 
percent increase in population on an II-percent increase in the area 
of 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 266,954 acres 
designated rural reserves * * *." 

Metro Rec. 16 ( emphasis added). These conclusions bear repeating: Noone else has been 
successful in what Metro is attempting to achieve. Nonetheless, the decision builds in little 
margin for error due to the "hard edge" of rural reserves. 

As described in the objections below, the Coalition believes that the Reserves 
Decision is flawed because several of Metro's assumptions about capacity and future 
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development (both within the existing Urban Growth Boundary and urban reserves) are faulty, 
the decision improperly applies the reserves factors and statewide land use planning goals, and 
the decision is without an adequate factual base. OAR 660-027-0080(4). The Coalition believes 
these errors should be corrected and the amount of urban reserves increased to achieve a better 
balance of urban and rural reserves designations. 

However, and perhaps even more importantly, the Coalition believes additional 
land should be left undesignated to provide the necessary safety value for the uncertainty 
inherent in this 50-year decision. Since so little urban reserve acreage was designated relative to 
projected population and employment growth, and since the assumptions relied upon to meet this 
projected growth were so aggressive compared to past experience, retaining more undesignated 
land will require a reduction in the amount of rural reserve. Such a reduction, however, is not 
the threat to rural needs that it might at first appear to be. If Metro's current projected land needs 
are correct, the designated urban reserves will suffice, no additions will be necessary, and the 
undesignated lands will protect rural needs under existing resource zoning. But if the projections 
fall short of actual performance, future decision-makers will have the flexibility to look to 
undesignated lands to adjust the urban reserve acreage upward to accommodate demand that 
would have been met by initial urban reserves acreage if the projections were more accurate.4 

The Coalition does not believe the need for additional undesignated lands to 
provide flexibility is simply a policy choice. Rather, as explained in the objections below, such 
flexibility is a necessity for finding a "balance" that "best achieves" urban and rural needs as 
required by OAR 660-027-0050(2). 

IV. Objections 

Objection 1: The Reserves Decision fails to designate sufficient urban reserves to 
achieve the balance of urban and rural reserves required by OAR 660-027-0005(2). 

Explanation: SB 1011 and the administrative rules adopted in OAR 660-027 
recognize the competing needs of enhancing the agricultural and timber industries, promoting 
community development (housing, employment, and associated services), and protecting natural 
landscape features. The requirement to balance these interests is stated in OAR 660-027-
0005(2), which provides in relevant part: 

"The objective of this division is a balance in the designation of 
urban and rural reserves that, in its entirety, best achieves livable 

4 As noted earlier, most of the urban reserves border a "hard edge" of rural reserves, so without additional 
undesignated acreage there is no future expansion area. Metro Rec. 16. 
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communities, the viability and vitality of the agricultural and forest 
industries and protection of the important natural landscape 
features that define the region for its residents." 

(Emphasis added).5 While the rule does not require mathematical parity in the designation of 
urban and rural reserves (which would be meaningless given the divergent needs of the urban 
and rural sectors), it does require that the needs of one sector do not dominate over the other. 

The applicable statutes and administrative rules provide direction as to the factors 
that must be considered in determining the amount, type, and characteristics of the lands to be 
designated. ORS 195.141(3) (stating that certain factors "shall" be considered in the designation 
of rural reserves); ORS 195.145(5) (stating that certain factors "shall" be considered in the 
designation of urban reserves); see also OAR 660-027-0040(8) and (9). The required 
considerations for determining and evaluating urban and rural reserves are set forth in OAR 660-
027-0050 and OAR 660-027-0060. The application of these factors and considerations, 
however, cannot ignore that the totality of the decision must represent a balance between urban 
and rural reserve area designations and that that balance must "best achieve" the region's urban 
and rural needs. 

Such balancing tests and weighing of factors is common in land use decisions, 
and numerous cases discuss the process a local government undertakes in reaching a decision. 
See, e.g, City o/West Linn v. LCDC, 201 Or App 419, 438, 119 P3d 285 (2005) (finding it is 
reasonable to expect an explanation of how Metro arrived at a decision that an area is "better 
than alternative sites" for inclusion within the UGB); Citizens Against Irresponsible Growth v. 
Metro, 179 Or App 12, 17 n6, 38 P3d 956 (2002) (even where findings are not explicitly 
required, there must be enough to show that the applicable criteria were applied and that the 
required considerations were considered); D.S. Parklane Development, Inc. v. Metro, 35 Or 
LUBA 516,556-60, aff'd 165 Or App 1,26,994 P2d 1205 (2000) (describing required findings). 
At a minimum, a local government must show that it has actually considered the required factors. 
and applied them in making the decision. Such effort must go beyond simply listing the factors. 
Rather, the decision-maker must consider relevant information and testimony, describe how such 
facts and circumstances are weighed and evaluated against the required factors, and then offer an 
explanation of how it reached its decision. Id. Admittedly this can be a large task, particularly 
in cases such as this one, but that fact does not obviate the need to comply with the requirements 
of OAR 660-027-0080(4) to provide findings of fact and conclusions oflaw that the decision 

5 The term "livable communities" is defined to encompass the needs of the urban community, including housing, 
employment, public services and infrastructure. See OAR 660-027-0010(4) (defining "livable communities" as 
"communities with development patterns, public services and infrastructure that make them safe, healthy, 
affordable, sustainable and attractive places to live and work"). 
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complies with these reserves rules, applicable statewide planning goals and other applicable 
administrative rules .. 

The Reserves Findings, however, do not go through this exercise, at least not with 
respect to the designation of urban reserves. For example, the five-page section titled "Overall 
Conclusions" in the Reserves Findings is almost exclusively devoted to a discussion of the trade­
offs and considerations related to the designation of rural reserves. See Metro Rec. at 14-19. At 
no point does it describe the trade-offs or considerations of its designation of urban reserves. 
Even more to the point, the Reserves Decision does not describe how it "balanced" the 
designation of urban and rural reserves to "best achieve" the region's urban and rural needs: the 
rule itselfis cited only once; and the only two statements concerning balance are purely 
conclusory. See Reserves Findings, Metro Rec. 2, 18, 22. 

The absence of such analysis and explanation might be reasonable if this was a 
case where no conflicting evidence was submitted, and where all agreed there were no 
competing interests between the designation of urban and rural reserves.6 Perhaps then it could 
be said - and supported - that the decision-makers were able to "balance" the urban and rural 
needs without making reference to tradeoffs or explaining why they reached the decision they 
did. But this is not the case here. Instead, there is considerable testimony (including reports 
from Washington County), not even mentioned in the Reserves Findings, which argue that urban 
needs are not met and disproportionately suffer in comparison with rural needs. See e.g., Joint 
State Agency Letter dated October 14,2009, and resubmitted January 22,2010, Metro Rec. 1370 
and 1638 (suggesting that Metro should evaluate and reconcile the differing estimates of land 
needs for Washington County); Port of Portland Letter dated October 15, 2009, Metro Rec. 
1322-1325 (outlining key criteria for the industrial lands and providing comments on proposed 
reserves designations); NAIOP Letter dated September 4,2009, Metro Rec. 1326-1328 
(describing the economic trade-offs); Washington County Lands Need Estimates Memorandum 
dated June 2009, WashCo Rec. 3011, 3586-3609 (undertaking land needs analysis and projected 
a need for 47,000 acres of urban reserves); Clackamas County Business Alliance Letter dated 
September 8, 2009, ClackCo Rec. 4205 (reserves recommendations relating to urban needs); 
Johnson Reid Memorandum re UGR Report dated June 15,2009, Appendix A (the "Johnson 
Reid UGR Memo"); Johnson Reid Memorandum re Large Lot Analysis dated July 13, 2009, 
Appendix B (the "Johnson Reid Large Lot Memo"); Johnson Reid Memorandum re Employment 
Land dated June 30, 2009, Appendix C (the "Johnson Reid Employment Memo"); Home 
Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland Memorandum dated June 16,2009, Appendix D 

6 For example, a case where reliable analysis showed there were 300,000 acres available; and that 240,000 acres 
were needed for rural reserves and 50,000 were needed for urban reserves. Even then, however, one can imagine 
trade-offs and discussion over which lands were designated for which purpose. 
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(describing urban housing needs and trade-offs based on assumptions in Metro's Urban Growth 
Report); Group Mackenzie Memorandum dated October 22, 2008, Appendix E (peer review of 
Metro Infrastructure Study); Coalition for a Prosperous Region Letter dated January 21,2010, 
Appendix F (testimony explaining why the proposed urban reserves were insufficient). 

The requirement for a discussion of how the balance was reached, the choices 
made in determining that balance, and the rationale for the decision-maker's ultimate choice, is 
more than a formality and requires more than lip-service or conclusory statements. Any 
designation of urban and rural reserves could be said to implicitly represent some sort of balance 
between the two. But the Reserves Decision requires more; it requires a balance that "best 
achieves" a mix of urban and rural goals. For the requirement to "best achieve" the balance to 
have any meaning, there must be some explanation in the findings of how the balance was made 
and why that balance "best achieves" the desired mix, including why the option chosen is better 
than other reasonable options (which also should have been considered). The Reserves Decision 
also requires findings that the balance - in its entirety - best achieves the urban and rural goals . 
Thus, the Reserve Findings concerning tradeoffs for individual urban reserve areas - while 
helpful and ultimately critical to the decision-making process are not enough. Without findings 
as discussed above, there is no demonstration that the requirement of OAR 660-027-0005(2) has 
been met.7 

An example ofthe significance of these required findings and the related analysis 
is relevant. The Coalition and others believe (and have testified) that the Reserves Decision 
designates too few urban reserves, or retains too few undesignated areas. As is discussed more 
fully below, there are a number of assumptions made in the technical analysis used in calculating 
needs and capacity that could prove inaccurate over a 50-year period.8 If one or more of those 
assumptions prove to be wrong, will there be sufficient urban reserves to provide the "best 
balance"? Is there sufficient flexibility in the decision to adapt to such changes in actual 
performance? Can there be a balance that "best achieves" the desired mix if the decision doesn't 
demonstrate that such questions have been considered and doesn't explain how the choice was 
made? 

Finally, the provisions related to review of a reserves decision under OAR 660-
027 explicitly require "findings of fact and conclusions of law" to demonstrate that the 

71t is curious that despite explicit language in OAR 660-027-0080(4) that Metro's decision include findings offact 
and conclusions oflaw that demonstrate compliance with OAR 660-027-0005(2), the Reserves Findings only 
mention that section in three places, and then only to baldly state the balance has been achieved, See Reserves 
Findings, Metro Rec, 2,18,22, 
8 Many of these assumptions have never been met in practice, and result in an assumed intensity of development that 
leads to a projected need for fewer urban acres in the future. 
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designation of urban and rural reserves complies with the applicable administrative rules and 
statewide planning goals. OAR 660-027-0080(4). The failure to actually consider and apply the 
factors , and explain how these needs were "balanced" violates both the substantive requirements 
in OAR 660-027-0005(2) , OAR 660-027-0050, and OAR 660-027-0060, as well as the 
procedural requirements of OAR 660-027-0080(4). 

Proposed Remedy: Remand the Reserves Decision with directions to determine 
whether the proposed reserves balance the urban and rural needs consistent with OAR 660-027-
0005(2) and the factors set forth in OAR 660-027-0050 and 660-027-0060, specifically focusing 
on whether and how the decision also "best achieves" urban needs. 

Objection 2: Metro's adoption of the top end of the "middle third,,9 of the 
population and employment forecast is arbitrary and thus violates the Goal 2 requirement that 
decisions be supported by an adequate factual base. See also OAR 660-027-0080(4)(a). Further, 
because these forecasts are the basis for the projected urban needs, the Reserves Decision also 
fails to comply with OAR 660-0005(2), or demonstrate that the urban reserves factors in OAR 
660-027-0050(2) and (6) were correctly applied. 

Explanation: The Reserves Findings do not describe how Metro arrived at its 
decision to use the "middle third" of its population and employment projections. See, Metro 
Rec. 22-24. Rather, the Reserves Findings simply state Metro's estimated demand for new 
dwelling units (485,000 to 532,000 dwelling units) and new jobs (624,300 to 834,100). See 
Metro Rec. 22-23. The accompanying Metro June 9, 2010 Staff Report states that the "partner 
governments ended up using the middle third ofthis forecast to increase the probability of it 
being accurate." Metro Rec. 118. That statement, however, directly contradicts the conclusions 
in the Technical Methodology Used to Define the Regional Scale of Residential Lands within 
Urban Reserves in Appendix 3E-C of the Chief Operating Officer's Recommendations (the 
"Reserves Residential Range Methodology"). Metro Rec. 597-603. Instead, the Reserves 
Residential Range Methodology states it "is estimated that there is a 90 percent chance that the 
rate of growth will fall within this forecasted range, but high confidence comes at the price of 
larger variability." Metro Rec. 598 (emphasis added). 

Thus, the effect of narrowing the population projections to the "middle third" is 
an increase in the likelihood that the projections will be incorrect. This fact is demonstrated by 
Figure C-l in the Reserves Residential Range Methodology, which shows that the farther out one 
looks on the planning horizon, the more difficult it is to predict population growth with accuracy. 
Thus, using the "middle third" actually leads to more uncertainty in the projections, and, ifused, 

9 For ease of reference, we use the term " middle third" in the remainder of these objections. 
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requires that additional lands remain undesignated to compensate for the increased probability of 
error. Nor is the potential deficit small: if the high-range population growth is used, the Reserves 
Residential Range Methodology calculates the residential land need to be an additional 7,000 
acres. Metro Rec. 603. 

The same issue is present with the Reserves Employment Range Methodology, 
where Metro has again elected to use the "middle third" of the employment projections without 
any reasoning or discussion. Metro Rec. 604-610. Here again, the graph showing the 

. j employment forecast through 2060 shows the difficulty in predicting employment growth with 
accuracy. Reserves Employment Range Methodology, Figure D-l, Metro Rec. 606. Metro's 
only explanation is that "the large variability may make it more difficult to arrive at a reserves 
conclusion." Metro Rec. at 598. While this point may be accurate as a political calculus, it does 
not provide an adequate factual base for the Reserves Decision, nor does it satisfy the 
requirements in OAR 660-207-0050(2) and (6) to provide sufficient land to support a healthy 
economy and range of needed housing types. 

Proposed Remedies: Remand the decision with direction to use the full range of 
population forecasts in projecting housing and employment needs, and add to the acreage of 
urban reserves. 

Alternatively, acknowledge the urban reserves designated in the Reserves 
Decision, but remand the remainder of the decision with direction to use the full range of 
population projections, and remove rural reserves designations so that there are sufficient lands 
in the urban reserves and undesignated categories to meet those projected needs. As is obvious, 
such additional undesignated acres must be appropriate in location and site characteristics for 
urban development. In addition, such remand should require the adoption of a periodic 

~. J adjustment schedule for designating additional urban reserves if the population or employment 
growth is significantly greaterIO than the "middle third" adopted by Metro in this Reserves 
Decision, based on the analysis during the prior two urban growth boundary decisions. I I 

Objection 3: The Reserves Decision overestimates the development capacity 
within the existing UGB and relies on faulty assumptions to dramatically increase projected 
development efficiency and density, the consequence of which is a Reserves Decision that fails 
to designate enough urban reserves to balance urban and rural needs as required by OAR 660-

10 A 10% difference would be appropriate to trigger the requirement to add additional urban reserves. 
11 For example, population and employment forecasts are part of the analysis for UGB decisions, which Metro must 
undertake every five years. Thus, the trigger could be that if the actual population and/or employment growth 
significantly exceeds the "middle third" (e.g., by more than 10%), Metro must begin the process to designate 
additional urban reserves. 
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027-0005(2). Likewise, as a result ofthe reliance on erroneous assumptions, the Reserves 
Decision fails to properly apply the urban reserves factors, particularly OAR 660-027-0050(2) 
and (6), an to satisfy the requirements of Goals 2,9,10, and 14. See also OAR 660-027-0080(4) 
(requiring findings demonstrating compliance with the reserves rule and applicable statewide 
planning goals). 

Explanation: Metro's Urban Growth Report (the "UGR"), Reserves Residential 
Range Methodology, and Reserves Employment Range Methodology rely on overly optimistic 
and never-achieved refill rates and underbuild rates, which results in an overestimation of the 
capacity within the existing UGB and an underestimation of reserves land needed to 
accommodate housing and employment demand through the 2060 planning horizon. See 
Reserves Findings, Metro Rec. 23-24 (noting that Metro's assumptions for higher residential 
densities and greater efficiencies and different types of employment lands). This is implicit in 
Metro's assertion that by 2060 the region can absorb a 74% increase in population with only an 
11 % increase in geographic area. Metro Rec. 16. The reliance on aggressive refill rates, 
availability of housing subsidies, and decreased underbuild rates also correlate to a higher per 
unit cost, affecting the range of housing types that will be built. 

a. Refill Rates 

Specifically, the UGR adopts a refill rate for residential development of37.9%-
41.2% for the 2009-2030 period, and the Reserves Residential Range Methodology adopts a 
refill rate of 40% for the 2030-2060 period. Metro Rec. 738-739; Metro Rec. 602. However, the 
actual refill rate experienced in the UGB between 1997 and 2006 varied from 15.6%-34.2%. 
Metro Rec. 720, 738; see also Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland 
Memorandum dated June 16,2009 Appendix D-3. Adopting an assumption that the refill rate 
will increase substantially - with little to no explanation or factual support as to why - does not 
satisfy the Goal 2 requirements for an adequate factual base. See also ORS 197.296(5) 
(requiring analysis based on density and housing mix that has actually occurred); ORS 195.145 
(requiring that the population and employment growth first 20-years ofthe reserves period be 
based on projections completed consistent with ORS 197.296). It also contradicts Metro's 
assessment that a refill rate somewhere between 30-35% is most likely. Metro Rec. at 738. 
Given the magnitude of the assumed increase - roughly 68% over past experience - Goal 2 
demands a more thorough explanation of the factors, new policies to remove barriers to refill, 
and other strategies Metro will employ to reach this refill rate. 

The only apparent reason for this increase in the refill rate is the delay of 
infrastructure to serve development in new UGB expansion areas, such as Damascus (which 
Metro projects will not be available until 2030). But even there, Metro acknowledges that the 
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higher refill rate results from a decrease in the UGB capture rate (and thus not an increase in the 
feasibility or market conditions for refill), and that the projections may "ignore the possibility of 
additional losses of residential growth to areas outside the seven-county area." Metro Rec. at 
738. First, to the extent that Metro relies on an inability to effectively develop areas within the 
existing UGB, such rationale should be rejected as a basis for not making other land available. 
Second, it is noteworthy that this is not a case where Metro is arguing there is no need for land. 
Finally, as acknowledged by Metro, the failure to provide infrastructure necessary for 
development simply results in driving development elsewhere. 12 Not one of these outcomes are 
consistent with the requirement that the designation of urban reserves achieve livable 
communities as required under OAR 660-027-0005(2), provide sufficient development capacity 
for a healthy economy under OAR 660-027-0050(2), or provide sufficient land suitable for a 
range of housing types under OAR 660-027-0050(6). 

Finally, Metro's analysis does not adequately consider or acknowledge the higher 
cost of housing, and the effect such additional costs will have on actual refill rates. 13 Instead, 
Metro assumes that these higher costs will be offset by $3.5 billion of housing subsidies, without 
which the 40% refill rate could not be achieved. Metro Rec. 600. Without some explanation, it 
is not possible to find that Metro appropriately considered the applicable urban reserves factors, 
particularly that of OAR 660-027-0050(6) to provide a range of housing types, the corollary 
requirements in Goals 10 and 14, or the requirements of Goal 2 to provide an adequate factual 
base. 

Increased refill rates were also applied to employment lands, ignoring the 
market's demand for location, site size, building type, and infrastructure needs. There was 
considerable testimony -left unaddressed in the findings - that Metro's refill analysis was overly 
optimistic and without sufficient technical analysis. See, e.g., Johnson Reid Employment 
Memorandum dated June 30,2009, Appendix C (review of Metro's urban growth report for 
employment land); Port of Portland Letter dated October 15, 2009, Metro Rec. 1398-1405 
(outlining key criteria for the industrial lands and providing comments on proposed reserves 
designations). Given the above, it is not apparent from the Reserves Findings that Metro 
designated enough urban reserves achieve livable communities as required under OAR 660-027-

12 A reduction in the UGB capture rate results in a variety of spillover effects that will have negative effects on the 
region'S development patterns, transportation infrastructure, and livability, as articulated in the June 15,2009 
memorandum from Johnson Reid to Metro regarding the 2009-2030 Urban Growth Report. Appendix A. 
13 In this regard it is also important to note that Metro's assumption that infrastructure costs are necessarily less in 
for infill and redevelopment is not accurate. For example, upsizing existing infrastructure in already-developed 
areas is more expensive and disruptive than comparable costs in greenfield sites. See Group Mackenzie 
Memorandum dated October 22,2008, Appendix E (peer review of Metro's Infrastructure Study). 
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0005(2), or provide sufficient development capacity for a healthy economy under OAR 660-027-
0050(2), or meet the corollary requirements in Goals 9 and 14. 

b. Underbuild Rates. 

Metro's analysis suffers from the same deficiency with respect to the projected 
underbuild rates. For example, for residential development, Metro has projected an underbuild 
rate of 5% for the 50-year planning period, although the current rate is 20%. Metro Rec. at 737; 
see also Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland Memorandum dated June 16, 2009 
Appendix D-3. Metro's only justification is that "several cities" reported substantially smaller 
underbuild rates. While more success may have been realized in Hillsboro, Wilsonville, and 
Clackamas County (the three local governments from which data was collected), it is not clear 
that such success is indicative of a larger trend or that the lands in these jurisdictions are similar 
with respect to development potential as other land remaining in the UGB or designated for 
urban reserves. 

As above, the Coalition does not object to greater aspirations of reducing the 
underbuild rate. However, recent experience of three communities does not provide the basis for 
reducing the underbuild rate, and particularly not by 75%. Without more analysis and 
explanation, Metro's adoption of a 5% underbuild rate it not supported by an adequate factual 
base as required by Goal 2 and violates ORS 197.296(5). 

c. Floor Area Ratios 

Because it uses unreasonably high and untested refill and underbuild rates, 
Metro's FAR assumptions for employment land are also very aggressive, and result in an 
inadequate consideration of the second urban reserves factor: whether the urban reserves 
designated provide sufficient development capacity for a healthy economy (OAR 660-027-
0050(2)). For example, Metro assumes a 20% increase in FARs for centers and corridors 
without any assessment or explanation of how this could be achieved. See, e.g., Johnson Reid 
Employment Memorandum dated June 30, 2009, Appendix E, particularly E-11-15 (analyzing 
Metro's FAR assumptions) . 

d. Housing Types 

The requirement to provide sufficient land for housing is for "needed housing 
types ." OAR 660-027-0050(6). However, infill housing to date includes a narrow range of 
dwelling types and higher per unit cost, due to a combination of costs related to higher land 
value, demolition and/or environmental remediation, up-sizing of infrastructure capacity and/or 
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higher construction costs associated with building type and structured parking. Thus, the 
assumption that there will be a higher proportion of infill housing affects housing choice (both 
by unit type and location) and affordability. An equitable distribution of new housing units 
throughout the region (including on the edges ofthe UGB), is necessary both to maintain and 
provide sub-regional housing/jobs balance and to achieve "livable communities," defined in 
relevant part in OAR 660-027-0010(4) as "attractive places to live and work." 

e. Goals 9, 10, and 14 

The Reserves Findings have only cursory findings for Goals 9, 10, 14, and the 
other statewide land use planning goals. It is apparent from these findings and the supporting 
documents that Metro believes it has little or no obligation to apply Goals 9, 10, or 14, at least in 
part because the Reserves Decision does not affect or change current zoning designations. See 
Metro Rec. 98-102. However, Goals 9, 10, and 14 - and the ability of Metro and the region to 
meet the requirements ofthose goals in the future - are directly implicated by the Reserves 
Decision. In the most extreme, surely Metro couldn't argue that these goals were not violated if 
it designated no urban reserves despite knowing the region would be unable to meet the demand 
for urban land in the future? While the Metro is correct that the Reserves Decision may not 
immediately change zoning designations, it does set the framework for future changes - or the 
inability to respond to future changes - and in that way has Goal implications which must be 
addressed. Thus, if the Reserves Decision is to satisfy Goals 9, 10, 14 and the statutory 
counterparts, it must be able to demonstrate that the region will be able to meet those 
requirements over the 50-year period. 

Furthennore, Metro's projections for housing and employment needs are based on 
Metro's Urban Growth Report, which states it was completed to comply with certain statutory 
requirements, as well as Goals 9, 10, and 14. See Metro Rec. at 626, 704. 14 Thus, the underlying 
analysis - ifnot the decision itself - must comply with Goals 9, 10, and 14. 

Proposed Remedy: The decision should be remanded with direction to revise the 
refill rates, underbuild rates, F ARs, and limitations on housing types to reflect historical nonns 
for residential and employmentlands, and to designate additional urban reserves warranted by 
such revised calculations consistent with the requirements of the urban reserve rules, and Goals 
9,10, and 14. 

14 The Reserves Decision uses the Urban Growth Report to project housing and employment needs for the planning 
period through 2030. For all practical purposes, the Urban Growth Report is used for the period between 2030 and 
2060, as almost all of the assumptions developed for the Urban Growth Report are carried through the Reserves 
Residential Range Methodology and Reserves Employment Range Methodology. See Metro Rec. at 597 and 604. 
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However, mindful that Metro and the region will benefit from having designated 
urban reserves for its upcoming UGB decision at the end of2010, the Coalition alternatively 
recommends that the urban reserves designated in this Reserves Decision be acknowledged and 
that the rural reserves portion of the decision be remanded with direction to adjust the rural 
reserves designations to provide additional undesignated lands appropriate for development. 
Finally, as above, such remand should require the adoption of a periodic adjustment schedule for 
designating additional urban reserve if the actual refill rates, underbuild rates, and F ARs are 
significantly different from the assumptions Metro has made in making the Reserves Decision. 
For efficiency and consistency, we recommend that the periodic adjustment schedule be based on 
the analysis prepared for Metro's urban growth boundary decisions, with the requirement to 
designate additional urban reserves triggered by a the failure to meet such projections during the 
prior two urban growth boundary decisions. Such remand directions are necessary to bring the 
Reserves Decision into compliance with the urban reserves rules and Goals 2,9, 10, and 14. 

Objection 4: In making the Reserves Decision, Metro failed to allocate land 
needs by geographic subarea to meet long-term needs for population and employment, and as 
such failed to balance urban needs as required by OAR 660-027-0005(2), failed to adequately 
consider the urban reserves factors requiring sufficient development capacity for a healthy 
economy and sufficient land suitable for a range of housing choices, and failed to comply with 
applicable statewide planning goals. See OAR 660-027-0050(2) and (6); Goals 9, 10, and 14. 

In making this objection it is important to recall that the Coalition's primary 
concern is that insufficient urban reserves and undesignated lands have been provided to meet 
the region's needs over the next 50 years. This objection is therefore focused on the need to 
increase urban reserves in WashingtoIi County consistent with its subregional growth needs. It 
does not argue that the 28,615 acres of urban reserves or undesignated lands should be 
reallocated from Clackamas County and added to Washington County because the Coalition 
believes that the overall amount ofland potentially available to Clackamas County - including 
the lands designated for urban reserves, the lands left undesignated, and the undeveloped lands 
within the current UGB - appears to at least more closely reflect what will be needed for 
Clackamas County over the next 50 years. 

Explanation: The three counties that comprise the Metro region are projected to 
grow at different rates, yet the Reserves Decision does not allocate land needs by geographic 
area, or even allow sufficient flexibility to address such sub-regional growth rates. This failure is 
discussed in the Reserves Findings, which provide great detail about the process by which 
Washington County determined an urban reserves need of34,300 acres, but ultimately only 
received about 13,000 acres, but do not reconcile or otherwise explain how the decision is 
justified. See Metro Rec. at 71-72. 
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Washington County did undertake a growth allocation analysis, and completed 
population and employment allocations, based on historic growth rates. This analysis projected 
Clackamas County's population share as 16.52%, Multnomah County's population share as 
12.90%, and Washington County's population share as 32.38% (based on a historic UGB capture 
rate of61.8% of the seven-county PMSA population growth). See Washington County Lands 
Need Estimates Memorandum dated June 2009, WashCo. Rec. The allocations related to 
employment growth are: Clackamas County 19.05%; Multnomah County 30.27%; Washington 
County 30.56% (based on a 79.9% county share of the PM SA employment growth). See, id., 
WashCo Rec. 

The Coalition notes that this issue also was raised specifically by the state 
agencies, both in oftheir letters of October 14, 2009, and January 22,2010. See Metro 
Rec. 1370 and 1638, respectively. In those letters, the state agencies noted that "Metro has the 
responsibility to allocate land needs by geographic area" and that "Metro and the counties need 
to keep both housing equity (Goal 10) and employment (Goal 9) considerations (including the 
aspirations of individual communities) in mind as well as economic and environmental justice in 
determining how to distribute urban reserve areas across the region." Joint State Agency 
Comments, October 14, 2009, resubmitted January 22,2010; Metro Rec. at 1375. It is not 
apparent that Metro considered the above comments in reaching the Reserves Decision or that 
Metro undertook such analysis on its own. Rather, Metro allocated approximately the same 
number of acres of urban reserves for Washington and Clackamas Counties despite the 
significant difference in population and employment growth projections for each county. IS 

As a related matter, the failure to allocate growth among the counties means that 
the Reserves Decision failed to properly apply the first urban reserves factor, requiring that lands 
designated for urban reserves can be developed in a way that makes efficient use of existing and 
future infrastructure investments. See OAR 660-027-0050(1). As one example, the City of 
Hillsboro has developed sophisticated infrastructure to support substantial industrial 
development. Given the costs of infrastructure, and the repeated findings that communities need' 
available sites to compete for economic development, additional urban reserves should have 
been designated in the Hillsboro area. 

Proposed Remedy: As noted elsewhere in these objections, the Coalition's 
primary concern is that the Reserves Decision fails to provide an adequate supply of land for 

15 As above, this argument is not directed at simply reallocating the 28,615 already designated urban reserves, but 
rather at the need to increase the urban reserve acreage and undesignated acreage in Washington County to meet its 
population and employment forecasts for the next 50 years. To that end, it should also be noted that Washington 
County only left about 6,000 acres undesignated, whereas Clackamas County left significantly more giving 
Clackamas County a margin for error. 
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projected population and employment needs over the next 50 years. Thus, the Coalition does not 
propose redistributing the 29,615 acres of urban reserves, but rather proposes that additional land 
in Washington County be designated for urban reserves based on this unmet need in a process 
that considers all relevant factors (including historic population growth, economic aspirations of 
the individual communities, and housing equity). The focus of this objection is on Washington 
County because the amount of urban reserves designated in Clackamas County, particularly 
when considered together with the amount, location, and suitability ofundesignated areas in the 
county and the amount of undeveloped land already inside the county UGB, appears to at least 
more closely reflect what is likely to be needed over the 50-year reserves period. The Coalition 
notes that such process is consistent with the state agencies' recommendation. See Joint State 
Agency Comments, October 14, 2009, resubmitted January 22,2010; Metro Rec. at 1375. 

However, as discussed in more detail in the Remedies discussion under 
Objection 3, the Coalition recognizes there is benefit to having urban reserves available for the 
upcoming UGB decision. Therefore, an alternative recommendation is to acknowledge those 
urban reserves designated by the Reserves Decision (for all three counties), but remand the 
decision with direction to remove rural reserve designations in Washington County such that 
there is sufficient land available to accommodate possible increases to the urban reserves, or to 
retain these as undesignated until they may be needed for conversion to urban reserves at a later 
time. 

Objection 5: The Reserves Decision fails to provide for a diversity of 
employment sites necessary for a healthy economy. While the Coalition supports the effort to 
address the need for large-lot industrial sites, the 3,000-acre target for large lot industrial sites is 
not sufficient to meet employment land needs. Accordingly, the Reserves Decision does not 
comply with OAR 660-027-0005(2), OAR 660-027-0050(2), or Goal 9. 

Explanation: The urban reserve factor relating to employment lands requires a 
demonstration that the land proposed for urban reserves include "sufficient development 
capacity to support a healthy economy." OAR 660-027-0050(2) (emphasis added). This is a 
qualitative, not simply quantitative, requirement, requiring an assessment of capability and 
suitability. Throughout the reserves decision-making process numerous parties, including cities, 
the Port of Portland, the state agencies, and Coalition members, presented evidence that to have a 
healthy economy - i.e., be able to attract new employers and support the growth of existing 
employers - it was necessary to have enough diversity of sites to provide for varying needs (e.g., 
infrastructure; access to labor force; size; proximity to customers, suppliers, and like companies; 
market choice, etc.). See, e.g., Port of Portland Letter dated October 15, 2009, Metro Rec. 1398-
1405 (outlining key criteria for the industrial lands and providing comments on proposed 
reserves designations); Johnson Reid Large Lot Memo, Appendix B (reviewing Metro's large lot 



Department of Land Conservation and Development 
July 14, 20lO-Page 17 

employer analysis and offering additional considerations); Johnson Reid Employment 
Memorandum Appendix C (reviewing Metro's preliminary urban growth report for employment 
land). The need for such diversity is underscored by the likelihood of significant changes in the 
region's economy over the next 50 years; even Metro assumes that there will be significant 
changes with uncertain impacts on size and location of the urban land supply. See, e.g., Reserves 
Findings, Metro Rec. at 24. 

However, the Reserves Decision fails to account for the needed diversity of 
employment sites, instead assuming a shift from production to more research and development 
and administration/marketing, which have more employees per square foot and demand a higher 
proportion of office space. In so doing it ignores current and future planning for economic 
development, such as whether sufficient acreage exists proximate to the Port of Portland for 
targeted sustainable energy systems or whether sufficient industrial acreage is available in 
Washington County that is both proximate to the existing high-tech workforce and suitable for 
such development (e.g., seismically stable, adequate water and power capacity). As elsewhere, 
Metro's reliance on new assumptions without an explanation of how existing sites provide the 
necessary diversity is inadequate to demonstrate that it correctly applied OAR 660-027 -0050(2) 
to provide for a healthy economy, or OAR 660-027-0005(2) to "best achieve" urban needs. For 
the same reasons, the Reserves Decision does not comply with Goal 9. 

Remedy: As recommended for Objection 4, the decision should be remanded with 
direction to either: (1) designate additional urban reserves to meet the full range and diversity of 
employment needs, or (2) acknowledge the urban reserves designated by the Reserves Decision, 
but remand the remainder to reduce the amount of rural reserves so that there are available lands 
on which to meet employment needs, should Metro's assumptions prove to be incorrect. 

V. Conclusion 

While described in some detail under each objection, it is useful to repeat 
collectively what the Coalition believes should be done, understanding that its primary concerns 
are the lack of development capacity to meet employment and housing needs over the next 50 
years and the lack of ability to make adjustments should Metro's overly optimistic assumptions 
prove to be in error. 

The first proposed remedy is to remand the decision with directions to correct the 
identified errors, and designate additional urban reserves such that the requirement to balance the 
urban and rural reserve designation in a manner that "best achieves" urban and rural needs. 
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An alternative remedy is also proposed which recommends acknowledging those 
urban reserves that have been designated by Metro and the three counties, but remanding the 
rural reserves decision to add to the acreage of undesignated lands so that there is the ability to 
make adjustments if Metro's assumptions prove to be in error. To serve this purpose, such 
additional undesignated lands will need to be appropriate for development in terms of size, 
location, and characteristics, but would remain in their current resource zoning unless and until 
additional need was identified. Finally, because this alternative leaves a currently inadequate 
amount of urban reserves, the Coalition believes it is necessary to also require a periodic review 
and adjustment period based on Metro's current UGB expansion decisions. Specifically, as 
explained in more detail in the individual objections, an increase in the amount of urban reserves 
would be required if the UGB expansion studies showed that for the past two expansion periods 
(i.e., every 10 years) the actual population or employment growth, or refill, underbuild and/or 
FAR rates, or other key assumptions were significantly different than projected for this Reserves 
Decision. 
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s\af~ 
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John Williams and Malu Wilkinson 
METRO 

Jerry Johnson 
JOHNSON REID LLC 

2009-2030 URBAN GROWfH REPORT 

Johnson Reid was asked to review the Urban Growth report for a coalition of business groups.l The primary 
purpose of our review was to clarify and evaluate the methodologies used in deriving the report. As our 
analysis progressed, it was our opinion that the policy implications of the alternative scenarios evaluated 
were significant. As a result, we felt that the ongoing dialog with respect to the housing UGR should include a 
more complete discussion of implications associated with the alterriatives presented. This memorandum 
summarizes our reading of some of the policy issues we feel should be discussed. The bulk of information 
utilized in our review is contained in public documents published or commissioned by Metro. 

SUMMARY URBAN GROWTH REPORT 

The Preliminary Urban Growth report addresses the demand for residential units, as we)] as the capacity 
within the current UGB to accommodate new units. On the demand side. the projected new dwelling unit 
range is between 224,000 and 301,500 new units over the planning horizon. While it must be recognized that 
there is a significant differential between these two numbers, we believe the methodology used to derive this 
aggregate number is relatively clear. 

The capacity range outlined in the report is 
what we are primarily concerned with 
clarifying. The range between alternative 
scenarios in this case is almost 2: 1. with the 
high capacity scenario reflecting a number of 
aggressive assumptions that are either highly 
questionable or entail significant policy trade 
offs that should be addressed. 

It is our opinion that areas of policy 
significance are anticipated impacts on 
housing affordabiJity, infrastructure, livability 
and economic development. 

PRELIMINARY UGR RESIDENTIAL CAPACITY 
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Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland, Commercial Real Estate Economic Coalition, NAIOP. Associated 
General Contractors, Portland Business Alliance, Westside Economic Alliance, Portland Metropolitan Association of 
Realtors, Clackamas County Business Alliance and the East Metro Economic Alliance. 
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AFFORDABILlTV 

A key component of the capacity calculations in ~e UGR is. an eXpectation of future policy choices thatwill 
increase refillrates,as well as thematketfeasibiiity of vacant lands. Higher density residential developn,en~ 
are seen under this assumption to provide fpra great~r share of marginal housing producfion. To the ~ent 
that future housing capadty is in higher densitydeve!opfuent!;, the economics of this type 'of hOusi)'lg shoUld 
be understood. . 

As noted in previous studies, the per square foot con of building higher density devdQPlli¢Dt fohns rises 
significantly-once densities exceed 25 units peracre.Costincreases are a resultofquaht;ifiabl¢ factors above 
and beyond unqerlying land values. This additional cost must be passed on to ·cOfi;sutnets in the form of 
hig}:ler rents or sales prices, or offset' by direct subsides to developers to reduce the t:ost (}fconstliuction.An 
exanipleof this would be a typical Pearl Distrlctcondominiultl, whicllsells for clOSe to$50Q per square foot 
with.homeowners assotiati(}ll dues of almost $500. per n;J.9,nth. Wood franle.homes in suburban communities 
.atea typically priced well below $200 per square root; all~jWlng for lowerprit~s and/or a greater range of 
aineniti.es such as usable square footage. 

It is our understanding that the price inflation cassQ¢ated With a marginal shift to higher densities Is T«¥flecJ:ed 
in MetroScope output; which is alluded to inQth¢l' stUdies but not cleafly outlmed. We wouldb~ very 
interested in the implied hou.sing pric~ and chat;:iCteristidaSsul'nptions in the MetroScope output but were 
unable i:ofind them.' As noted $n 2QQ8PSU Institute of Portland MetropolltanStudies report. significant 
imPi3.tftM affordability are antic:ipatetlibut this is largely not discussed in the Wilt This woula seem like an . 
area ofobviou$ polic;yinterest 

Whil~ increasing the 'margineil density of new development will likely have an inflationary lmpact Qn hOUSing· 
priC~$1 itaiso ;#fectSthe tailge of cboicesavailable' to the market Utban condoI11iniuin living is. highly 
deSitaqleto a subset 6fbptiseholdS, b11tPQt apPl1?priate for the ftiil sp~ct:rutJJ.J}f the.mat~tThe ability of this 
wpe oUJ;Qusing to serve mat~et demand ISIDore liinitedwhenfinanc1al ability is.'(:pnsideted, as theSe units 
tend tc;i. bt!ilifaffordable fora wide swath of:the market 

Apbliqr facUitating a Significant escalation in housingvaiues Will also have a largely regressive impact, as the 
outcome will inflate real property, assets, which are dispropbrti{;mately held hymore affluent househblds. 
The,·markets most likely to be negatively impact.ro, are market":,rate renter households, who represen1>ll laI'ge 
portion of workforce housing. 

INFRAstRUCTURE COSTS 

A primary objective that higher det1SityassUinptions appear intended to addresslsinfrastructtlre c()sts. 
Which are 'purported to be lower in Centers th~ tin ltlore peripheral development areas. The'henefitScited 
are cheaperinrrastructure. reduced autoJrtob~le coinirillteslihd more completewalkablecornmullil:i~s. While 
the objectivesaregood.it atmear$uncJeat baSed on existing-research thatthis;relatiQnship is necessarily the 
~ 

It would appeattb:atthe unqedying assumption is consistent with a hub and Spoke model of urban fdrro •. in 
which employment is concentrated in a central area and then transportation c0sts'inc:rease as distance from 
the coremp-eases. As noted iothe ·E.D. Hovee study, the Central and inner ring areas in the nietr'opolitanarea 
have been losing jobs overthe last decade; while outerriniareas have added jogs at an average annual rate 
of over 3.0%. The stUdy's assotiilted focus groups, organized and funded in part liylvtetro,included industrial 
and institUtional. employers; These groups Indicated a continuln~ pref~renceJoi' tb:e outer rings, where land 
is cheaper and Sites atelar~er. With employment incr~Cj.Singly concel'ltratedinsuburban areas, housing in 
those sarne areas will tend· to offer shorter commut¢s atlddec:rea~e the presspre oil infrastructure. . 

RESIOENTIAl UGAREVIEW PAGE 2 
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In general, available information does not indicate that infill development is inherently less costly to serve 
than development on the periphery. Metro commissioned a study in 2D08 entitled "Comparative 
Infrastructure Costs: Local Case Studies", which evaluated the cost of providing infrastructure to a range of 
sites in the metropolitan area. The study found significant variety in estimated costs across urban and 
suburban locations, with costs for refill projects ranging from both the least and most eXpensive. The results 
of this analysis were inconclusive regarding the margil1alcbstS of refill versus greenfield development, but 
did highlight the significant differential in costs on a site by site basis. In Metro's "Regional Choices" 
discussion guides published in 2008, the differential in infrastructure costs under alternative assumptions 
with respect to density and development form were also not significant 

The rationale that increased densities yield dear savings in infrastructure Investment is not well supported at 
this time. Our review of secondary literature is more supportive of a view that infrastructure investment 
generally drops as density increases to a certain point, and then increases again. ln infill locations, 
infrastructure investments can be extremely high, partiCUlarly when the existing infrastructure was not 
designed to handle the new densities. Infrastructure costs can also be very high in peripheral locations, but 
that can be mitigated by considering the ability to serve an area with infrastructure when evaluating new 
development areas. 

lIvASILlTY 

We see two areas in which the issue of livability needs to be discussed in terms of the alternative scenarios 
outlined in the UGR, outside of afford ability. The first of these is the assumed rate of "refill", which is assumed 
at the historic rate of 27% in the Low and Baseline scenarios, and increased to 40% in the High scenario. 
Additionally, the high scehario assumes an additional 71,000 "subsidized refill" units. Under each scenariO, 
the recent rate of refill is assumed to continue over the next 20 years. We find this assumption somewhat 
questionable, as it would appear reasonable to assume that the most viable redevelopment sites would be 
developed first, and that there would be a general loss of appropriate sites over time. This may be offset by a 
price affect, in which rising home prices encourage a greater degree of redevelopment 

Our primary problem with the assumption is under the high growth scenario, under which 53.5% of net new 
housing capacity is accounted for by "refill" and "subsidized refill", We feel that this level of development 
pressure in existing neighborhoods will be viewed .as reducing livability, and highly contested by the targeted 
neighborhoods. In addition, increasing residential densities in existing neighborhoods provides challenges to 
providing new parks, schools and public facilities, as sites will be both scarce and expensive. The extensive 
assumption of urban renewal investment necessary to realize the "subsidized refill" will also limit funding of 
other city services, schools, county and other taxing jurisdictions. 

The preference for higher density development forms has not been established, particularly at the level of 
production assumed. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Metro has defined a successful region as "Current and future residents benefit from the region's sustained 
economic competitiveness and prosperity", Housing choice and its impact on the area's economic 
competitiveness is substantial. To the extent that regjonalland use planning efforts for housing and jobs do 
not reflect employer location preferences, our competitiveness and subsequent prosperity are compromis€d. 
Metro's current models assume economic growth levels as a given, and don't admowledge that employers 
have the choice to locate elsewhere if they can't find the sites they need or want in the Portland metro area. 

RESIDENTIAL UGR REVIEW PAGE 3 
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A loss of economic;: vitality in the area.affects affordability by reducing"wage levels and household incomes. 
The futuresuc~ss of centers and corridors will be highly dependent upon a vitallocal economy. 

SUMMARY 

Whilethts memo. priJllarilyaddresses more general POllc,y!SSUes; we feelthatanumperoftheass\,lmptiqns 
underlying the capacity calculations are unsuppo.r:ted, particularly in the high capaqty scenaIjp. 'rhe$e" 
include the fonowing: 

The increasem "refill" capaCity to. 40% appears to be baseless 
• The ii~ubsidized refill" assurnptio.!l ref1ects~ extensi.on of a large number of urban renewal 

districts as well as a Cb::inge in pqlic,y W,ith respectttiwnat th~ywillS1Jbsize 
• The assumption that unitS aSsUl;1iedto be not feasibleWillbedjme feasible under the high 

capacity scenario does not appear to be supported,tinless an.undisclosed change in assumed 
housingpnces is also assumed. As hotedin the 200;! ECONorthwestreview of .the previous UGR, 
the real cost.of housing under the "tightcUGB" scenario was predicted to rise 47% to 72% by 
2025.· I am assumingasimilar assumption is made under the current scenarios, butwas unable 
~~lli' " 

• The availability of aU new "urban areas~;'underthe .high growth scenario is also dubious without 
more advancedplanningandfindingroethanisinS for infrastructure financing. 
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THE U.G.R. & HOUSING CHOICE: 

ECONOMIC AND MARKET-BASED 
CONSIDERATIONS 

Pnnapal 

JDtm1;cn RfJI:t, llC 

BASIC QUESTIONS 

• REVIEW METHODOLOGIES USED TO 
ESTABLISH RESIDENTIAL URBAN 
GROWTH REPORT 

• REVIEW HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS 

• FRAME IMPLICATIONS OF POTENTIAL 
POLICY CHOICES 

KEY CONCLUSIONS 

• URBAN GROWTH REPORT OUTLINES A 
RANGE OF POTENTIAL CONCLUSIONS 
UNDER VARYING ASSUMPTIONS 

• POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF ALTERNATIVE 
ASSUMPTIONS ARE HIGHLY 
SIGNIFICANT 

THE U.G.R. & HOUSING CHOICE 

Ii 
-~-

" )I I ' \lRI ~ ' .tR Kllk' R .CAEEC 

" NAIOP ALiiiii:1 -.'~- c .• . · • .. ,.... """ ,.. . 
•• _...::~ 1\ , • 

REFERENCES REVIEWED 

• I\ChoiUS- OlSOlSsion Guide: land Us.e Sct!n3nos ' • ',' . # ' ( 

• · CholCes- OiscussionGulde. TransportattOnS(enanos . "", " 

• "HOU5ir1g Needs Study'" !~",II r' -t', " 

• ' Employment Demand Factors & Trends' C , 4 . • ' ." • 

• "Comparative 'nfrastructyre Costs: Local Case Studies" 1\ 

• "Metro Urban Centers: An Evaluahon of the Density of Development-
it ,:l " ~11 1:', _'.( )':' " '"t" . • . j' l'-•. · " . '. 

• Metroscope Documentation . . ~. ' t , 

• Preliminary 2oog·1030 Residential Urban Growth Report , I " 

• Preliminary Houling Nteds AnalysIS . i. I I 

PRELIMINARY UGR 
RESIDENTIAL CAPACITY 

.... II .... " ."" 
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AREAS OF DISCUSSION 

• ECONOMICS OF DENSITY 

• IMPACTS ON AFFORDABILITY 

• INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS 

• "LIVABILITY" 

• ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

ECONOMICS OF DENSITY 

DENSITY 

COST (PRICE) PE1I SOUI>JIE FOOT 

ECONOMICS OF DENSITY 
Rental Apartment Example 

- - - -- -- ·---1 

...... _- -- ------ ~ 

I:: - - -- -- - ----=-- -----
B",' ------,,-.... """---- - --- -

ECONOMICS OF DENSITY I 
IMPACTS ON AFFORDABILITY 

ECONOMICS OF DENSITY 

• COST FACTORS OF INCREASING DENSITY 
- MATERIALS AND HARD COSTS 
- SURFACE PARKING VS. STRUCTURED PARKING 
- SPECIAL FEATURES: ELEVATORS, FIREWALLS, erc. 
- ENTITLEMENTS AND COMMUNITY OPPOSITION 

• DENSITY IS DRIVEN BY ACHIEVABLE 
PRICE/RENT LEVELS 
- HIGHEST RENTS TEND TO BE IN THE CENTER OF A 

METRO AREA 
- RENTS FALL AS ONE MOVES OUTWARDS, MAKING 

HIGHER DENSITIES LESS FEASIBLE 

Recent Sales: Center vs. West Linn 
2008 Sales, $650,000 

Condo flat (Pearl) 
• 2 bed/2 bath 
• l,306sJ. 
• 1 car garage 
• S49B/sJ. 
• HOA dues: s482/mo. 

Detached home (West LIOn) 
• 4 bed/2.1 bath 
• 3.S21S.f. 
• 7.500 sJ. lot 
• 3 car garage 
• S1841sJ. 

App A - 06 



AFFORDABILJTY ,CONSIDERATIONS 
• Highercienstty requires higher prices to be feasible 

• Affordabilityis a rnajorfactot, if not the most 
ImpoJtqntfacto"rnhousing choices 

• unaffordable housing. or insdffi"ien~ bousJng 
choice, may displace growth outside of UGB 

" Land stardty further raises horneprice5 

• If housing supply is constrained in high-employment 
areas, pikes will rise 

INFRA$TIUJ.CTURE COSTS 

FUTURE HOUSEHOLD LOeA jION: 
Where will new jobs be? 

"Metro Employment Demand Factors and Trends": 

• Central and Inner ring areaS have lost jobs at .2% to .5% 
annually 

• Outer ring area$ haveadded jobs at over3% annualiy 

• Industrial and iiistltlJtlonalemployerswiJI continlle to favor the 
outer rings where tand is cheaper, and sites aTe larger 

(Metro, E.D. HO\Iee& Company, 2.008) 

• Iiousl!1g forthe labor force must be eva luated when assesSing 
etOl'llliTItc t1Nl!Iopnrent potentia1 

OAR _9<iO,r;(~)(dI 

AFFORDABILITY CONSIDERATIQNS 
Metro Housing Needs Study: 
• AnalY2.1l$ Metroscope bilse «;a5e fot 2Dl!J 
• Estimates HO\lsihg Price Escahition oMo% 
• Household.s payln9 >.30% W income fothousing lncreases to 

almost so~ ofhotiseholds 
Lilrgesi:' inaeasesoo:ur In center ofreglDn 
NeilrIy10?%'t,floyHntllme-singles, .arid working ciass 
h0\l5ehol~5wllO rentwll.l paY>3Q% 

(Metro, PSU Institute of Pont and Metropolitan Sfudilis,200B) 

• COn$i!I~tipnJ,fhllu$ing ~hoieei'Jndlldin9 affordilbilityis 
requiTed'by State taW 

URBAN VS. SUBURBAN DEVELOPMENT: 
Purported benefits of denser redevelopment in 

Centers: 

• Cl1eaperinfrastructure 

• Reduced automobile commutes 

• Complete walkablecommunities: Jobs, housing, 
recreation 

URBAN VS. SUBURBAN DEVELOPMENT: 
Infrastructure' Costs 

·Comparative Infrastructure Costs: Local Case Studies" 

• Significant variety in estimated costs across urban and 
suburban locations 

• Infrastructure costs of refill projects fell across the. 
spectrum from least expensive to most expensjve 

• Analysis is inconclusive 

• Infrastructure costs must be considered in the urblln 
reserve deslgnation-process 

DAk660-i>:rroOSoOO . 
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URBAN VS.SUBURBAN DEVELOPMENT: 
Infrastructure Costs 

Metnts 5 Land Use Sg!nario$. 

RangeOfResu1!s: 

• IIpo3s. dlmala!5;are notlarge BIIri1ngtheDmlriO$ 

• TCIIlI!4!5ISmilted~C05Is: S,S4-9-f5(i.1.blllIarr 

• ~Jnfi;umtper_Hlt: sfiB,aao-&)o,ooo 

• AroIg.;nIIS1II mstafhsg~&~ $26.Ik-$2J'~ 
As .. dinairne: ¢--41.s% 

tMdrV~ O1aia!S"ckus1iOll~des. ZlICI8} 

URBAN VS. SUBURBAN DEVELOPMENT: 
Transportation·.Costs 

• Metro's URegionpl CllOices" study did find variation in 
the predicted overall sy5t~m cost among the 5 
Transportation scenarios. 
High Capacity Transit scenario had the highest 
projected publiccosts. 

• Little variation in the resulting annual cost of housing 
and transportation for individual households. 

• Study finds that all Scenarios result in "signifi!:antly 
more congestion and traffic delay" which will 
"compromise the economy in the future." 

• Urban reserve process must con sider transportation 
efficiency, variety £ill! cost. 

OAR 66.",,27·""50(~,('i) 

URBAN VS. SUBURBAN DEVELOPMENT: 
Transportation Costs 

Meln cDtnmut. ",~WMb.~l 

nm.(M"In,i Commuting Alone 
byAuto 

Portland :u. 6,% 
lake Oswego .:zz 79% 
Gre5ham ,6 71% 
Or~gotlCity 'S 15% 
Tuala.tin ,,. 78% 
B_eavertoo '4 7>% 
HiUsboro '" 1~ 
Fo~stGrove- .. 73% 

Source: LatestCen;us data available per geography 

URBAN VS. SUBURBAN DEVELOPMENT: 
Infrastructure Cost Summary 

• At this time, publi~ cost benefits per unit of refill vs. 
new area development are inconclusive atbest. 

• Must quantify the cost of additionalpublicsubsidy 
(i.e. Urban Renewal contributions). 

• Public costs of density may be U-shaped: medium 
average densitymay be cheaper thahlow or high 

URBAN VS. SUBURBAN DEVELOPMENT: 
Other Transportation Cost Considerations 

• Little conclusive evidence of the "CenterS effect" on 
transportation 

• Unknown how many people who live iTl.a Center 
actually work in that same Center. 

• Housing growth in Portland wlthjob growth outside 

• 35% of inner Portland residents who are employed 
work outside of Portland (Census) 

LIVABILITY 
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LlVABlL1TY 
Refill 

• Metro ·Urban Growth Report" estimates that2]% to 40% of 
new housing units will be accommodated through "Refill" 

• Refill = Infill and Redevelopml!l1t tn "eldsflllg nelghborhooQs" 

• ExistiJlg neighborhoods are defined as "rargelyslngle-famil}l' 

("Choices" Oistu55ion Guide: Land Us! S(:enanos, 20(8) 

• RefiH tanfurthernalTOwthe range of housing choices, by 
redudn9 the supply of existing slngle.familji homes 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

SUMMARY 
• FOCUS ON TIGHT UGB 

- Reduced Housing Choice 
- Reduced AffQrdability 
- Grea~ei' Displacement 

• ASSUMPTIONS UNDER HIGH CAPACITY 
'SCENARIO 

- No Discount for High-Density Products not 
feasible 

- Increase in Refill Rate to 40% 
- Addit~oAai j':l,!I;OEI Units if) "Sltbsidized Refill" 

Public Services 
.Challenge1;O find iand for new parks, schOOls, and 
public facilities In centers; Sites moree~pensive_ 

-Use 6f urban Renewal dlstrll:~ limits the funding 
for other city services, schools, county and other 
taxing jurisdictionS, even <is households are added 
to the area_ 

·P.referencefOr denser fOrmsofhousing 1$ 
unsubstantlated_ Surveys tend to show strong 
preferenee for detached single-family homes. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
CONSIDERATIONS 

"Current and future residentS bl!l1efitfrom the region's 
sustained e~onomic c-ompetitiYene$Slind p,nsperity." 
(Metr~ Council: Definition of a Successful Re9i~n) 

• Growth isnot a given. 

• CompetitiDnforemploye~ isnothe~ flCenters" .,nd 
"Suburbs", It is between Metro, the nation, and the globe. 

• Regionallaild use planning e~rts for housing andJobs must 
reflect employer location preferences. 

* Hou$ing Fhoit;e means offetingthe full range of options and 
affordabillty levels near empioyment. 
QARf;6fi..,.,.""'So(6)' e 

SUMMARY 
• INCREASING DENSrtlES UNABLE TO 

ACCOMMOOA,TEFUl.,l SPECTRUM OF 
MARGINAl-NEED 
- Affordabifit-y 
- Configuip:tion 

. ~;~sSX~~;J~:f~~~~~~s~g~~~~~ 
ALTERNATIVE f'AmRNS 
- u!J" shaped model withinfraitfUcture 
- Marginafemployment'lIldhollslng not a central spoke 

model 
• ARGUMENTS BAS£O ON "LIVABiliTY" POORLY 

SUPPORTED 
- Public; opposition tQ refUl 
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MEMORANDUM: 

DATE: 

To: 

cc: 

FROM: 

JOHNSON REI D 
LAND USE 'ECONOMiCS 

July 13,2009 

Malu Wilkinson, Metro 
loint MTAc I BCAG Conllnittee 

GREEe; CAR,NAlOP. PBA~ GCBA, smR~ lest, & DaVis Wright TremaIne 

Bill Reid, Principal 
JOHNSON :REID,LLC 

Review of Meliro's June 'l0(}9 Large Lot/Large Employer Analysis Addendum to the 
Preliminary 'Urban 'Growth Report for Employment Land 

JOHNSON REID, was retained jointly by the above,.Iisted parties ("the Consortiumj to provide a reView 
of Metro's June 20'09 Preliminary Large Lot/Large Employer Amilysis ("large lot analysis) in 
supplernentto the May Z009Employment Urban Gmwth Report. The'large lot analysis is intended to 
remedy onrtttea consideration of large-parcel employmerttlandiiemand and supply in the May'2fiD9 
Preliminary tIrbanGrowih Report 

ThiSmemorahd,umlsjntendedas ~ SUfn~ary ,Qf]OHNsONRmD's reVlew'of anCilytical"doCUlllentation in 
the 'large-lot art;Uysis 'and resqltjng findlpgs. In general. we find the Jargep~¢elenlPi{)ym~tJim4 
demand analysis, to he a welcPI!l¢reqJ;iawto a tritiCal o1'!iIS'siortiiJ tqe l'teliitiirtaWPGR;. fIo\\rever,· 
broadly speaking w¢. ~sofi:;nd Significant sbortfalls in this preHlrtinatyafihlysis due to: 

:1. Extr~m~ly narrow definition oJ large parcel demand safely from "large employers"; and 

2.. Complete silence on the basicsuitabilfty {If indMdtial1arge parcel supply for the uses requrred 
throllgh 2-030, t.e;loca'tloni configuration, infrastructure, brown~ffeldlconstraints.l·tndustry 
dustarlng, i;indotherfact;ofs exce;pt'for Sheet parcel size. . 

Before detailed treatment;oftheabcive cnncern~, we wpuldnate that all cqminents abollt demand 
estimation meiliotiologyIoraTIi1)dustries,buildiD;gly:pes, anti assnmptiOnsthatwere provided by 
JOHNSON REID for the Preliminary UGH, :are valid and applicable tn lIlethodo1ogy il'ithe large~ lot 
analysis. Accordin,gly, any UGRana1y~srefinements to demand analysis would have paralle1 revision 
inrplicationsrortlUs·large-lot. ana'lysis. 

This memorandum is organized into three sections: 

:l.. SUMMARY 0 F MET~O LARGE LOTANDINGS 

2. DETAILED CRlTlCAl. EVALUATlG'II1UF STUDVMETHODOLOGY 

3. EMPLOYMENTDEVELOPMENT FORM ApPENDIX 

SUMMARYOFMETRO LARGE LOT FINDINGS 

In the execUtivesummroyof the documeilt. the Metro large-lot analysis finds the following: 

3:19 Sf WASHINGTON AVE. PORTLAND, OR 97204 
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" Not all large employers Use largeparce!sofland(.2sacresorbigger)i66% ofiargeparcelusers 
are "home-grown,rand existing employers "should not befargottenamongsl effbrtsto attract 
new employers," 

D Larg.e partel psers "accoUnted for about eight percent of employment in the UGB in 20Q6/ 

commonly assemble tax lots forlargersitesJ and hold land for future busIness expansion. 

" Large parcel demandundertheHigh growth SCEnario (UGRempJoymenfforecast) is estimated 
asfo!lows~ . 

High-Growth Large Parcel Demand (Metro, June 200S) 

Ware./ Tech 
Lot size (acres) Dist. Geh.lnd. Flex Office Retail Institution Total 

25 to 50 :1.:1. 4 2 ;1. 0 5 
50 to :1.00 3 ;1. :l. 0 0 7 
;1.00 plus 2 0 0 0 0 0 

" large parcel (jemand under the Low'growthscenarfo (UGRemploymentforecast) is estimated 
asfoHows: . 

Low~Growth LargeParceJ Demand (Metro/June 200S) 

Ware./ Tech 
Lot size (acres) Dist. Gen.ln;d. Flex Office RetClii Institution Total 

25 to 50 5 .0 :l ;1. 0 4 
5.ot.o :1.oa 3 0 :1. Q '.0 6 

:lee plus 2 .0 0 .0 .0 a 

<1 Comparisoq ofthe;above demafldtab!esand supplyanalyslssummari4edinthe UGR indicate 
thef9llowIbg· demendfsuppIYJ"econciliationbyMe.tro staffassuml n900 tax lot assembly; 

Large Lot Demand & Supply Comparison With No TexLot AssernbIY(Metro..iJune 20.09) 

Lots Lot nem and 
Lot sEre (acres) Available High Growth LowGtowth 

25t0 5.o 

sate:1e.o 

:too plus 

30 

7 
:l 

22 

:13 
2 

:u 

:10 

:0 

<1 Metrocondudesthatwithout taxlot assemhly for Jargen:mployers, there a ppears to be 
sufficientJal1dwithln the UGStoatcommodafe all demand for .2$ to so~acre sitesthrougn::z.o30, 
buta "pote ntialdefitit'l may· exist for tax lotsoverso acres In size. 

<1 Alternatively,assumfngtaxlotassemblypotentia!;comj:>arisoh Dfthe a bcive demand tables8nd 
supply analysis summarized intheUGRindicatethe follOWing demand/5upply reconciliation by 
Metro staff: 

Large Let Derna nd& Sup ply Camp arison withTi3X LotA:ssembly {Metro, June 2009) 

Lots LotD.emand 
Lotsi.ze (acres) Available HiqhGrowth Low Growth 

2.5 toso 26 22 11 

50 to ioO :1.0 :1.3 :1.0 

:l.OOp1U5 "2 2 2 
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" Metrostaffconciudes that wfth tax parcel assembl)!, the currentUGB has sufficient inventoty in 
large parcels (25+ acres) to meet all demand through 2030 exceptforpotentlal "high growth" 
demand for parcels between So acres and 100 acres in $ize, 

As indicated in the introduction to this memoranduln, itIstheconclusibn of JOHNSON REID that 
analysis of lar,ge parcel demand is significantly incomplete, supply analysis continues to be flawed 
consistent with our 6/30/09 review of the Preliminary UGR, and related findings and conclusions 
about large-lot demand are flawed·<15 well. The foUovving section provides a more thorough 
treatment of our concerns with Metro's large-lot analysis and resulting conclusions. 

DETAILED CRITICAL EVALUATION OF STUDY METHODOLOGY 

The foIIowing summarizes JOHNSON REID'sprimary coIlcernswiththe large':lot analysis, in sequence 
with the document'sorganization~ 

:to Questionable Defi nitionof"LargeE.mployers"brlvingLarg e-Lot Demand 

Beginningon Page 6 of the .analysis, Metro defines"largeemployer" and conducts rather detailed 
analysisoffirmsthat would qualify as large emplnyersbased nna minimum 20-acre-equivalent 
employment level for various buildingtyp~5 and space utilization per einployee. For example, "Flex" 
large employers musthaveatleast 600emp!oyeesor ;more based .onatnethodo!ogy qualitatively 
described in the report. 

It is our re.commendation thatMefro should provide the rationale andmethodologythatformthe 
basisJor thedefinitionof''large employer": 

Why was "large employer" not defined bysertor.industry or even duster? It is not c~ear1:hat 
building space definitions provided f e;g., fie'X;, general industriaI)cQrrespondmeaningfully to 
incilvidua.lemployershecause ofbnpQrtant.indl,.lstIy differences as wen as the abiUtyfor 
firmsto use a mix ofhuildLng types; for example; atypiC<\}high;.tech firlli can use flex spacej 

general industrial or, in snmecases, office spa.ce. 

Calculationsthemselves.arequestiona.bl~ Forinstance,tb qUalify as a large employer, a flex­
space concetnhastohaveatleast 60Demployees, accordingtothe Metro analysis. Based on 
comments by Alwin Turiel, City of Hillsboro Long-Range Planning Supervisor/at the J une24, 
200910int MTACIECAC workshop, HiUsboro/Washing1:onCoUTIt;Yhigh-teChflex employers 
utilize an average ofl,OOOsquare feet ormore per employee because of extensive capital 
equIIJmentusage. JOHNSON REm wonld then calculate a large 'mex" or tech employer having as 
fewas ZOO employees as follows: 

20 Gross Acre Parcel * 0.75 Grossto Net Factor =15NetAcres 

15 Net Atres* 0.3· FAR * 43,560 §quareJeet= 196,020 square foot building size 

196;020sql.l.are feetl1,OOO sq.Jt per tech flex job;;;; 196 flex jobs 

This difference in'1arge"flex employer from the 6UO-employeedefinition Inexplicably cited 
in large-lot analysis Table 5 should be reconciled as there will bef'ar more firms in the 200-
job to 599-employee'size range that will undoubtedly add to the demand analysis for ZO+ 
acre parcels. 

c Either Metro staff should re-evaluate andpossihly revise its definition of "large employers" 
for other use types .basedon thepotentialflawdemonsttated for tech/flexabove, or' at least 
describe themethodoIogy'used forthese~mIJloyment sectors insufficient detail. 

" Large "Office" employers are not defined at all because 20 acres is cited by Metro as having 
far more employees than meaningful to estimate. Therefore, of nee/office campus parcel 
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demand is either not estimated ·or dramaticallyunderstateQ, necessarjly rendering the 
analysis of large-pal"ceineed incomplete. 

D Unfortp.nately,the large retail employer analysIs misses the markas retail is largely based on 
mul.ti~tenant o.r multi-estabIishmentcenters which combine concerns·ofvanou5, total 
ernploymentsizes. We can think of nosingl.e retai1employerthatrernot~Iyapproat:hes 70D 
fiill-timeemployeesina singleretailhuildingformatwithoutsomekindpfaccF!ssory 
headquarter/adminIstration and/ormanufacturingfunctions,Act:0rdingly, the definition of 
large retail parceldemand in terms of anon-existent minimum retail employersizeof700 
jobs unreasomiblyleads to no demand forretailparcelsof 25 acres or more in the analysis. 
Again, shopping cel1te:r;s25 acres or larger have been excluded entireJy d1.le to the parcel 
dernand methadology relying onsingle.,employer.definition. 

o. Finally, we would note that the ZO-acreJ minimum employer size does not necessarily factor 
in the lower effettive.FARsin high-tech and other expandingindusmesdue to l~ndbankiIlg 
attiVityfol; costceffectiveemployment expansion over time. Again, to cite the tech-flex 
exampleahove, if a 25%Jand bankingfactoris added based on observed firmbehavior,only 
15 of the parcel's 20 acres are commitled for a dt::ve}opmentfootprint resultihgin a 
miniml1mfirmsizeof 147emplayees (75%* 196 flex jops); . ./tdditionaldiscussion orland 
hankingis reserved for later.in this document 

2. Troubling Compari50nof\\H(jrne~grown1fandNewLargeFirmsforPolicyrmplications 

Beginning on PageB'oftheJarge-lotanalysis,a descrip.non ofthe·$Sidentified largeemploy~r$ 
within the.UGJ3 occurs. In addition to a summary of large emp!oyersby likely ... bUi.lGingtype, there is 
surprisingl:¥: detailed analysis regarding the historyoflargeemployersin theregion, specifically the 
year· of company founding. Although interesting,IoHNsoN REI])Jnterpretsthisl}istOrkaJanal:rsis, 
specifically identifying the ratio of "home-groWI1" largi'!. emplqyerst~ non-nativefirrns,assornewhat 
subtle impIicationthat recruitmel1tofnewfirmsJselther.notnecessary or is.ofless importance in 
termsofIarge-parcellandprovislon. Thisis a htghlytroubling implication, whether sUbtle.or.not, 
from anecouop::dcdevelop:rnerit andlandttseperspettive. 

"LocallndushyOnIy" oi' ellen "pri:rnarily" flies directly in the faceoflocal,. rF!gional and.,state.;. 
wide.economlc development interests and efforts. Whetherout~of-state investrn,ent origin 
(Le.lntel),urinternationalfnvestment (i.e. port cargo fa(jlities,Vesta,s,and SolarWorldJ, 
these are importantmvestmentsfor the region and theStateandtt is. at bestinappropriate 
andatworst counter, productive to balancea,gainstthe ilIlPortance of "home~grown'ffirms. 

" ''Home::grown''firmsfrequentl:;lowe their origmand expanSion toe~teI'JlaI investment, 
rendering the comparison notuseful.As apnrnaryexample,the.Instittite forMetropolitan 
Studies atPortlangBtate University has produc:edor funded extensLveresearchinto the 
business andeconomicrelationshipsbetWe.en high-tech anchor firm. Intel and Its profound) 
fundamental rolein shaping the workforce,bllsinessnetworksand investment mechanisms 
that have enahledlarge "home..,grown"firms to exist and thrive,along with Tektrorux, such 
as FEI, TriQuint, Menx,MentorGraphics, notto mention numerous other firms of various 
sizes. Therefore, to de-emphasize externaUnvestrnentrelative to.home..cgrownindustry is to 
deny the frequentlyultimatedriver of opportunity for home-grownfinnsto be estahlished 
and thrive; 

3. Large-Parcel Demand Driven Solely by Large Employers 

Beginning on Page lD()fthelarge~lotanalys{s,Metros:taffidentifies eXistingIarge-Iot users and sets 
the stage for demandassJ1mptionSior large parcels based onlmown large l{)tusers and large 
~otJparcel assemblies. 

Accordingly,futllredemand for large parcels or assemblyoiparceis in the remainder of the analysis 
is driven sblelyhylarge employers as defined by Metro,whkh as noted above it significantly under-
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counts. Whether or not one accepts the definition of"largeerriployer" based un a minimmn20-ac::te 
siZe and related aSSUmptions, the large-lot analySiS is rendered serioUsly incomplete without 
considet;:ltion:ofroulti"us~rllllulti·teri.antJ.andu:&¢suchasomce! industrial and tech-flex:business 
parks a!1dre:ta:il eommerdalcenters ofvari,ous sizes,a11fteqUentlygreatertban20 acres insjze, Not 
'Only areJand, useeffictenciesgainedwithvarlolls park and cOmmexcialcenterueveIopmenfin terms 
of par1ci:Qg,'mruti-:purposeirlps, transit potentialandrlevelopment costs; butmultl"-user 
configurafi9nsareihtegralto the economic Viability,ofthevastmajoritY of smaUbusinesses 'that 
cauld ndt:t:akeon owner':'occupied,realestate rlsKinadditionaI 1:() operational,risks. This fact is not 
on1y,the found.a:1lo11 of :collUtlerdalreal estate but industnalotganization in general. 

JUaNSON' REID woUld, recommend $ignificant recoll$ideratlon oflarge"'parcel need tojnclude muH:i­
tenant f rrilllfi-llserneeds.,A:s aniI1itialI~cQmmeridation, tnenn<!lse¢tionnftbisrepoIt is an 
appendixofVal"ious oftire,JliduStriai, retail and institutional developmeritforms:andtypicaI 
site/parcelacreagesthatollr fu:mhas recommended to western WiasnxngtonCountY<lt1I'isdictkrns 
during their economiccopporiunities'anaIysisprocessl aswe11as;:experienceirom other jurisdictions 
statewideinvrllvedJn,periomc'GoaI9compliance. Wewould wither recomm~nd that Consortium 
membersa1socontinueto provideinput.on .mdustry"specific standards and regional project; 
exartl'ples tuassist Metro in ~ts analytical efforts. 

Se'(:ond, we .eci1q om- U'GRcollcernabotl;t Metrri'sUGj3 employmentcapturerateb.fV5% • 80% fat the 
sevenccqunty m:etropoljtan13:rea; 

"Doesthisrefiect,a'M:etro polieyoi'Jorgoing2:5% bfpoteIftial emplo~entlipp,or1:UJiity far the 
regio:ii7 .. .... .'. . 

n Accordingly:. :doest:hisaIsonot:rcefieciapolicydlOiceto ela!;ourage a fiti125:% pfiuture 
emplo,yment opportunit.rto:a.iiversely .affer:tthegrowtb o;xthetfGl3's ofneighborlng cities, 
e.g.,:Newber.g,5andy and North Plains, DutSide'Ofthe p~w rifMetr'()7 

4, ?:r~Viou~ly-DotDmentEd 4i1Jcl Bifnk'mgan,Q MdrketChoic~ Factors Altogether UnC!l'hsipt;ted 

OVer the paSt ,fifteen yeats, a: c<msideribIeaIiWuntrif ~brt 'h:aS beeJ;l,putilito economit aridpJannirig 
analySis oftlle umquertafure of1argeetnploymentpar.cel aemartd arid supply~ partittilarJy regarding: 

c "Land banking, " or pUrchase 'oflaridcapadt;y beyond i1nmediate need to 'ensure future 
business expansionabiIitY;and 

c Market ChOice, Dr market :factot;, the mventoryuf land Ihatisavailable and transacted, 
intended for improvement investment but may or maYlltilreaIlze development 

The re~ultinghody ~f res~Ch Cl"f);atedJn these i1rorts has captured net only the key assets ~d, 
challenges af'the area~$ iiidustnal1gtnd inventory but has established an important history of 
diS(;'Ourse r~qing these iSsues. Be10w is a non.:exhaustive list ofl'eportsrelated to these SUbJects 
p:artitiIlarlyrelevant to this memorandum: 

Hobson. Jonnson &,Associates, 2040 MeansB,usiness: Industrial Market 'Working Paper. 
N'ovember1996 

PortofPortland; Regional Industrial Land Study. Phase: 1, December 1999 

.Q1A1\"Regiona1 fndu~trialLand study, Phase 2. (letcher 2001 

llortlandState University, Regional Industrial LandStudy, phase 3.20Q2 

Metro, 2:QOZ:":'2022Utban Growth Report; An Employment Land Need Ana1ysis.August2002 

JohnSon Gardner, A~gregate l;hdustrjajLand Needs; DeCettiber 20()2 

E.D.Hovee &Cornpany. Greater Portland Metropolitan Enw1qymentLandStudy;. June 2004 
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Land 13l:!hJ<ing 

AI thuugh'IDscussed hy MettQ aS~ipotentialPQUcyimplicap.()Il,jlaIll3,ban.~gby: 'fiJ:pj.s tl:tatexp~ct 
to eXpand mier;thelpng.;'t¢rmUithem~apo]itan area is acn.idal ~SUn'lptidIit9w.cludeitlartY 
large~parceldemand rihalysls.'While hrildihglai:id'Vflctmt fO;rpolentialfu.ti.ti::'e de;v~ppmeIi~tnay , 
be viewed as rih}ectlunable frQmaplanning theorypefspective~.ret:ainingthe~ad:t::Y to';~ 
iIl'place!'isan'it11:egralpart,of,frldustrlaJJandproVtsiooandbusinesslocationdedSion-makfu& 
eSIfecialIy fua region that has atrarutionaUytighUand supply. To ign~'underplay or forbid ' 
su.ch.~lln,po~'t~~es$ In:gredfe~tis 'both to iIicreasekeyfacilityihput costs as. well as 
re<iucEt~1yand ctiilJi.,dellcfi in'bu.slness:,¢xpan$loIlJ,1anniltg dramatically. 

In our teVieWrif in4.u$fl:yFJ\~ JltU~zi;ti in thepreJi1l$l;l;ttyUGR itwasiIidicated.t9;at 
WestsidefsuhutbfulllidUStr'ialFkRSwete.aslOW<iS '0.1 Q';jxlmpareiitothe FlS$ttm.ed Q~ F~ this 
discrepancy is 'greatiyaqllained bYlaIid.putcha:se,an.d,;bartlqrig,pa:ttetns'by.technriro,gy .. t~lated 
industry:andothers'thatseeld:o~n~jensT.ire:pfedictabi1itiaridfle~bility forfiiiJitf~ 
expansionandmay,serire,asamodelexamBle ofIand battki:hgratestb:atcaIi,beasStirn~d futland 
demand.We,lnvite Me'troiioTewewthe met:hodcilogyusedinthe204/JMeansBfisflie.Ss:·lndustrlal 
Mar1¢t Working Pa;peras;apotentlaLmodiHorestima'tinglandbanking;within fudustrialland 
demal1ti. ~eJ(llf" is'a.summatyQf:tl1edisq1~$i!Ufregardlngiand'barikingJromllreviQl:lswDrk; 

tl High:'te$ firm:su.tt1,1~ area:have:detrlons1r;1tedaJlroper;sityJor "land banking", 'or 
pun:haSing ,prtipertYih exce~sp.fthelt'aIi:t1dJlate.ciimm:f!cl.ia~'tentiIlee(kin:ordertq assure 
.o!i .. site eXp~sio:n ~otential 

D the l040'Jv{eansBusinesslndrtstrialWorldtig lllaper S$riple4113'ownet'/u~,er'o¢c¥pied, 
'buUd:in:gs}tota1ingB,46Q~3Zg:5quare feet ofsPaceou t;505,j:I;Cj'es:oflahd, ~;avepage 
, coverage ratio fat these USers was':only'12;9%; refleCting fue:itnpactofland bankfugftir 
potential funrreeJqlanSionon land consumption. ' , 

l:I WitliOil:ttI1i:S:la,J:ldha~ngfeXJl.a:p,siot;l) G1pabi1i1;f; f1wuerJu.sers mayhe:.hesitant: fulo.cate in 
'tliiS regi'Oi:l;JQts~eI:alr~o)'1~'F'U-$t; they hold the la1rctforfurureexpanSinn,ttequentIy 

=~:=$!:=!~::cs, 
employeebenefit;orvery,frequeni:Tifor .fuclntyseclirity teaso~. 

'0: Operationalcharacteristicsof'hlgU-techemployeriaISd tontrlbute~toatela:tilreJy high" 
pfqpensityto landbankiIi'fue'industry."T'hecost ofholdingind ustnallartdisl11or.ethan .off· 
, set 'fiytlre benefit-of,being'ableto, plan future;:expansion preructa:bIyand rapidly;}Jsa, SUch 
ijtn1sfrequ~tlyp~ferto putthase land forlater ,expansion:aHower initial holding cost: 
d.i1e~ frequently, unpredictably expenSiv1:,innovanon.;;driven 'c~pita11nvestment'needs. 

Market thoice I Trans!;Ietion Demanc! 

A factor of demandmust'beJnclu(led'fuatrefiectS transaction dema:nd'need,.fur healthy 
commetrlal reaLestatemarketarovity.Not all land available willbedeveJoped Dvera,twenty';. 
year petiod.butmaybe,Pilrchased',or'opuonedby interests thatmfend.t:odevclop.Absence .of 
suLhsupply provides:fewerci)oIcesforhusinessitO .Purchase aI}d expand, whether home"grown 
or extetnaUtivestme:~Which,in ,tl:lI"b. .rends todrlve up the costofemploymerit:land, oreatlng 
disincentiveto:eCdno.ni~pd~\1~ioprn~Ilt. Uuder-proyi$ionof retailland, forinsfance, can put ' 
~.pr~e·pressWi!'9J:1itidUsma,I,land'thatwill fr~qllently haVI:! f'reeway!traflspor\:ation, access, and 
\listbilitVupaD wbichr~tllia1ScitiePenrlS~unde~g 1:h~po~lCY :to preserve industtial1andfor 
industrial development, , 

The importance orttretnarketfaci:orwas1irsttaised inthl:! 2 (J4{J ' Meq'iiS BusinesslndZistrial 
Market WarkinyJiaperandthen was furthetelaborated and qqantifiedln',PhaSe26fthe 
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Regiona11ndustrial Land Study. Below is a summary of the discussion regardiIigthe market 
factorfrom previo~s work 

n Aneffident:land market requires a range of site options dlirlnganyparticularperiod. 
Typically, localjurlsdictionsandmetropolitan regions provide 50 to 300 p ercent more 
industrial land t:han the forecaSted demand fora 20~year plannfngperiod. Although itis 
not used Jocal1y, suth.amarket factor iSSDtlIldeconomic policy as it reflects the factthat 
demand numbers driven purely byprojectedabsorption wiIl consistently understate the 
need for available and developable land. 

1l ThesaIe of land is ri;6tequivaIent to the net absorption, that is, the useofthatland, and, for 
this reason, transaction volumewil1typicaIlyexceednetabsorptiol1.Nonetheless,the level 
of transaction activity speaks to theneedforan adequate supply to allow the market: to 
function properly. Both en d."us er firms and speculative developers purchase land in 
advance of their intended use of the property. 

c Market pricing and availability of in.dustrial1and is afunctlon.oftheJand supply available in 
the marketduringany discrete period. Asarestiltj simplisticledger",styleplanning models 
that compare aggregate demand to aggtegate.,supply.do notadequateIyrepIicat e th~a¢t1ial 
functionbIthe land market . 

5. Concern About Conversion oHndustrial Landto Non-Industrial Uses: Lack of Errtpirical EVidence 

The large~ lot analysis poses an intel'estlngpoHCYQ1.les1:l(}Il tegarrung.as5urancesforindustrialland to 
be used for job-generating indust:r1alpurposes"tqprotectpllbIicinvestmentS" in Metro's own 
phrasing. Here, though not expressed,publicinvestrnentis.1ikelylnJri.fr'astructure.The implidt 
concern is thatindustriaHand has been or is Jjeing used fornml~indu,strialpurposes. 

Although there J:1aS been extensWediscusSlon oftb.isissueover tb.epast severa] y"earsi.incltldlng 
Metro's expansion orits Titl e4 design types toinc1ude Regionally-Significantlndm;tria,l.Areas . 
(RSlAsJJ we are unaware of any robust body of evidence thatindustriaLland conversipl1 has occurred 
on any s!gIlificant scale, pa,rnculatly in the Portland metropolitan area,. To this end, we Would in\-'ite 
Metro to review the 2004 Depaitment of Land Conservation and Development [DLCD) report, 
Promoting Prosperity: Protecting Prime Industrial Landfor Job Growth, 

The report identified only five jurisdictions within Oregontilat experienced industriaUand 
conversion to other uses between 1986 and 200:4. Of those five, .only tWo ofthe.conversions were 
considered by DeLD to be detrimental tolndustriaJ landsl1pply. Moreover, the report documents 
Metro's inputthatnotbn1ywaS. conversion over-estima.ted but at times can be beneficial, particularly 
when due to accommodating the rapldly~changingindustriaLwork place . 

While Metro's concernthatadrrtittingtoo.much industriaIland into the UGB may create pressure for 
that industriallanrl to convertto retail orihstifutional users understandable,wewotildrecomniend 
greater do Cl.l.m entation of the issue beyond anecdote for purposes of a better informeddiscu,ssion of 
large.iJotindustrialland need concerns. 

6. MUriltipaVRegional,&State EconomkDevelopmeht Policies & Aspirations NofCoosidered 

The Metro analysis provides no discussIon ofeconomk development aspIrations, targeted industry 
need and unique large-site quality Information reflective of regional economic development agents 
such as the Port of Portland, Regional EconomicPartners and private economic development 
interestsorMetro's28 tonstituent]ot;al jurisdictions that are requiredbyState law to implement 
Goal 9 strategies in their tomprehens!ve plans. Thisisofpa.'i;icular C{}ltcern, given considerable effort 
and resource expenditUre byt:he variousjurisdictions and stakeholders on targeted bUsiness 
recruitment efforts upon whlchtargeted, large employer and industry duster attraction partiqUlarly 
depends. 
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'Tdillustrate the potential, deRl.AA~.fot. ~ar:ge eID,plQytne!ltsite5tihr.o~glroutthe'¥on1?Ii~ml:!tr::o,are<ti a 
JpHNSON REIlY~opmd1ilif,i~'a,1;t?cpep ,tL1, ):11is'reYiew')doCUIIIeilt~e5crlbhigspec1fitb:l4uS1;ry 
~ecrui~ennanddeID,cmdCUl9 reIateC! •. $P~1ici~Ir~qualityr(e¢ds.ofthoSe,eIliployert.,Th/:i 
lw6r:niitfiollj.S'asU:fuinaryonijdilS1:i:f"1&i:~"ptit!!uedbY th¢OregonD,epartfuent of a]1smess 
peyelopmeptt'O:S:PP" f()Iinerlj·~QE,CDUJ1.,oyer;thep~tnin:e,montbs;jnp;mtnershipwHli:vatiQU$ 
city, counw, anti iotbereconomfudeyelopmenfpariners. AlthoughconfidentiaLin nature and, 
generally summarized fnrws dOCUlDen~ parcel size,and:quality among the '36 ,firms seeking 'Pacific 
NorthwesUocations in the.nine,.-.manth period:indicat:ed the folloWing parcel s~ze ¢ar;acterisa¢S; 

'31;,sG. '5VJJJ 
$b!.~i,r$l~{~' 

SOurce: .CIIDJ):aftd:iohnsohReid tLb 

~~:~~:~dg:~==;:~::;;:=~:j,=i~[::!d~;:':~:nlY"a 
:nin¢."iIloht1i.'P~DOd,cmdd'uring the·WQr.st;r~esslQns:m.t;~ ~'fin!atPepresSionbf,the:193(}5 .. Over 
40% (eight) 3l'¢;¥;e~king p.ir.cel$ over' 1-QOacreSlIl$r~¢. ~Ptlgliw:e do,ilo:t assert.thatthePottlaild 
trietro' area..cah aild.Willl'ectUitallpoteiUialleadssuccessfuIlY, theinfonna:tirinahriutfir.insseekfug.:a 
potebfuil1ocatio'ri lier:eindicatesthatnoton1y do local, regio,riiil'and State economic development " ' 
eff~:mattei"J butthat1h~yshotild 'be quantified anilLmodeledfnrmally aspartofpotentiatlong~term 
landnee.agiven suchevidence.l:hereaderisinvited to:revi.ewtheattached memorandum for ' 
adtlltlonafinformation about:the rangeof'industriesanduseI'S'and specif'icinfrastructure, Iabm:,and 
slte::quaIity ,needs. 

A-ccordingly,Da$ed art: all px:ecedingCQ:rn;ments:aboutMetTo~s Jame·,;)ot';demantiI;ne!h()do!PJ5Y,we 
point out that Sllc:h demanq estimates 'by parcelsiz.e~dbuildrng %pacetype~s exptes:sedpnP;:tge IB 
or thel<U'ge-lot~.alYSis repott; as well'asdted.in tl:u;: iirSt:seGtibIi ofth1s m$ora,ndU¢;are 
incompleteandpotel'ltlai1yup~er-;estima:te largelotneed sighifitantlyaver tnetieJ{t l:WetityyearS. 

"/. LargePpfC'~ Sti.pp1y:AnalYSis'Jgl1ores, A1tSl.J):)plyFactots<blit:ParJ;eISiteandAdjacentAssembly. 

Beginning on Page 19, an anaIysisnr sitesof25 acresm::'moreJsconductelitoideritify potential 
supplytoaccommodatecestlmatedlarg:e.,;parcel demand. We wouJ.diirStnote that:an',crititaI 
snortcamingso{the"lndustrlalsupplyana1ySis tbatJoHNsoNREIndiscussed in its Prellmincq;ytJGR: 
teviewhave si1nilar 'implicatibns for supply ana1~sln ,th1sanalysis. ' , , 
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Perhaps even more fundamentallYl however, we point out'tha:t25+ acre supply indiCated in this 
Iarg~lohmalJlsis and reIatedassemblypotential is analyze(ifromapartel supply SiZe perspective 
with only very basic cOnslderatipn ofseveral critical factors. In other words,accordingto this 
analysis, if a Z5+acre parcel,exi'sts somewhere in'themetrQ region, no -matter ltsphysical suitability 
inCluding siteorieptation.) configUration, location) zoning compatibility and existing infrastructUre; 
proximity to suppliers" CT.iStomers and like companies {joo.ustrial cluster); brown .. 
field/redevelopment constraints; oWner intention; and/or expense Of financial tools necessary for 
assembly, the parcel still is considered suitable for me:etin~ large"WTCel need, 

Inolir view; thisilnplausiblyand criuca11yover"simplifies the large-lot supply Issliei3Iid faIls short of 
beIng a :reasonallie basis tod'iscnss large-Iotparcelsupply ror demal+d/nefldreJ;ohdlia,tiOi). .. A 
significant reVision to this snpplymethod.olpgy to mote seriOUS:lYT:efl.ectlarge usetsuitabiIity·is 
paramount to understand the tr:t:ui regional need for employrnenthmd:of all types . 

a.Demand and 5up:plyReconc;lliatj~n Flawed 

AcCordingly, thqugn m'ti.ch analyticaleff.ortby: Metro staff in the document is obvioUs, we wolildbe 
tefuissnQtto conclti.de formally that the .supply and demand reconciliation ofI:argeSitesis 'flawed 
andrequir.es significantrevisfon, based on all methodtlloglcal dlncern~ raisep. 

Wewould further ask the following; 

p W:hoisresponsihle tot' lanclassethbiyof con.sttaineq sites and by whatmeans:is this 
financed? 

p Simtiady, whtlisr,esptinst"ble-fornrctwu-'fieki rem.ediiitinn annbyw:hatmeansis tlrls 
fui;iht.ed1H;qwdoeS.thataffed the plaus.ibilltyofvarious:refilljinfili asStnppti011s? 'tvletro 
staffis irtvifed to. review the 20D4 Hrown/iiddJGreenfield Development CDstCoJ1l.p~ris(t.n Sttldy 
¢o:"fwid:ed'by Metro, .PUc. p·ort of Portland and 'CityofPottlan'4 to identity ct;itital"ftnantlf.l1 
and physical constraints 'for key sectors.a.naend user$' a'b'llitYto utitlze teniediated brbwo­
field sites altogether. 

D. Metro staff alsO biinvltedt6teview b'othEmployinentOppiirl:utiit;Y Sites PortiplioIs )ftom 
2004;t:mnm.iSsionecl bytl;te POrtland Developm:ent comtmssiol:!/ thaUden1:':ifjrin;great detail 
the sp~d:nr; physita1;fudfui,a'!!itif1lIfcmstraint conSiderations forthemajotity o(key' 
tedeveioIlln¢ntl'itrfilI;sUe$th.i:'o:ughcitifthe CitynfPortlahd. We wotild rurther note that 
redeve10pnientwllI h~e blgli$rperceived firiandal·riSkfrom :aJenrung perspectiyeanCi will 
require greater crist Qfbtv:rp:Wing, potentialIyrendering,opportunitiesidentified in that 
doJ:;ument,a5 infeasible; . 

D How does tlle allocation ,of urban renewal sUbsidies inthe~esldentiai IlrDi3Ii GroWth Report 
to residential inIllI, ratherthan support of economic dWe1opmentj :conStrain or render 
reffillinfilJassumpnons lnnperative,? 

Q F'mallYihow does this and!\ttnre 'large-lot d~mand AnalySis relate to or affect ekisting 
employment fund fitrdlngs7Larg:e-lot users ftequentb' anchor dusters and<.create ripple 
etfectsthat thencre~te demand for vatibtisotlit!remPIoymenttyp:es including retail 
commercia) inrlit;ect;ly via: employed hOUsehold spending, Does this and revised analysis 
change eXisting UGR findings In total? 
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JOHNSON RE.1D 
4",0 US!; ECQNOMtcS 

DATE: June 30,2009 

To: Maru Wilkinson Metro .. ".. '"., .. 'I . .... . 

JointMTAC I E'CAC Comrnittee 

cc: CREEC, CAR, NAJOP. PBA;GCBAJ SI{)B.~ JCSC1. ,&Dayis WdghtTreII1aine 

FROM: 
.. '~ ... ' .... 
BillReidl PrinCipal 
JohnspnReid~ Ltc 

SUBJECT; Review:ot Merr()Js May 2{)09Preliminary Urhan Growth Report for 
Em,ploymentland . 

JOHNsdN~tn ~'Ei retaiIl~4 jO~I1~Y by th~;!l:)Qvf!~lls:tedpames (,!the Cpusprtium") to 
provitie:a:review;pf Metro' s'May21gp9 P}:"(31iItlin;a,ry Url:>:a;r:t GrQwt1i ij:eport on 
EmpIoyilientLahd ("the UGR~J. Specifically> the Consortium has sJgnlfic;ant concerns 
<ibbtitthe validitY of the following five conclusions expressed on Page 1 ·of theUGR: 

:1.. IlThere is s'uJjiCient,capadtywithin the currerturban.growth bOlJ'fiJaryto m~et the 
low end of the regional forecasted employment demand in the5~and2o"yeartime ' 
frames.~ . 

2~. uThl!rels suffidentcczpacitytt;J me(!tthe high end qjinc/;!!strial demand;n ,; 

3. "aut polJcy otinYes,tm(!ht chan'ge.smust be made to meet the high end o/the hoh­
industriaidemand. 0 

4. Theie'js tl ••• d potehtiatgap in the capadty oIthe existing UGB· to meet unique 
industry needs." 

5; "The teportlllustrates a potential disparity between the (ocatiqnoj certain types of 
land st.lpp{y and current employment iocation trends.. U . .. 

This memorandum is intended as asumm;:irY OfrQHNSON REIn's .review-of policy and 
analytical documentation in the UGRand the resultingfinmngs thatlead to these 
five conclusions. We have identified issues of particular cont;ern to the Consortium 
that we·tecommend the COhsortiumfocusefforts. to. further coordinate with Metro 
to refine, cbrrect~and improve the UGR as a.pproptiate·,Johrison Reid notes, . 
however, th'atth:ecdraft large-parCf~l rtee-da:natysisreieasedon ·lUJie· 24) 20'0'9 :also 
warrants tev:iewas its findings are ihtegral to adequate assesSment of employment 
land need in the portland metro area. JOHNSON REID will prOvide another 
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memorandum to Metro by July lSj 2009 'expressing any concerns about the large' 
parcel need anCilysist,'lnd suggested. m~thoclol()gicaLrefineme:p.tsasnecessant~ Please 
note thatcornments' methoClOlogy S\lggestiohS for large parcel snould not be Viewed 
in avaCUUIn and Play acid,to 'Or refine !JUfOwn cpmrnEmtsin this memorandum. 

'GENERALMETHODOlOGY COMME.NTS 

Metro methodologyfor;getermi'ning dell1andap.d supply for errH:ilb:>nnentland, 
basiCallycc)lllpfises the followh"1g tl;ll:::ee~§tep pmces~:,,' ' 

i. Whatts Forecaste4 D~maud?;.M~trqpolitan ar~ enIplbymentis 
forecasted exogenou!?ly (ingependent] Qf regioI"l1llJandsllpply; 
Ibcational1.d qualit.¥1.mder a high andl()wgr{)wth~Gena;riQsa1ongwith 
animpHcitrhiddle"pointorinedil1m growth sce!laIio~ , 

ii. WhadsRegionalLalid Supply? ;~Assumingvari()uspolicy 
preferences as WeUasteftll and floor area ratio {F1\R} 'trends for. 
currentlY known indus,t:tU~s,t11ecapacitYof the eXisting shpply of land, 
is estimateclwfthil1 the uthal'l.groWthboundary generally regardless 
ofsI?eaflcJndustWneeds.and locationalconsideranoils. 

ilL .DQe$~~tExi.Stb1g Supply oeLand Under>M:etro's Capacity 
AsSuIllptio)lsl\{eet,P{)re:easted'Demand? -' EXlsting:capadty is 
esu,mated.by Metro }ess"fnrecastediiemandfo:rland ufiderieach 
growtl1sceriarip; 

In :the doCtiment,tv!etroc]ea1;'ly:Jpdipates thef¢I?ort i~mJ:~~t 1;o.,sh:ape-regioual 
plarmil1g discussion andtsno~;me,a;:g;ftQbe a;fina1,cpnch,ls1ve 5tudy oftheregionJs 
employment land need.. . . . . 

However/a.nllinheroffurtd'ametital issues aiiseili a detailedreail,ingof1:hereport 
that;indicate:tt:qulte'reasonabieto' questlonCl1ot o:hlythefive,critical findings . 
Slnnmari?:ed.Pli.'j:hefitst page of this dotuinellt,htitthe three-step methodology 
utllize4 hy Metro as wen; , 

FdI~owing are general ~Olnmentsregardingthe,basic methodology titllfzedbyMetro 
for ,reaching its emploYJ:Ile~f 1cm:dneegpnO:ing$ forthepl?-lIDingperiodthrough 
~~ ... . ... . 

:t, A Basic Confusiofl ofthe Roles of Land Supply and Demal1din, Economic; Growth 

Despiteawell-:documentecl employment growtltforecasf for the D;letro region; in 
ac:tua11tY.lbhgrowth Will only; mate 0 aIize lithe location. type andqualfty of . 
huildings and land areavalIable as $pecifitallyreqtiired lJyvari6tis industry sectors. 
In other words; growth capacity:,s'tarts Wtth:a thbtoughunderStanding of the nature 
ofla.ndsuppIy yvithihtAe:liGBas determined bykeyil1dusttiesartd the regi:bnal 
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jurisd1ctlons planning for economic development as required by Statewide Planning 
Goal 9. For example: 

• Is there sufficient industrial acreage in East Multnomah County 
proiimate,tb the Pono/Portlandfor targeted sustainable energy 
industries (wind turbines; etc.) as well as potential alternative fuels . 
vehicle manufacturing as turrentlybeingpursued by the GDvernor's 
Office? 

• lsthere:sufjicient:industrz'al acteage.suttablefor photovoltaic sDlar. 
maiiufactuting znWashington County that isseiStnically stable, prOVides 
adequate water aria power capacity, aild iSptoximatetothe CoUnty~ 
existing high-tech workforce? 

To the extent tha,tMetro fail~ to understa,nd the~e types of employment lands and 
doe~ not pI;ovidefor the ne~ds of specific use~promisingindllstdes targetedby 
State,countiesa,nq lqcCilgovernment;s will notm.atelializejlea!ljpg to far greater 
economic stagmlQonin the region. 

Rathel\we find the first questions to reasonably he: HoW Milchanrl What Types of 
Emptoyment Growtll Does the CtirrentIrtvenfory of'Laoo Indicate Based on the 
Needs of Existing and Targeted IMtistries? [)oesThis Meet RegioIlalN eeds and 
Goals? If.N:o~WhatElse'&FIow Might It Be ReqUired? .. 

2. ThE;Urbal'l Growth Report is Not·Consistentwith Statewide Planning Goal 9'­
Employment Land 

On page 8 oithe OUR, it is l'ucidedearthat the. dotutnentWas: 

.' " .... completed to comply with' state statutory requirements in Oregon 
stateWide plantiing goa114;.l1 . 

" Further, ft.,.While Metro is not required to complYwlth planning goal 
9j much of the workcOl;npleted to analyze employtnentclemand and 
supply Can s;upport tbedijes anA coupiies; in the r:egion that are 
a,eiclressfrJ,g the requirements of.go;li '9 intheirperiorucrevjew work 
plans." 

Thereafter-follows statutory language for hath Oregon Goals 14 ("Urbanization'') 
ahd 9 ("EcoJiomJcDevelopIhent") .. Toparaphtase for the Uhlnitiated! 

II Goal 14 requires planning jurisdictions to <adequately answer the 
question of whether urbanized develdpmerit.can he reasonably 
located Withihthe exlstirt.g UGB and, if hot, whe~e it is best situated. 

• Goal 9 requires planning jurisdictions to jdentify the specific 
economic opportunities to be pursued and match this to the specific 
inventory of employment land necessary to successfullyachiev.e 
economiC developrnentgoals. 
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aased on our o~ro:expeIi~I1.ce Qfconducting analyses of both Goals 9 aIlcf14 for 
various jurisdictiqns throughout the state, JOHNSON REm:is unsure how exactly-a Goal 
14 aIlalysis can adequately be condllctpdw'ithti71twell·considerea.. Goa:19-consistent 
documentation. 

Inotherwotds1 Metro indicates ithas answered,the question"Ca:nalletpected 
groWth'teasonabiygoinsicletheeXisting UGB?"Butwe find it reasonable to 
questibn Whether:#expected grow-fir" is even fundamentally 1;Indetsro~d frCllll an 
industry: sector and eCQnomit'aevelopmentpersPe.d:iveas requited'byplannit:lg 
~~ , '" " 

Indeed, the Utb<ln Growth RepQrtaclqIowJ~dges MetroctQes n9~nee9, to cqmply 
with plarmtn,gGoa19L~dMetrQ staff has tn,.d,icatedtha'tJtis Jlotwithin; its phrview 
to take intQacC,qunt,indiyidual JtJ:r~sctic;tion$lGoa19 documentation. One tan 
appreciate tP,e:'c;lifficulty Of.'SUcllaJurisdiction .. by'"jtirisdictioiitindeffuking. Butthis 
renders sign~ficantaspects' ofvaHO'Iis City:ancl, CountY Goa.l9 requirements' 
mean:inglessand guarantees.s'ilence onthefolloWirtgcruCiru issues among oth:ers. 
and an incomplete portrait of"eXpected g!:oWthi'JorGoaL14,coItsisteno/purposes: 

• The natl,lre'Cl,!1r.tcll.aracteristit:s of existing inchiStriesWith regional 
pr:esence as wellasnew qr emerging industries. targeted forpuhlic' 
investmentas determined byfue locatjurisdictlODsfuernselves and 
their Stal'eagencypart.n'ers'inc1udiilg;Oregon Depattmehtof Land 
Conservation andOevelopinent eDLCD) and Oregon Ectmomit:& 
Coinmunity Development Department tOECI1Dj, ambngotD.ers. 

• Th.e uniqu~land n:eeds ofindtistriestargeted :,bYjb:rlsdictions. 
in¢lu~ng size!Jelcation, transportation, poweI' .. ,Watet/wastewater, 
geological quality~ Workforce proXimity,need totlandca.pacttybeyond 
immediateemployrrteht plans C1and ba:Pldl1i), }lnd a hbStofbther 
,qualities. . 

• SpeciflcallYt the a1JnitYoftheCitY'bfP6rtland~s;em.ployment land 
:capaCitY tophysically,atcriIIlrriodate''Mettois proj ectibrtsof refill and 
indifsfry loca:tidh needs as Pbrtlarti:l~sbwn Goa19 processis 
Incdmplete. hutSobn coming tb.a'tldse. 

» Specifically,the ability of western Washington CountY and eastern 
MilltnomahCountyto adequatelypursuePVsolarpanel, 
ma:n1ifucturingfirins~ the onlY·irtdustrycurrentlyhelngrecruifed with 
OECD Dptogtamtnatic resoUrces, as wefLas wind~energy 
tnantlfacttlters' andsetviceproviders~.o,ther tllter.n~fiv~ en,ergy 
initiatives, and specifically in. the caseofwestero Washington C01+Ilty, 
bio-pharrp.aceuticals-re1ated,lnd\ls1:ry; . 

Contrary to the UrhanGrowth Report's pontentionJ it is out' opinibnthat Metro is 
subject to conform~ce With Goa;l 9 j if pot the associated rules~At the very least; as 
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with it:s<eiectioh toconduct,ametro area-wideGoalS ahalysis ofenvitontnentally 
sensitive lands consistent with State requirements, ahalysis of economic need and 
documentation of both Iocal and regiona:I economic development plans as they 
detennineland need quality consistent with State requirements would be preferred. 

3. The l\NewParadigm~i Focus on Building Types Critically Mischaracterizes Industry 
land Demand 

The UGR adopted what it calls a "NewParaBigrnU to characterize employm~nt land 
need andtapadty suffji;iencyWithin thecuttenturbangrowth bOllndary. 
Specifically, thetlNewJ{aradlgro" focuses on the. built en\ti,roru;nent that 
accommQQatesemployrrtetttllses, andpotentlaltrends' in huiltretaill office. and 
industrial uses. This differs with past consideration 'of land need where employment 
dens,ity per acre by ·proa.d il1dustry groupswasofMetroiIDalyticaLemphasis. 
Resulting met;hodologyas~l3Ssing empl()yment land need for broad employment 
space types unlizes thefcilloWing algorithm: 

Employment Forecast X Built Space perJob / Building FI<oot Area Ratio = Land 
Demand 

With aw~II"Q.QcumeDted statJ.~ticalemploj1lnent f<Jrecast and significant past work 
to determine average space usage per employed person by differentbroad.uses~ 
Metro focused. new analytical resources for this UGRon theissue of floor area ratios 
as a measure ofbtIildillgfoofprint and as a baromerero.flong-tennland Use 
efficiency. Sp.edfitally, ihcreasingFARs over tirfieatean indicator ofm.ore efficient 
useoflandas th.erei.san increase inbuildingfootprintrelatlveto 
parking/impervious. surface to. serve the,buiIdlng's ecpnol11ic;ftlJJ.'Ction;.Metro's 
ef(ortS,vi'a its consultant team, incluffed a number offocus groups to. discuss sector .. 
specific FARs and builtenvirQl).rnenttrends, :recentreale$tate and built 
environmenttrends by speci,fic use types, anq potenticil direction for bliilding 
efficiencies over time by use type. '. 

While aU of the abovearecdnstructive additions to uIlClerstandingJandusage by 
regional industry., we pointout the follOWing shortcomings oftheapproach in fully 
understandingregiorial employment land need': . . 

• AnalYtical efforts by Metro's consulting team on the built .environment 
produce:dover-ernphasis on variollS real estate trends and potential 
outlook i$sues ofIIieasura.ble developed speCUlative space as. 
mea,sured by Co-Star, Inc.j a commercial rea] estate database. Based on 
our experience; CoStar is an important tool for space and land 
brokerage, but its databases for office) industria1;and retail uses are 
not cqwprehensive and overwhelmingly-reflect speculative~ or for:' 
leasej spae~These spaces are predominantly smaUer~ more flexible 
bUildings that can ,meet the needs .ofa broa.d range oftena.nts (in~line 
retail, flexbusiriesspark, etc.) with shared parking and provide a 
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skewedpiq:ure of built enyrrQnmentfactQrs that Metro therl utilizes 
to inform land .neec;l over' 40 years'and potentially ihfotnt5 O~yeaT 
need as weU., 

ill Altemanyely, Co-Sta.ris faT l,e,ss cQl11pletetnits informatiOn regarding 
. ownel{;'Qccll:pi~d sp,ace dlarafferistics becausethe latterls.built-to­
suit and not:marketed for occupancytransattion. Such uses frequently 
do notfoUowa consistent or fleXihle pattern cluetb the unique: . 
economiC function of the facility (i.e. Intel's RonlerAcre.s) and long­
t~rmb1vestrnentreqillteinehts,ofthe fitn1.thisisaIsutiue fQrlargex 
ownef~bctupied tmnl1ietdal. andoffice,deve1oprn,ent, 'wb:i~Jl1ay 
requite.uniqu.efreighr!Illet:chandiSe transportationac:c(}l:p.m~:){:IgfiQn 
and security proVisions, respectively. 

• The reportackrtowledges absence oranalysis Qf"large indllStrli:lUot" 
demand'iSSuesfl1dudin:gchara:ct:eristic:s, indu&try specin,cs,and land 
bartkingneedamtmgo:thl!LS. Becausepoth ~Jdsting Cil1t!:e:mergiri:g 
industrialchisters, which the vaN. G.rerlits (3,S major driversoffutute 
ecort6miCbPpo~nityj are usually anchored by]argerusers and. their 
uniqllejlong~terrt1Jand n~~ds, the absenceoflarge',lotdernand is bf 
pargcular cqncern.This is uIlderscoredWiththetofmnentmade bya 
fQCusgroupparqcipr,mtthat UForsitesbf20+acfes1 anihCteaSlng . 
Ileed to}ookouf,sjdethe'mefI'ri region" ,exists (p. 2Z): 

Ii The repQrtJocuses qu cornmerciaLrealestate space retltsand 
OCCUpallC:Y,; but ighoresthe, tmpdttahce of the han -resi(!eIltla.llerul 
market. induding reteiit ttaI1sactibn'pdces and tn.eir signal as tQfue 
lack ofaVailabi:lity; cfa diverse arrayd! suitahle.inAusttial ~~t~{Qr 
spedfitindtistryheeds·thfbughoutthemetro'region. 

4. Me±roPolky AsslJrnptjcms and1mpaf;:tUpon flndings Are Not clearlyExplained 

Although a technical appendix o(t1etrq'scQP~ nwde~ policy assumptionsJsprrivided 
at Metro'sUGR website, key policy details. are pot clearlyspefled.outdfexplaiited 
hased upon our readipg. We seek furthE:f E!XPlanatio!1 .ancltefinementOfthe,: 
foilowing: 

• In:aFehruaty 5 Metro Councilworkseshlbri,ltwasnoted t:hatthe 
Me:trQPqlicy AdyisoryCornrriittee (MPAC) recommended a "tight 
llI'bangrowthboundaryri to further s'hape'development and . 
redevelopment patterhSwithln theexi.s.ting UGB-Eady February also 
roughlytiIlles·With. thenear-cQmpletioupfbackgrounet docllment 
preparation by Metro's cop,sulting·tep.:w .. When:ex~ct1y a!1dhow di~ 
the:MPACpblicyrecQIl1mendatjQI1 ofa"pghtboundary" shape 
analysis by the Metro cou~ulting team) as well as analYtical findiI1gs 
summari:z;edln the T)'GR by Metrostaffutilizing consultant team 
findings? 
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) 
• How does infrastructure.costand reinvestment policy get modeled 

and affect findings? The techniCal appendix states that Metroscope 
models the effect afpolicychoices and that infrastructure costs are 
based ontiational statistics~hut itis far from clear how exactlytliese 
casts deterrnine speCific locations of future economit growth, 
particularly withintlieexisting UGH. 

• What infrastructure coSts are assumed ta be borne by the private 
settorartd what percent by the public? 

,. Howa.re:different infrastructure costs rna d eled given different cOSt 
realitIes in different areas? Washington Couniyiands are.flatter with 
significant, existing infrastructure suitable for high-tech industry 
adjacent and effiJ~ieni:1y extendedonly'in peut by the public. ))oe5 the 
recent transppr:tan.on bill th,at flIndswidening'of HiglJ\VCl:Y 26 to185th, 

€;rpap,Sit)1'l ofill,tercha;ngecapaqty fl,t Shute RO,adand{Jlencoe Road, 
aI-Hi sign.ific@tapd,itionaI resourcesfpr arteriCi\,:and other expansion 
withinWashington CouptyChange infrastructure policy assumptiahs 
andl or study findings? Are model assLtmpuons al'ldstudyflndings 
accutategtven the funding offhe bundeeBypass givenYatrihiil 
County inciuSIon in the Mettosc6pe model? 

• Do national statistics atcuratelyref'iectthe"costofretrofitting existing 
inftastrucrure'ih core urban areas for dramatk ihcreases in 
cbmm:erdal,tetaiL and office.(re) development intertsitypredicted by 
themod~J? 

• HoWexactlYdoesaS$umetl'resldentlalunit subsidy schedule, as 
expressedilrthe' SecOl1d Appendix oftheHQR,sliape future 
co,mrner,cial r:e~ilgeographic allocgtion? If Jpfrasgucture poljcy 
assulUPt:ibrt$ are sel].S~ijve to CQst considerations" is it re<is'pnaple'to 
,assume nearly 90"OpO,resictentiaJ uIl;il;s "Vitlligtb,e CUITeI1fUGB Win 
ind}vidllally'recejyeup to $50, Don ih directsubsidy,presumabiy Via 
numerous urban renewal diStridsthtoughbut themetto region. 

• The appendix I'rotes,tliat offiCials of Metr;o>mernber tountie's and the 
City of Pbrtiandrevtewed the informatioil, but were the' Urban 
renewal districts. frequently even independentbfCityCoilIicil bodies, 
cbnsllIted?Which uTbanrertEiWalc11stdcti)'would require voter 
approval f01: what would mostlikelyamounttosignificant plan 
arrtel1.dIl:1~nts fotthese.subsidyschedu1~?ls Metro aware DRS 45 7 
will likely be a!ll~ndedto reduqeloss inincrementalrev~nuesto 
affected:seryiq~;providersjthusreClucing urban renewal maximum 
indebtedness over the long term? How doesa1! ofthis factorinto the 
analysis ofcommerdal retail demand and geographic location over 
the planrungpetiod:l 

]I The appendiX hotes that candldciteurbangroWth expansion areas 
m'odeled 'largelYdonbt include candidate mdustria:Iareas identified 
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by economic stakeholders and we5ternWashington County 
jurisdictioIlsas most suitable for regiqnaI cluster growth} and 
buildable, cost-effective quality. How does modeling their exClusion 
differ from results if modeling their consideration for inclusion? 

SPECIFlCMETHODOLOGYAND FINDINGS COMMENTS - DEMAND 

Given the. above comments about broad methodological and policy issues that shape 
theUGR, this section of the document provides aJist of questions abpllt specific 
methpdologyand.poIicyassulUptionsthatwe·recommend the Consortium pursue 
given their economic interests. 

Page2S'"' SoIarWorld in HiIlsboro has indicated a commitment to hire 2,000 . 
employeesJ manybefore 2015. The Low forecast for the entire metro area indicates 
2,700 manufacturing jobsin fiveyears then alossof300 to 2AOO new jobs in 20 
years. The SolarWorld figure does not includellanufacturingripple effects,orany 
other manufacturfngnrms in these\ren-countya:rea. In light of the discrepancy, 
should the employment forecast take into account documented, near-term 
employment commitments ITom employersrincludinge:merging clusters? 

Page 28 ,-Manufacturing jobs, in the Employment Jteport, include COll1puter 
Electronics (growth projected) andnon:-CoUlputer Electronics. (decline projected). 
Since solar panelmanufacturingis notcomputerelectronics;butis categorized in 
the silicon..:based microprocessor NArcS category} where is the emerging Solar 
Clusteraccountedfor in the forecast scenarios? If western Washington County was 
not considered for reasons of policY assumptions] where Will this employment go? 

Page 29}Figl1re 3,... As the .chart clearly verifies, significant employment growth, 
greatlydrivi:m byhigh~tech inWashingtort County and MulthomahCounty, occurred 
betWeen 1984 and 20aO.It must also he noted, however, thatil1dustrlalland 
availability during the 1980sand 19905 was significantlygreaterj mo:rediverse,and 
less exp ensive than presently. Is it reasonable to assume. thes e key industries can, 
!l1uchlesswill expand in the region given far less inventory selection for firms that 
need to plan for rapid expansionwith site diversity and flexibility need? 

Pp. 33~34 - Estimates of Metro area UGH capture of 7-courity employment growth 
indicate declining share over the pastseveralyearsand a fixed, 20061eve1 forJuture 
projections. Doesn't a declining capture .signa.l the lack of suitable employment land 
Within the Metro UGH a.nd the increasingmoverrient afthat demand to Clark County 
in particular?ls this a trend Metro should continue to plan,or shpuld workforce and 
indl1strJ use of freeway infrastructure be rethought and reduced.? 

Page 35 ..,. We would note that all building types inTa.hle5J based on Metro 
consultant teamwork and extensive use of CoStar forbuiltenvironment trends, are 
speculative space terms andreflecttheirskewed supply characteristics compared to 
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ownet-occupiedand end users, with th,eexception of Institution U$e, For example. 
whattategorization would RanIer Acres get? Generallnq.ustrial? Office? 

Page 37+ -In the. Ecorwmlc Trends report conclucted.by the Metro consulting team, 
itwas repoitedthat the Central & Inner Metro area Subrlngs}ost roughly 25JOOO 
industrialjobs between 2000 and2D06 (Appendix 1, Figure 6)~ Alternatively, the 
Outer Ring Subareas (Appendix 1, Figure. '73 reported gaining roughly 15,000 jobs 
during th,~ Same period. Starting em Page. 37 of the UG~however,r iris foundthat the 
Port1~d metro region.will undergp a rather dramatic retrersaLregardlngwhere 
i1}dustrja1jp~ can be expected to loc;:ite through20}5and 2030. Despite lQ$ing the 
second,~largestnumberonnd:ustri,31 Jobs over the, pastsix years, Inner :north. and 
northe;:t$t a.re.expectedto see over 31l1illioll square feetjn indl,1strial ~pace 4emar+d 
through 2015. the .second p.ighest total barely behind OuterWestsi4e(Figure :1.0) . 
Central isexiJected to seeroughly 750JOOO square feet:of industrial dem~np through 
2015 despfte;dramatit losses over the previous siX years, signaling dramatic 
changes. in industrial sectors and heed in the central city: area. Through 203Q, the 
reversal is'even more dramatic,with Inner N.orth and northeast leadingthemetrb. 
region in industr1al employment demand ror space (13 million square feet) followed 
trlOI'edistantly by Outer Westside at beloW 10 million square feet of demand. Land 
inventories, fisqil tools, emergingjndustries~:etc.. will nol he dramatically different 
through 20,15 fuan they hi3;ve beenin.t11e lastfewyears.lIow·exa.ctly does Metro 
explain this rather remarkableJi.fnot,in:1probable" change from trei1dj Has the. City of 
Portlandverified that type of capacity: or consistency withthefr -Gornprehensive ... 
planning eff~rts? We would, ask similar questions for other jurisdictions. 

Page 37+ - Asitnilar reversal fu non..,ind.ustrial space dema.nd fromE-Po Hovee~s 
fincIingshasbeenafiocated,to Ceiltralahd Inner Rings comparedto Outer Ring 
subareaS with simiIatlylatking explanation fat ecol'lOm.icratinnale for the dramatic 
changefrbm trend. An explanation is warranted."High~' demand forridn~industrial 
appear to be missing from Figures 11 and 13 .. 

Page,43+ ~ Development trendsinformation greatly relies on Costar data, whicnas 
eadier expressed prOvides much greater detail andinf{Jrmation forspeCl,llative 
space to serve the needs 9f cOn;1mercial real estate hrdl\:erage servlce~f This 
information is not at all clear how owner-occupiedJend user dataisacCDuntedfor at 
all and, therefore, how these findings may skew analysis of future land need 
according1y. 

Pp. 45 -46 - Discussion of FARs is ptovidedand compared for descriptI:vepurposes 
and a comparison of FAR trend findings by the Metro 'consultant team is given. 
Although this information is useful in general description,it falls short of identifying 
the range of FARs by employment llsein affecting demand~ GreaterPAR discussion is 
given later inthe repDrt~ but only in support of estimating potential capacity of 
supplY, not characteristics of demand. We further point out· that FARs for 
commercia1 retail and office arecombmedand jdintlydiscu5sed, even though the 
two broad lises exhibit very different building forms in all parts of the metro area. 
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Dependinguponemploymenfdensity, office can build out completely as high-rise, 
while new retail in central tityusuallyoccupies ground floor/stbre front in a single 
story or'up to foul' stories in a regional center'suc:has Pioneer Place.As 
demonstrated later in this dbcument,retail commercial rarely achievesnlOrethan a 
single story in more suburban settings. 

Pp. 45-46 - There is rtbdiscussion aboutthe translation of FARsinto land demand 
via the size of the user or tenantin determining building size and resulting 
relationshipto land dem.and.Thiscrudallink1 in terrD$ of demCl.nd for parcel size in 
relationship to building space byfirmJuser/tenant(sJsizeis.acritical omission as 
ultimately the supply ofland available can only reasonably support demand if all 
user sizes are accounte.d.Ftgure 20 on p. 45 unintentionally illustrates this critical 
flaw-illustrationofFARs varies greatIy,but ip each example the size of the land 
parcel is the·same. ObviouslYJparcel siZe needvaries byindlistry type and liser just 
as FARs do. 

SPEGFiC METHODOLOGY AND FIND1NGSCOMMENTS- SUPPLY 

Althoughifis dearmuchtitneand efforthasbeen pUt into identifyfngthe total 
inventoryofbuildableemploymentland Within the current Urban Growth 
Bounda.ry,t:he analysis of existing supply capacitynas critical flaws that in our 
opinion require significa.nt adclitional analysis and explanation, 

Specifically, the buildable land supply analysis m.akesno effortto discuss the size of 
existing, buildable parcels other thanto dassifysites ffbl.l.I1dable" if,among other 
things, th eyare greater than one OJ acre in size. A review by Johnson Reid of all 
employmentparceisincluded in the published inventory, regardless of parcel 
ratings as establisbedby Metro, indicates the follOWing: 

o Gross Acreage 

i. Median Size ~. 2.2 acres 

ii. Mean Size - 4.9 acres 

iii. ModalSize (most common) '-' 1.05 acres 

o Net Buildable Acreage 

i. Median Size- 1.8 acres 

Ii. Mean Size;...;·· 4.0 acres 

iii. ModalSize -0.9 acres 

In other words,. the vast majority of the employment land inventory~ regardless of 
quality rating -as published is predominantly very small and unSUitable for the vast 
majority of employment land development types regardless of potential FAR 
realized on site. In fact, the mostcommonnet buildable individual parcel acreage 
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was less than one acre .(O.9), throwing the entire grading system of "at least one 
acreu into question. 

Despite the detailsofFARs and p,otential refill/infillrates, the critical absence of 
disg;ts$ion of parcel sIzes :andtheit suitabJlitY to accommodate the hatureoffuture 
growth needs tp be remedied,., Withoutsucha rl,iscussiollJ it is Qurown view that the 
Urban Growth Report fails to address whether or notfutu.re employmentland 
demanci and need can bernet "reasonably" within the existing urban growth 
boundary. . 

SPECIfiC METHODOLOGY AND FlNDlNGS COMMENT5- FLOOR AREARATIOS 

Members of the Consortium have eXpressed strong:concernatthe'assumedrefiU 
ratesj as wen as soineofthe Imiet Ring' FARs utilized for long-tetm projection 
ptirpbseS. Dennis Yee has graciously worked with Consort him members to seek 
cotnmongtotrnd and 'refiri~ hisanruysislf necessary.,R¢asonable changes to 
a:ssutil.ed F ARs for retail have occurred as a resillt ofcoordihatlortbet\iVeen 
COhsDrtlUmmembers and Dennis Yet:. 

To independently verify FM assumptions for retail apd jnQ.usJriai~n J?articumri 
JOHNSON REIPCondu~edjts own review of CoStar buildjng in:ventory datafbr 
Ihdustda1iWarehouse/Pistributiol1, and Flex buHdil1gtypes as w~ll q;S various 
!=Cltegorie~ofretail to ground-truth modeUng~ssUll1ptions uNized pyMe1:r0' T~e 
following two tables sunlIp.arjze our findings. 

Industrial 

Asco;mprehel1sive coStar dataindlcatefbrall of the above siIbmarketareas and 
general building types, average FARsactoss the region barely average O.19.That 
would indicate lliatassu:rnedFARs for industrialdevelopment of all three categories 
utilizedby Metro are ve&aggressiVe~ As the data also inditaterFARs thatge'nera:l~y 
exceed 0.3 actossall buildiligtypes barely compriSe 2.7% of all industriaL 
wareholls:e/disttibut!ol1, and flex spaCe constructed since 2005. We WOUld. 

therefore, recmnIl1end review and, significant reconsideration of assumed F ARs 
based on the CoStar data setal.s.b utifizedbyMetro~ 
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SUMMARY OF AVERAGE FLOOR AaEA RATIOS {FARs} 
COSTAR INVENTORY OF INDUSTRIAL BUILDINGS SINCE 1995 

Warehouse/Distribution 
Flex 

Industrial 
Warehouse/Distribution 
Flex 

ifpner NortH & East " . 

Industrial 
Warehouse/Distribution 
Flex 

Industrial 
Warehouse/Distribution 
Flex 

Industrial 
Warehouse/Distribution 
Flex 

IndUstrial 
Warehouse/Distribution 
Flex 

rand Johnson 

Retail 

1..38 
3.16 

33.16 
684.50 

14.37 

17.89 
171.09 

2.30 

44.00 
187.98 

1.10 

4.54 
127.58 

2.7.34 

229.58 
413:.2.0 

1,587.49 
350.34 

35,800 
83,652 

433,028 
5,696;489 

12.1,070 

281,142 
1,796,783 

32i 500 

239 j 517 
2.A63,896 

40,091 

70,062 
1,2.51,97:3 

210,979 

1,557,769 
2.,017,025 

2,938,103 

%of 

0.2% 
0.4% 

2..3% 
30.2% 

0.6% 

1.5% 
9.5% 
02% 

1.3% 
13.1% 

0.2.% 

0.4% 
6.6% 
1.1% 

8.3% 
10;7% 

70.6% 
15.6% 

Average 
FAR 

0.60 
0.61 

0.30 
0.19 
0.19 

0.36 
0.24 
0.32 

0.12 
0,30 
0.84 

0.35 
0.23 
0.18 

0.16 
0.11 

0.19 
'0.19 

The figure on the following page provides a similar analysis of retail commercial 
development inventory since 1995 as documented by the CoStar database. Based on 
the CoStar data seta review of FARs suggests that modifications discussed by 
Consortium members andDennis Yeewere very appropriate. 

D Average) metro area-wide FARs for retail commercial built since 1995is 0.17. 

D Only 82.4% of space identified in CoStar has a related entry for land acreage. 

D 88.6% of retail inventory constructed Since 1995 and reporting acreage has 
an average FAR of 0.3 ot below. 

D TheRegionalMall category in the CHD, displaying FAR of 13.57 reflects a 
single building observation. 
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SUMMARY OF AVERAGE FLOOR AREA RATIOS (FARs) 
COSTAR INVENTORY OF RETAIL BUILDINGS SINCE :1.995 
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Regional Mall 
Unclassified 

. Unreported Acreage 

Community 
Neighborhood 
Strip tenter 
Undassifled 
Unreported Ac:reage 

StrIp Center 
Super RegIonal Center 
Unclassified 
Unreported Acreage 

NORTBEASl1 , .~ ( 
Community 
Neighborhood 
PowerCeriter 
Regional Center 
Strip Center 
UnclassIfied 
Unreported Acreage 

Strip Center 
Unclassified 

e 

ComTTJunity 
Neighborhood 
Power Center 
Regional Center 
Strip Center 
Unclassified 
Unreported Acreage 

SOl:JitFlWESl1 
Community 
Neighborhood 
Strip Center 
General 

Neighborhood 
Power Center 
Strip Center 
Unclassified 

Reported Acreage 

e 

0;:16 

2.23 
nia 

25.00 

59.20 

37·44 
76.8:1 

:1.:1:1. 
2.02 

4·40 

:1.:1.6·45 

92'9:1 
:1.7.84 
1:1.·84 
:1.0.6:1 

52.75 

0;85 
:1.04 

56;48 

79~93 

57.24 
42.00 

8.28 
2,4;29 

99.42 
7.76 

7-45 
8.65 

:100.29 

:17'42-
25.38 

:1·75 
54-04 

nla 

1;,:1.62.84 

n-.r"'··"T'" Johnson Reid LLC 

Office 

%558 0·9% 
37,:1.63 0·4% 

308,504 3·0% 

407J564 2.0% 

244,°34 2·4% 
242,42:!. 2·4% 
:128,8:16 " "":1-0.4,-

...... ~;J ~"-

303,970 3.0% 

24,63:1. 0.2% 
62,995 0.6% 

:1.40,8:18 :1--4% 

9h03:!. :1.0% 

:1,043,:1.73 :1.0·3% 
243,524- 2·4% 
337,000 3·3% 
~F2,506 3.2% 

83,606 0.8% 

5831508 5.8% 

3531= 3-5% 

47,308 0·5% 
:1.4,:'<00 0.2% 
28/20Q 0:3% 

750,256 7·4% 
403,352 4·0% 
:145,43.0 :1,.4% 
477,000 4.7% 
:123,789 :1.2% 

22:1,938 2.2% 

:130,0:14 :1.·3% 

454i92:1 4,5% 
88,357 0·9% 
87,949 0·9% 

:1.0:1.,942- 1.0% 

n8,767 :1..2% 

6:19,:1:1.6 6::1% 
286,323 2.8% 

235,579 2·3% 
2:1.,600 0.2% 

485,.407 4·8% 

:10,:1.45,573 :100.0% 

8,360,895 Eh.4% 
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Based on reviews of CoStar data for Retail and Industrial space built since 1995, 
JOHNSON REm concludes that Office FARs as utilized by Metro for projectiJ]g demand 
and supply capacity through 203.0 should similarly be revisited upon the suspicion 
that FAR assumptions in the UGR are very aggressive:. 

FAR Conclusions 

Despite the above findings upon inspection of CoStar databases for industrial and 
retaiIspace throughout the Portland. metro area, We also caution consistent with 
earlier in this document that CoStar datais not comprehensive, can be inaccurate, 
and overemphasize51specula,tive space versus owner-occupied space. For .instance, 
FARs below 0.15 for retail built since 1995 maybe In error asland prices have made 
it cost inhibitive to develop atsuch low efficiency. $till,it is cle;ar thatamong data 
points recorded by CoStar, FARs across different retail and industrial types exhibit 
lower levels than assumed by Metro based on consultant findings, 

Additional ihputand feedback, as weU as alternative Metroscope scenario modeling 
has been requested by the Consortium, and is In our opinion appropriate given the 
nature of identified issues and concerns expressed in this memorandum. 

SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY AND FINDINGS COMM.ENTS - REFILL & I NFILL 

The refill rate utilized in the UGR appears to be based m~rely on "professional 
expertise", with no apparent technical analysis supporting the assumptions used. As 
a signifi cant sh are of future industrial andnonAIldustrialcapa~ity is accounted for 
by "refill" i determ.ination oftheseratios should be quantitatively ~upported< Itis the 
understanding of JOHNSON REm that the Consortium would happily discuss all 
alternate methodologyfortefil1/ihfill assurnptions after a better understanding or 
explanation of how the Metro consultant team determined current rates. 

While werecognize that redevelopment is 1ikelyto occur throughout the planning 
period) weare less certain that the redevelopment will yield a net increase in 
emploYlllent capacity. For redevelopment, a substantive increase in capacitywould 
need to be assumed ifsubstantive demand was to he. met by redevelopment, such as 
a single story building with aO.2S FAR being replaced with a four storybutlding 
with a 0.50 FAR. Even in this case, the pet increase would.be only the 0.25 FAR 
differentiaL 

o As an exam.ple, Metrois redevelopment and subsequent occupancy of the 
Sears Building yielded a fiet loss in both square footage and emploYlllent 
relative to the previous use. If marginal land development patterns are 
expe'cted to change substantively, acceptable parking ratios and achievable 
lease rates will need to rise as well. 

If we are to assume substantive levels of redevelopment of existing buHdings, a 
Significant level of assumedpriceescalation again will likely be Ilecessary,Older 
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buildings retain economic value for an extended period of time, making 
redevelopment less likely. Dowhtown Portland, With among the highest achievable 
lease rates in the area, tetainsall extensivetl1iXofold ClassCIRehab space (over 35 
miIlionsquare feet). In areas with lower achievable lease rates, the likelihood for 
redevelopment will be generally lower. 

The retail assumptions appearurrrealisticallyhigh,with retail havinglittle ability to 
change the basic configuration of single storY space and surface parking under 
current rent levels. WhileretaiI redeve10psata rapid pace, ollrexperience is that 
this redevelopment typically does notreflect a net increaseirlleasable area. Iris 
moreassodatedwith a change in tenant and center configu,rationto reflect ever 
changing tenant types and needs. Structuredparkingforretail has only occurred in 
very limited instances withoutpublicsllbsidy. 

Finally, we would further point outthat much of the 'low ha.nging fruit" 
redevelopment opportunities in various parts of the metro area have undergone 
some redevelopment orinfill actiVity. With many of those sites seeingnew 
investment and value,it is far Jrom clear how quickly and how many-redevelopment 
opportunities with higher cost and viabilityissueswiIl OCCur over the next: twenty 
years. We woulduote that certainly over the nextten years/availability and terms of 
redevelopment project financing will be very different from the pasttenyearsgiven 
profound changes in thefinandal sector. The upsb.ot will likely he fewer financing 
options and, greaterperceivedrisk of redevelopment projects. We also note that 
unlike the Residential UGR, there are no assumptions whatsoeverahout how urban 
renewal districts throughout the Portland metro area willfundinfrastrucrure, 
parcel assembly1remediation, provide matching funds, etc. to enableemplnyment~ 
related redevelopment andjnfill over the next twenty years. 

In summary, the refill rates used represent avery substantive level of assumed 
"'- -

capacity, and derivation oithese rates should be more quantitatively based. 

SPECIFIC METHODOLOGY AND FINDINGS COMMENTS- RECONCILIATION (DEMAND & SUPPLY) 

After review of the UGR, it is clear that Metro staff and theMetraconsultanttearn 
have put significant effort into refinement of its methodologies sincetheZO 02 
Urban Growth Report. JOHNsoNR.EIDandthe Consortium recognize and applaud 
many improvements and a Significant increase in modeling sophistication. 

However, in light of aU of the comments and conce:rns aboutpolicy assUmptionsl 

methodology assumptions and Other factors listed in this review, JOHNSON REm is 
highly skeptical of the reconciliation COl1clusion that existing· supply capacity, via 
Greenfield, brownfield redevelopment, increasing FARs, refill,etc. is sufficient for 
future employmentland demand. 

Accordingly, all findings and conclusions inthis section are'drawn with incomplete 
and likely inaccurate information. 'We would encourage Metro to further coordinate 
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with the Consortium regarding all of the above comments made in this document to 
ensure a accurate analysis of regional employmentland need and supply. 

:1. "There is sufficient capacity withIn the current urban growth boundary to meet the 
low end of the regional forecaste~employment demand in theS- and2,o-year time 
frames.'" 

As expressedabovetsignifitant policy questions ,as well as methodologlca.1 
omissions, errors/and bPpartunities for r.efinement render Conclusion 1. premature 
at best. 

2. "'Theteis suffiCient capacity to meetthe high end ojindustrial demand ... " 

Similarly, concerns expressed h:rthis review document indicate Conclusion 2 also 
premature i3t best. More accuratelYI Conclusion :i. 'is false as the UGRadn1lts that 
rargelot q,emand analysis, has been omitted and only recehtlyhas a diaftstudy been 
releaseq after preliminmy UGH publication. 

3. "But policy or inVestment chatJfjes must be made to meet the high end afthe nan~ 
industrial demand. " 

Wefirid merit in thtsstatement/ though at a policy level we find that the picture is 
incomplefe withqut consideration ofurban growth boundary expansion 
alternative(s' to fullytJoderstand thiS concJllsion.AhaiyticaHYI the picture is 
incomplete as iarg'elotneedanalYsis and its lmplkatiolis have not beehiricluded in 
this preliminary document 

4. There1s It ••• aj:totentiaigilpinthe capaCity ojtne existing UGB to meet unique 
industry needs; " 

We also find merit in this statement, but the conclusion Is incomplete without 
largely lotanalysisJalternative boundaryexpans'ion poHcysc:enariosi anq 
opportunity todarify, revise and correct i,ssuesraised in this document 

5. "Thereport illustrates apotentia.i disparity between the iocation ofcertait) types of 
land supply and current employment location trends." 

Ourfindfhgs indicate a Similar opinion of Conclusion 5 as for Conclusion 3 and 
Condusio.n4. . 
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Home Builders Association 
of Metropolft:.1n POltland 

HBA's positions and comments on 
Metro's Preliminary' Urban Growth Report 

In March, 2009. the Metro Council released the residential element of the preliminary Urban 
Growth Report (UGR). The UGR, which Metro is required to update every five years by Oregon 
law, analyzes the capacity of the region's current Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to 
accommodate anticipated growth over the next 20 years under various scenarios. This report 
was later followed by the draft Preliminary Housing Needs and Employment Needs Analyses. 

Metro has asked for feedback on its reports, stating that their intent is to spark discussion and 
debate about the local and regional policy and investment choices that will influence the growth 
management decisions anticipated for 201 O. 

HBA has reviewed the UGR reports and has discussed them extensively within internal policy 
review meetings and in conjunction with other organizations and groups. HBA was part of a 
broad housing and employment coalition that commissioned Group Mackenzie to review and 
provide feedback on Metro's draft Infrastructure Study, which was released in the fall of 2008. In 
addition. this coalition also commissioned Johnson Reid to clarify and evaluate methodologies 
used in the UGR itself. The Johnson Reid and Group Mackenzie work was intended to provide 
further substantive feedback to Metro. Summary white papers are attached for both studies. 

There is clearly much more work still to be done to help shape this important regional policy 
discussion. This document has been submitted to outline HBA's general position on the 
assumptions made in the UGR. .It asks some specific questions and it raises concerns and 
makes recommendations regarding the UGR and the housing needs analysis. While our focus is 
on the residential housing needs, we will provide some comment on the employment needs data 
as well, primarily in areas where assumptions have been made that impact our region's ability to 
accommodate for growth. 

HBA's general positions on accommodating growth successfully in our region 

1) HBA supports the region's desire to grow smart, to have vibrant urban centers and 
close-in neighborhoods, and to protect and enhance the livability of our area. We need 
solutions that keep our core areas economically viable and prosperous and that provide good 
connections between our urban and rural resources. This should be part of a balanced 
approach to handling growth needs related to housing and employment 

2) HBA is not advocating for a specific amount of UGB expansion (or Urban Reserves) 
nor for specific locations. We just want to be certain that the expansion review process is 
done based on accurate data, that it uses realistic market-based approaches, and that it 
allows our industry to provide housing that meets various price, location, size and style needs 
of the individuals and families in our region. 

3) We can rneet our region's livability goals in ways that go beyond just focusing on 
urban centers. Adding land on one side of the region for housing, and adding land on a 
completely opposite side for jobs, only worsens our transportation, sustainability and livability 
impacts. We also now have growing percentages of people commuting from Portland to the 
suburbs - a reverse of traditional trends. Ensuring the proper connection between 
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residential, industrial and commercial lands can greatly help us achieve goals - and still 
provide people with choices on where and how they want to live. 

4) Underestimating or incorrectly accommodating for residential growth in the current 
UGB wiUcreate greater problems for our region. People will leapfrog to towns outside of 
the Metro UGB or into Washington, creating even greater transportation, environmental, and 
livability concerns. We can't simply think about our own tri-county area or create a one-size­
fits-all mandate that will cause people to look elsewhere to get the home price, size, lot, or 
neighborhood that works best for them. 

5) We must think about employment and job growth as a region competing against other 
states and even other countries. We need to look at what areas in our region are the most 
attractive to provide business sites for potential employers. Businesses look at a variety of 
livability factors when determining whether or not to select a specific location. A variety of 
housing options is clearly one of those livability factors. The availability of targeted workforce 
housing is another. Also of tremendous importance for attracting new industry is a significant 
number of suitable site options. An organization should have options from which to choose so 
they can then select the parcel that best suits their needs. This is an attractive scenario for 
new businesses or companies looking to relocate. 

6) Our region must place a higher priority on housing affordability as well as choice. 
Certain levels of density can improve affordability. However, when density reaches a certain 
tipping point, much higher costs per square foot are realized. In addition, a constrained land 
supply will drive up land acquisition costs. Simply addressing affordability issues by 
mandating/forcing increased densities, smaller lots and smaller home sizes does not provide 
the range of housing choice the region needs to be economically prosperous and meet the 
needs of futurehomebuyers. So far, there· has been little incorporation of data on how 
different decisions might affect housing affordability and the ability of our region to " ... allow 
for flexibility of housing location, type and density." This latter part must also be addressed 
as part of the process as mandated by Statewide Planning Goal 10, but page 57 of the 
Preliminary UGR leaves out this important component when it quotes Planning Goal 10. 

Specific points regarding Metro's Urban Growth Report and related studies 

1. Too much emphasis is placed on increased residential subsidies. The HBA 
recommends that Metro reduce the UGR's reliance on the use of public subsidy tools. 
Although the Region should be able to count on the use of these strategies to some degree, 
we believe that the preliminary UGR has relied upon them to a fault. We are interested in 
finding out how the reduction of these subsidies will impact Metro's housing needs analysis, 
and how it may make expansion area growth more desirable than it has been presented 
throughout the report. 
a. Appendix 3 (page 97) of the preliminary UGR discusses the report's use of residential 

subsidies and assumptions that have been made with regard to their use. The greatest 
of those assumptions is that public subsidy tools such as urban renewal and tax 
abatement will indeed be readily available in the future, that their use will be widespread, 
and that these tools will successfully generate billions of dollars for development located 
primarily in centers and corridors. No consideration is given to the fact that public 
support for such subsidies is waning, or to the possibility that local policy makers may be 
unwilling to make use of these tools, even in areas where they are currently active. 

b. Within the table found in Appendix 3 (page 97) Metro has presented some supporting 
data for the UGR showing the potential for an investment of approximately $3.5 billion in 
public subsidy for approximately 86,000 housing units through 2030. Metro's draft 
Residential Capacity Range Assessment found on page 62 relies upon 71,100 of these 
subsidized units in addition to a dramatically exaggerated refill rate of 40% in order to 
demonstrate that adequate capacity is available for the projected high capacity scenario. 
This public investment will benefit approximately 24% of the anticipated high demand 
estimate of needed households at the tune of approximately $40,300 for each and every 
one of these subsidized units. 
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c. This monumental assumption is found only in the appendices of the UGR, yet its potential 
for negative impact is tremendous. What is the impact of the loss of $3.5 billion that 
would otherwise have been spent on social services, schools, fire departments and other 
infrastructure needs? Are all regional partners going to be in favor of using these tools if 
as shown in Appendix 3, approximately 71 % or $2.5 billion in subsidy is going to be used 
in the Central City over the next 15 years? If there is no public support for the use of 
these tools, what is. plan B? If growth doesn't actually materialize in the areas that you 
have targeted for investment, what then? Metro's preliminary infrastructure analysis 
certainly didn't consider this subsidy as a cost, if it is considered, what new conclusions 
can be drawn? 

d. Currently, HB3056 ("Amendments to Oregon Urban Renewal Statutes") is winding its way 
through the state legislature. Assuming this becomes statute, the revised UGR will need 
to determine the impact it will have on assumptions made regarding the use of Urban 
Renewal funds for future subsidized development. 

2. The refill rate Metro uses for "attainable high capacity" is 50% higher than historical 
figures (40% versus 27%), appears to be overly reUant on increased public subsidies 
(addressed above), and flies in the face of current public opposition to increasing 
zoning capacity in current areas. 
a. There are many who would argue even maintaining the current refill rate would be 

extremely hard. The "low hanging fruit", or lands more easily open to refill, are the ones 
that have largely helped the Metro region achieve the current refill rate. It's likely that 
most future areas will be more difficult and costly to refill. 

b. . Also, current neighborhood. and city opposition to redevelopment and increased 
densification of existing housing areas is high, yet Metro claims that rezoning lands to 
mixed-use residential and adding capacity for over 18,000 is "critical for protecting the 
character of existing; single-family neighborhoods." Our industry sees just the opposite -
existing neighborhoods and communities view increased densities and redevelopment as 
changing the character of their neighborhoods, furthering traffic and congestion 
problems, and reducing open space around them. 

c. Metro's own public survey shows that a significantly high percentage of those surveyed 
(57%) rated "encouraging development where I live" as their least desired outcome, and 
almost 60% stated that "preserving open space where I live" was their most desired 
outcome. What justification is Metro relying on to assume that such a significantly higher 
refill rate can actually occur? , 

3. The justifications for the underbuild rate are not substantiated and result in a huge 
reduction in potential future housing land need. In 2002 there was a 20% reduction in 
housing capacity of vacant land due to physical constraints that made 100% of zoned 
capacity unfeasible. The current UGR reduces this to 5% based on "an assumption 
synthesized fromorc;ll communication provided by MTAC members." The 20% reduction in 
2002 amounted to a 23,800 housing unit loss for capacity within the current UGB; a 5% 
reduction amounts to a 2,300 unit loss. This is a big assumption and runs contrary to ORS 
197.296(5) which requires that the determination of housing capacity and need "must be 
based on data relating to land within the urban growth boundary that has been collected 
since the last periodic review or five years, whichever is greater." Also, what reduction in 
buildable land inventory is Metro including for areas that have been targeted for expansion, 
but where voters have not approved local annexations needed to carry the expansions 
forward, or for the Damascus area, which Metro has stated will not be able to be fully 
developed for at least twenty years. 

4. The land being deducted for future parks and schools needs further examination and 
justification. 
a. The 1,100 acres deducted from the buildable land supply for parks is the e*act same 

amount used in the 2002 UGR. However. since that time, almost every city now charges 
a park SDC and there are additional parks districts that also charge. Park SDC amounts 
have increased dramatically during the last seven years and Metro and THP&RD both 
have passed major bond measures that will result in major acreage purchases. 
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b. Most importantly, based on Metro's own expected capture rate of future population 
growth, planning to only acquire an additional 1,100 acres of park land would translate' 
into between 1.7-2.4 acres per thousand of population-an amount far less than the park 
service levels of 10-20 acres per thousand that many local government park master plans 
and SOC methodologies are based within our region. Unless Metro is assuming far fewer 
parks and open spaces as the region grows, its projections grossly underestimate the 
amount that needs to be deducted from the buildable land supply and will add to the 
shortage of land needed for housing. We would like to see a breakdown af the amounts 
used by Metro to justify the same 1,1 ~O-acre amount used in 2002. 

c. Regarding schools, no additional land is projected because of the current amount of land 
(1,000 vacant acres) owned by school districts. However, has any research been done 
on who owns the land and whether that will be in the locations that future growth and 
schools will be needed? 

5. Recent UGB expansion areas shouldn't be used as indicators of future UGB expansion 
needs. Just because most new housing has been built on land within the UGB for 30 years 
doesn't negate the need for good expansion land areas. Metro's point that "94.5 percent of 
all new residential development in the last ten years occurred ~n land that was already within 
the boundary 30 years ago"is misleading and shouldn't be used to frame the discussion. 
a. The major UGB expansion occurred in 2002. It was supposed to bring in land that would 

be needed for the next twenty years, so it is way too early to determine its true impact or 
eventual use. These expansion lands were under appeal for three years, so that added 
delays and little to no planning progress was made during that time to get them ready for 
development 

b. The bulk of that expansion occL,lrred in the Damascus area. That was the worst possible 
area to bring in from a development standpoint. Metro acknowledged that at the time, but 
stated it had to bring in that land due to current land hierarchy rules even though it 
recognized most of the land wouldn't be built on for at least 10-20 years. 

c. The 2002 expansion represented a transition to a new paradigm, both in the regional real 
estate market and in the way that local governments fund infrastructure for new 
development. Because of drastic changes within the housing market, coupled with 
increased expectations for a developer's contribution to infrastructure costs, build-out of 
these new areas will inevitably take longer. It would be a mistake, however, to point to 
these delays and conclude that all future UGB expansions will be the same. 

d. HBA understands that Metro operates with the assumption thatUGB expansion areas will 
not realize on the ground development/construction until 10 years after inclusion into the 
UGB. This lag time is meant to resolve planning related and politically driven issues. 
Based upon that assumption, it appears that some significant expansion areas are well 
on their way as Metro had anticipated. 

e. Even with the above challenges, it still appears inaccurate to term the expansion areas 
as failures. Ifthe 28,000 acres of expansion land brought in since 1998 represents 11% 
of total UGB area, and in ten years (or much less for the bulk of the area) it's responsible 
for 5.5% of permitted units, then it is actually performing incredibly well, especially given 
the infrastructure and economic challenges we've had the last several years. Much of it 
wasn't planned to be fully developed until closer to 2022. 

6. Infrastructure needs and costs for urban development versus suburbanlrural 
development have not been accurately researched and vary based upon the location 
being examined. Metro refers to its "2008 infrastructure study" on the costs needed to 
accommodate growth. That study used very limited data sets to make a case for urban 
redevelopment. HBA conducted an independent analysis of Metro's infrastructure study by 
Group Mackenzie (attached as a supplement to this letter) in the fall of 2008 and Metro has 
since admitted to several flaws in that report. It can be very easy to use less expensive 
urban redevelopment areas and more expensive expansion areas to make a case for higher 
density redevelopment only. Infrastructure costs are truly a critical component of any plan for 
handling future growth. There are l!rban locations and potential areas for urbanization that 
make logical sense for handling our future growth. We must make the right choices among 
both locations, rather than choosing one over the other. 

Final- 6/16/09· page 4Ajfp:b - 04 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[' 

[ 
[, 

[ 

r~ 

L 
r ~ 
u 

[ 



j 

"1 
, , 

OJ 

OJ 

• j 

I 
.. J 

J 

7. The data used to support a major trend toward urban centers is narrowly used and is 
overly focused on limited housing types. 

a. Metro's stated point that "the trends are moving away from suburban style housing and 
more to urban centers and close-in neighborhoods" is based on one poll conducted of 
retired people. That is not a complete picture of what the public needs and wants. Even 
so, 19% of those polled chose conventional suburbs. 

b. In addition, Metro's apparent intent to provide a mix of housing types is to focus 
significantly more attention on multi-family housing, including rental housing (p.5 and p.10 
of the preliminary housing needs analysis executive l?ummary). While we agree multi­
family housing should be a part of the mix, this does not provide for a true mix of housing 
types as needed and required for our region. 

c. We also question the accuracy of the statement that increased rental housing is 
"generally associated with healthy economic activity ... and a shift in housing demand 
towards more central urban locations." We believe the region's goal, and what really 
helps healthy economic activity while creating stronger neighborhoods and prosperity for 
residents, is increasing the homeownership rate. What data is Metro using to show how 
its policy decisions affect homeownership rates in the future? 

d. Regardless of how much we can grow within urban centers and redevelopment areas, we 
still need to ensure that there are a variety of options to support all kinds of family and 
lifestyle choices. In addition, as previously stated, a range of housing types is needed to 

. attract economic development from outside of the region, in fulfillment of Metro's 
obligations under statewide land use planning Goal 9. 

The only way the case can be made to reach Metro's High Supply assumption is if almost all of 
their desired higher density, refill and subsidized development rates are met - a goal that has 
never been realized and that faces serious economic, political and public challenges. In addition, 
several issues mentioned above do not appear to be accurately reflected or the assumptions put 
into the Metroscope model are incorrect, which would lead to further·serious problems with the 
housing needs analysis and related information. Regardless of best intentions, trying to achieve. 
everything through infill, refill and higher" density development has a high likelihood of making 
development harder or not feasible while increasing the cost of housing significantly, providing 
fewer choices to people and negatively impacting livability in the region. 

In summary, we believe the following issues should be examined and included in a revised or 
final version of the UGR: 

1} The 2008 draft Infrastructure Study should be revised to address the errors already 
acknowledged and to further explore the merits of issues raised in the analysis provided 
by Group Mackenzie. Underestimating the true costs of development will have a huge 
impact on affordability and will also dictate erroneous policy decisions that will have big 
implications for the future !?conomic prosperity and livability of our region. 

2) Evaluation and further justification needs to be provided for Metro's assumptions in the 
UGR and related housing studies regarding the increased use of residential subsidies, 
increased renil rates, and decreased underbuild rates. We do not believe these can be 
supported at their high capacity levels, and the residential subsidy issue in particular will 
create huge economic challenges for our region . 

3} The deductions for net buildable land need to be re-evaluated, especially as it relates to 
parks. It appears as though Metro's assumptions are based on future levels far lower 
than what are currently provided for within the region. 

4) The UGR shows a high emphasis on more limited housing types, and does not appear to 
show a balance that would be required under Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 10, which 
states that we must " ... allow for flexibility of housing location, type and density." Metro's 
own statistics show increasing reliance on multi-family housing, smaller lot sizes and 
smaller house sizes to achieve its goals. Its focus on centers and corridors also doesn't 
take into account current employment and transportation trends and could negatively 
affect job growth, transportation issues, housing affordability, economic prosperity and 
livability in our region. 
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MEMORANDUM 

PROJECT NUMBER: 
PROJECT NAME: 

TO: 

FROM: 

2080413 DATE: October 22,2008 
Metro lnii:astructure Study 

Associated General Contractors 
Clackamas County Business Alliance 
Columbia Conidor Association 
Commercial Real Estate Economic Coalition 
East Metro Economic Alliance 
Home Builders Association of Metro Portland 
National Association ofIndustriaI and Office Properties 
POltland Business Alliance 
Portland Metro Association of Realtors 
. Westside Economic Alliance 

Matthew Butts, PE LEED AP 
Associate Principal / Director of Civil Engineering 

:s-~B~~2T:- .•.• '. ' .•. :R.:e*i~~.~f,Ma~~~~1als;~Ii~:~i~~~*~¥" 
At the request of the above listed business organizations, Group Mackenzie and Johnson-Gardner have 
reviewed a Metro document entitled "Comparative infrastructure cost: local case studies, Regional 
Infi:astructure Analysis, Discussion Draft" (Discussion Draft) dated July 9, 2008. We believe this document is 
part of the support for a policy document issued by Metro within a similar timeline, entitled "Regional 
Infrastructure Analysis," which is currently being used to focus infrasuucture funding priOlities. 

Based on our review, we find the Discussion Draft has significant limitations that can be grouped into three 
categories: the selection of dissimilar case studies, restrictions due to the approach or methodologies utilized 
within the case studies, and the purpOlted conclusions, based on the study. It is our determination that the 
Discussion Draft fails to support its conclusions and should not be used as a foundation for policy 
recommendations. 

It is impOltant to note we have not prepared alternative recommendations as part ofthis summary, and do not 
have specific opposition to the supposition that infrastructure costs may be lower for cenu'ally-located 
development. We caution, however, that more detailed analysis is required in order to make policy 
conclusions. 

PROBLEMS WITH THE CASE STUDY APPROACH 

The case studies are grQuped in two categories: the first category is urban areas, with five examples that tend 
to be development projects, most 2 to 5 acres in size, with South Waterfront the largest at 130 acres; the 
second categOlY is urbanizing areas, which are entire development areas that range between 200 and 12,000 
acres. Costs were divided between local/community and regional. This was done to create comparative 
averages between the categories and is identified as being representative of the seven-county area. 

We question the ability to draw comparisons between individual mixed-use projects, for example the 2.39-
acre Lakeview Village in Lake Oswego, which is in the urban category, and a large-scale single-use UGB 
expansion, such as the 431-acre SW Tualatin Concept Area or the 12,000-acre mixed use Damascus 
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urbanizing area. The method used to accomplish this comparison is a conversion into a general EDU figure 
for comparison between, what we see as dissimilar projects. 

Regional infrastructure costs appear to be compared against a seven-county average taken from an external 
source, while local/community infrastructure costs are compared against a selected average of the 17 case 
studies, less individually considered outliers. With this, the case studies are located only in the Metro service 
area and not the larger seven-county area. 

It is our opinion that a case study approach provides anecdotal information and should not be used to draw 
final conclusions. Local/community infi'astructure costs in the 12 urbanizing areas were based on preliminary 
estimates from the concept plans of those areas, rather than measurable actualized costs. The preliminary cost 
estimates from the concept plans utilized as the case studies were developed with differing methodologies and 
underlying assumptions, making it difficult to compare across averages. 

The cost findings that are presented show that the local/community costs vary widely for both urban and 
urbanizing projects. Despite what the averages purport to show, a look at the individual data points show that 
the cost of providing local/community infrastructure for urban redevelopment projects can be just as high or 
higher than in urbanizing areas. Reviewed individually, the local/community costs for three of the five 
selected urban project case studies showed costs close to, or greater than, the urbanizing average. 

It should also be. noted that the case studies represent a mix of land use goals. The Shute Road and SW 
Tualatin areas are almost exclusively designated for employment uses, with specific restlictions placed on 
them as to the type and size of uses. These compare with other urbanizing case studies that are either a mix of 
uses to create complete communities, such as Damascus, and other areas that are predominately residential in 
nature, such as North Bethany. The urban case studies are either exclusively residentialprojects, with some 
support retail (e.g. Lake Oswego Village, North Main Village), or mixed use with a combination of housing, 
office and retail (e.g. Brewery Blocks). These differing land use goals need to be considered in a policy 
discussion on regional infrastructure, not simply the costs of providing infrastructure. 

The caution of projecting conclusions from the case studies is acknowledged in the Discuss Draft on Page 11, 
where it state's that "the small number of case studies included herein places limitations on drawing firm 
conclusions". However, the study, in numerous places, goes on to draw the conclusion that costs ofproviding 
infrastructure to urban redevelopment is less expensive than urbanizing areas. Specifically, this is stated on 
Page 8, "when all public costs, including regional costs ... are added up, urban redevelopments are less 
expensive per EDU than developments in urbanizing areas." 

·METHODOLOGY ISSUES 

Regional Costs 
The most glaring methodological issue is the use of·commute distances as a proxy for regional costs. As 
stated on Page 8, "a good proxy for gauging regional infrastructure consumption is household commute 
distance." The report lists a number of costs that should be included in the regional category, including 
''highways, light rail, bridges, and marine and air terminals," but does not attempt to quantifY these costs, 
rather defaulting to commute distances. There is no discussion· of alternative or additional elements (other 
than commute distance) for comparison. Using commute distances therefore results in the urban 
redevelopment projects having a much smaller impact on regional facilities than urbanizing development. The 
study assumes that urban residents will have an average commute distance of 5 miles, compared to 17 miles in 
new urbanizing plan areas. 
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The report cites an article by Jonathan Miller of the Urban Land Institute, also on Page 8, wherein he 
recommends a full infrastructure cost analysis for developments and states his conclusion that, if this were 
done, "central, transit-oriented locations" would be favored. This article does not reference connnute 
distances as a measure of impact. 

Using connnute distances and assuming that future patterns will "increase in concentric rings around the 
region's core" (Page 9 graphic) does not seem to match the current available data. The most recent Census 
data for a range oflocations around the Portland Metro area show that COlmnute times, and the percentage of 
employed residents who commute alone by automobile are remarkably consistent from urban to suburban 
locations: 

Mean Commute % of Commuters, 
Time (Minutes) Alone by Auto 

97209 22 71% 
97212 (Inner Eastside) 21 61% 
Portland 23 60% 
Lake Oswego 22 78% 
Gresham 27 71% 
Oregon City 25 77% 
Tualatin 22 77% 
Hillsboro 24 72% 
Forest Grove 24 70% 
Source: US Census Data 

In other words, it remains far fi-om proven that residents in an urban redevelopment area such as the Brewery 
Blocks are not commuting to a suburban location for employment, and thus using the regional transpOltation 
system. According to the Census, an estimated 60% of Portland residents COlllmute to the suburbs for work. 

Therefore, if commute distance is used as the proxy for regional costs between development locations, it 
seems likely that the regional infrastructure impact of urban redevelopment proj ects is under-estimated in this 
analysis. 

Also, many residents in new urbanizing plan areas will likely be employed elsewhere in the suburbs or 
outside the CBD. In other words, it may be as likely a Brewery Blocks resident commutes to the suburbs as it 
is likely a Witch Hazel or Springwater resident commutes into Beaverton or the Columbia Corridor, 
respectively. If this is the case, transportation impacts may be mainly a localized cost, rather than a regional 
one. The use of commute distance alone fails to acknowledge the creation of mixed uses (particularly jobs) 
outside of the City Center and within the urbanizing areas_ 

Full Impact oj Urban Redevelopment 
In assessing the true cost per EDU of redevelopment in urban areas, it is impOltant to fully consider the costs 
of added congestion from the increased density. As Central Portland and inner neighborhoods grow more 
dense, the existing infrastructure system must be retro-fitted and upgraded to accommodate more people, 
employees, vehicle trips, energy use, waste, etc. 

The public method for recovering a pOltion of these costs is through the assessment of System Development 
Charges (SDC). These costs are paid by the developer, builder, or end user, and are carefully calculated for 
both reimbursement for existing infi-astructure and new infi'astructure needed to serve the development. 
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Increasing inner-city growth necessitates the sometimes extraordinary costs of retrofit projects such as the Big 
Pipe, the bus mall redesign, extended street car and MAX, the Aerial Tram, bridge repair, atterial redesigns, 
plus the increased maintenance of all existing facilities. . 

It is far from clear that the methodology used in this study estimates the total costs of the private and public 
investments, as well as the cost of congestion, in assessing the impacts of urban redevelopment. 

Public Subsidy of Urban Development 
While the study acknowledges that urban redevelopment projects often include public subsidies, the cost 
estimates of individual case studies (e.g., Lake Oswego Village Center, North Main Village, Brewery Blocks) 
were shown to have "zeroes" for infi'astructure cost while these developments did benefit from public 
investment (e.g. parking, streetcar, parks). 

Supportive Citations 
There is also a general lack of citations in the report. Much of the data and assumptions in the Discussion 
Draft go without citation, while the citations provided center on Urban Land Instituteatticles and editorial 
atticles from the Atlantic Monthly and American Planning Association, The data used to create these atticles 
may well be relevant to the general discussion, but they do not offer rationale toward·direct compat'ison 
between averaged groups of case studies. 

CONCLUSIONS 

While the draft report does not have a section for conclusions, there are statements throughout the report that 
can be read as conclusions. Our thoughts and conclusions follow: 

The sample of urbanizing projects used demonstrates Ii great variety in infrastructure costs. This implies 
that it isn't urbanizing per se that is cost inefficient, but perhaps large scale suburban development in 
poorly chosen areas. Areas nearer the existing infrastructure grid, in the natural path of development, 
should carry lower costs. The conclusion of the data as presented may be only that the infrastructure 
cost of new urbanizing at'eas or redevelopment in urban at'eas can vary widely depending on the 
suitability of the location and its proximity to existing core infrastructure, regardless of a designation of 
urban or urbanizing and a projected commute distance. 

The cost of increased congestion on existing urban systems needs to be fully factored into cost 
estimates and regional impacts are under-represented for the urban redevelopment projects considered 
in ¢.is study. There is rio inclusion of cost for large-scale urban infrastructure improvements in part due 
to increased density (streetcar, water and sewer systems, bridge repair, etc.). This also relates to the 
stated inability to link a paIticular development to regional costs, while the analysis then does so only to 
projects in the urbanizing areas. 

It seems likely that the regional infrastructure impacts of urban redevelopment have been· under­
estimated in this analysis (based on commute distance as the proxy). The fact is that residents of dense 
urban redevelopment are still quite likely to commute by car out of the immediate area. Likewise, 
employees in the redeveloped urban area may well live in the suburbs and commute into the city. Thus. 
the regional infrastructure costs for these developments shouldn't be as great as those presented in this 
study. 
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In conchision, due to the small sample size and variety of methodologies used among the examples, the 
results of this study should not be used to state the conclusion that it is more expensive to serve urbanizing 
areas at the edge of the UGB, than mixed use urban projects. Again, while this may generally be 
acknowledged, more detailed analysis is required to provide the quantifiable analysis necessary to make 
infrastructure funding decisions. 

c: Jerry Johnson - Johnson-Gardner 
Mark Clemons, Chris Clemow - Group Mackenzie 
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TRANSMITTAL 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

January 21, 2010 

President David Bragdon 
. Councilor Carlotta Collette 
Councilor Kathryn Harrington 
Councilor Robert Liberty 
Councilor Rod Park 

Coalition for a Prosperous Region (CPR) 

SUBJECT: CPR RESERVES MAP PROPOSAL AND SUMMARY OF TECHNICAL 
AND LEGAL CONCERNS RELATED TO METRO RESERVES PROCESS 

The ten business and labor organizations listed on this letterhead have been active in the 
Metro Reserves Process since its inception. These organizations recently formed the 
Coalition for a Prosperous Region (CPR) as a platform from which to continue 
participating collectively in the process. The purpose of CPR is to support regional growth 
that balances urban development and natural resource protection while promoting a 
vibrant regional economy. This applies directly to our position that the Reserves Process 
should result in a map for the planning horizon with an adequate supply of urban 
reserves and sufficient undesignated rural acreage to permit future decision-makers to 
designate additional urban reserves if required. 

To this end, CPR is pleased to present to the public record the following: 

• The CPR alternative reserves map that proposes: 

~ Approximately 40,790 gross acres of urban reserves; 

~ Approximately 27,850 gross acres of undesignated rural land contiguous to either 
the existing regional Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and/or proposed urban 
reserves, and therefore, available for future urban expansion if required. 

~ Approximately 224,590 gross acres of rural reserves. 

This submission includes a brief cover memorandum summarizing acreages, region­
wide summary map, sub-region key, and five detailed sub-regional maps. 

• "Summary of Legal and Technical Concerns Related to the Metro Reserves Process" 
that describes CPR's concerns about the integrity of Metro's technical analysis and 
legal compliance with OAR 660-027 governing the reserves process in the Portland 
metropolitan area. In large measure, CPR's alternative reserves map is designed to 
correct these deficiencies. An executive summary is attached to this transmittal. 

• A copy of the ten technical studies and mapping exercises that CPR member 
organizations either individually or col/ectively have helped to fund in the past two 
years. This work serves as the technical underpinning for the coalition's position. Most 
of these have been submitted to Metro's public record in the past and now are being 
consolidated into a single notebook for ease of review by decision-makers. 

Thank you for the continuing opportunity to participate in this process. App F - 01 



COALITION FOR A PROSPEROUS REGION (CPR) 
. SUMMARY OF TECHNICAL AND LEGAL CONCERNS 
RELATED TO METRO RESERVES PROCESS (1/21110) 

Introduction. Founded in late 2009, the Coalition for a Prosperous Region (CPR) represents 10 business 
and labor organizations: 
• Clackamas County Business Affiance 
• Columbia Corridor Association 
D Columbia Pacific Building Trades Council 
• The Commercial Real Estate Assodation (NAIOP) 
• Commercial Real Estate Economic Coalition 
• East Metro Economic Alliance 
• Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland 
• Portland Metropolitan Association of Realtors® 
• Poriland Business Alliance 
• Westside Economic Alliance 

The coalition was established to provide a platform from which business and labor leaders can participate 
collectively in the current Metro Reserves Process to support regional growth that balances urban 
development and natural resource protection within the framework of a vibrant regional economy. 

Although CPR was founded only recently, representatives of its constituent organizations have 
partiCipated in the Reserve Process since its inception, including: 

• Providing representation on the Metro Steering Committee for formulation of SB 1011; Department of 
Land Conservation and Development (DCLD) Task Force to develop the administrative rules for the 

·process (OAR Chapter 660-027); and Reserves Steering Committee (RSC). 

• Monitoring of and participating in work related to the 2010 Periodic Review for possible expansion of 
the Regional Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and corof/ary 2035 Regional Transportation and 
Regional Infrastructure Plans. 

• Testifying at public hearings on the Reserves Process before the respective Clackamas, Multnomah 
and Washington County Reserves Coordinating Committees and Boards of Commissioners, Core 4 
and Metro Council. 

• Underwriting the cost of numerous technical studies and mapping exercises presented as an 
attachment to this submission; aI/ these documents have been submitted individually to the public 
record at various times but this is the first time that they have been assembled in a single notebook. 

Current Proposals. Metro and representatives of Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties 
(Core 4) are participating in a process to adopt a reserves map governing the development of the region 
for 40 - 50 years; the exact planning horizon has yet to be determined. Under the process established in 
Oregon Administrative Rules (OARJ 660-027, the four parties must agree unanimously with the 
simultaneous adoption of the designated urban reserves by Metro and their respective rural reserves by 
each county. 

As an initial step of the Reserves Process, Metro prepared "range" forecasts for population and 
employment in 2060. At the 90th percentile of reliability, it is projected that the region's population will be 
between 3.6- 4.4 million, an increase of between 1.7 - 2.5 million people over the 2000 population of 1.9 
million. It is estimated that the region will support between 1.7-:- 2.4 million jobs, an increase of 727,000 
- 1,427,000 new jobs from the 2000 employment base of 973,000 jobs in 20001. In summary, both 
population and employment are expected to at least double in the 60-year period between 2000 and 
W~ . 

1 "20- and 50-Year Regional Population and Employment Range Forecasts" (Metro, Draft 3/09). 
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By 1/21/10, Metro wiIJ have completed a series of open houses and public hearings to solicit public 
testimony prior to finalizing the reserves map and associated draft intergovernmental agreements (IGAs) 
to be signed between Metro and each of the three counties. Presumably, the final map will be based upon 
the recommendations of the Core 4 as modified by this public input. The proposed final map and model 
IGA wfff be reviewed in a round of public hearings tentatively seUor the end of February. Final adoption of 
the whole package, including legal findings, is slated for May 2010, triggering a final set of hearings. 
Metro's request for acknowledgement of the reserves package tentatively is scheduled for review by the 
Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) review at a hearing this summer. 

The governing map appears to be the Core 4 Public Comment Proposal (12/6/09), which features 23,540 
gross acres of urban reserves, including 5,900 acres in Clackamas, 1,040 acres in Multnomah, and 
16,600 acres in Washington Counties, respectively. In addition, there are 229,820 gross acres of rural 
reserves, an undetermined amount of un designated rural land, and 10,780 gross acres in seven 
discussion areas ("under consideration") yet to be distributed among the three categories2• As currently 
proposed, there are nearly 10 gross acres of rural reserves for every gross acre of urban reserves. This 
may change slightly as the remaining 10,780 acres is redistributed. As proposed, this plan provides only a 
9% increase in land area beyond the existing UGB, which contains approximately 260,000 gross acres. 
Again, this may increase slightly when the acreage stiff under consideration is redistributed. 

In attempt to influence the Core 4, two factions of the Metro Council developed their own proposals, the 
Bragdon/Hosticka (B/H) map (12/8/09) and the Liberty/Park/Burkholder (UP/B) map (12/15/09). The BIH 
map features 28,540 gross acres of urban reserves and 241,790 gross acres of rural reserves with 
minimal un designated urban acreage; this results in a rural/urban ratio of 8.5:1 and an expansion of the 
existing UGB by 11%. In his presentation of the map to the Washington County Board of Commissioners 
in mid-December 2009, Councilor Hosticka explicitly noted that the B/H map is based on the 50-year 
planning period and that the amount of urban reserve acreage would have to be reduced proportionately 
if the a 40-year planning period were selected. 

In the UP/B proposal, urban reserves are reduced to approximately 18,900 acres of total acreage in the 
study area, with most if not all of -the difference assigned to rural reserves. This would result in a 
rural/urban reserve ratio of nearly 13:1. This option appears to have been adopted from Metro COO 
Michael Jordan's Recommendation on Making the Greatest Places (9/09) in which the 40-year (2050) 
version of the likely 50-year (2060) urban land need, 29,100 gross acres, was 18,800 gross acres. 
During the current discussion the two plans are being presented as a range, which suggests that these 

. are options within the same planning period, i.e., 2060. If so, the UP/B plan reduces urban reserves by 
30%, equal to only a 7% increase in the region's size, without any technical analysis that this is justified. 

In early January, the Metro Council voted 4-2-1 to adopt the BIH version as its preference. Although the 
Core 4 and B/H maps appear to be somewhat similar, they vary in some important ways.· For example, 
the BIH map designates only 13,700 gross acres of urban reserves in Washington County, while the Core 
4 map already has designated 16,600 gross acres, which may increase slightly when the remaining 
acreage under discussion is assigned. The B/H map also has Significantly more rural reserves, nearly 
242,000 gross acres, compared with nearly 230,000 gross acres on the Core 4 map. 

Lack of comparability among various maps and uncertainty about the planning horizon make it difficult for 
stakeholders to participate in the process in a meaningful way. For purposes of this testimony, CPR 
considers the 12/6/09 Draft Core 4 map and 50-year planning process to be the operative assumptions. 

2 The Public Comment draft contains a total of 23, 150 gross acres still under consideration. The latter includes a new 
12,370-acre area (Discussion Area 8) somewhat north of the MultnomahlWashington County border near the 
Columbia River community of Scappoose. As the latter is separated from the regional UGB by a band of proposed 
rural reserves and contains steep slopes, there is little likelihood that this will be available for future urban 
development, and, therefore, has been eliminated from this analysis. This leaves 10,780 gross acres for 
redistribution. 

CPR's SUI1l11laJY of Technical and Legal Concerns Related to Metro's Reserve Process (1/21/10) 2 
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Summary of the Coalition's Concerns. Broadly stated, CPR has the following concerns: 

1. The process has fast sight of its purpose. With the consensus of a broad range of stakeholders, 
Metro pressed the Legisiature for passage of SB 1011 to aHow the Portland metropolitan region to 
substitute the Reserves Process for the traditional soils classification methodology to: 1) achieve a 
better balance between urban development and rural fand protection; and 2) provide more certainty 
for all stakeholders· about the location of future development. Although it is critical to have a strong 
policy framework for this decision-making process, ideological mantras to "save prime farmland at all 
costs" and "discourage development anywhere else but existing centers and corridors" have trumped 
technical analysis in projecting the amount of urban reserves that will be needed over the planning 
horizon. Because of this explicit bias, increased density through redevelopmentlinfill trefill") is 
"desirable" and development at the fringes - "sprawl" - is "undesirab/e". . 

2. The technical analysis is flawed. Relying on its own economic model, Metro staff has under­
estimated the future need for urban land for homes and jobs by making flawed assumptions about 
future refill rates; comparative costs of infrastructure by location; availability of housing subsidies ahd 
tax increment financing,; likelihood of brownfield site reclamation; high-density building types ahd the 
like. Metro has discounted the economic analysis of other stakeholders, most notably Washington 
County which undertook extensive technical work. Although "economic prosperity" is the third leg of 
the "Making the Greatest Places" stool, the other two legs, "compact growth" and "preserving farm 
and forest land" are given a higher collective priority. 

3. There is no margin of error. On the Core 4 map, a disproportionate amount of the total acreage 
under study is proposed for rural reserves, which would protect these properties from urban 
development for the full term of 50-year planning period. In Washington County, where urbanlrural 
uses are in greatest conflict, rural reserves abut up against proposed urban reserves in virtually aI/ 
areas, land-locking future development if and when these urban reserves are depleted. There is 
simply no way to predict accurately what will happen in 50 years so that even the most rigorously­
justified technical analysis of urban land need is a projection at best. The Core 4 map provides little 
room for error or flexibility by future decision-makers to make mid-course corrections. 

4. There should be more undesignated ("white") space. To provide the necessary safety valve, there 
needs to be more un designated acreage between urban and rural reserves. Assuming Metro's 
projected land need is correct, which CPR believes is highly unlikely, the designated urban reserves 
will suffice and expansion into undesignated areas will not be necessary. However, if the projection 
falls short of actual performance, future decision-makers will have the flexibility to re-designate 
undesignated rural lands for urban reserves, using the similar methodology and process that have 
guided this round of decision-making. 

We believe that some of the issues in this letter rise to the level of/ega/defects. We articulate these here 
in the hope that the Core 4 and Metro Council will give them due consideration as the process proceeds. 
CPR proposes an alternative reserves map that it belieVes will remedy these deficiencies. 

Specific Statements of Concerns 

1. Metro fails to account for the fragility of the regional economy_ One need only to look at current 
indicators - the 8th highest rate of unemployment (11%/ in the nation - to conclude that the region's 
economy is fragile. For example, between September 2008 and September 2009, the regional 
economy shed 54,900 jobs, according to WorkSource Oregon. As of November 2009, there are 
currently 90,860 unemployed workers in the tri-county area, which does not account for the many 
thousands more who are working reduced hours, are underemployed, or have given up looking for 
work a/together. 

3 Oregon State Employment Department, 1120110. 

CPR's Summary of Technical and Legal Concems Related to Metro's Reserve Process (1121/10) 3 
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Moreover, one only needs to look at a myriad of national data to underscore how poorly the regional 
economy performs vis-a-vis other US metropolitan areas, many of which are Portland's competitors 
for new companies. A selection of this data includes: . 

• According to the 2006 - 2008 American Community Survey, median family income is $24,000 
higher in Seattle, $88,000 compared to $64,000 in Portland. Significantly more Seattle residents 
have at least four years of col/ege(54%) compared to only 40% of Port/anders. At the same time, 
Seattle residents are 50% more likely to take transit to work (18% compared to 12%). As noted by 
University of Oregon Economics Professor Tim Duy, who presented this data at a recent Westside 
Economic Alliance (WEA) forum notes: "How come Seattle gets to be a green city with high 
incomes, while Portland just seems content to be a green city?" 

• Data provided by the Oregon Economic Forum4, per capita income in the Portland metropolitan 
area has declined substantially in inflation-adjusted dol/ars in the 25-year period between 1970-
2005, comparing unfavorably to the Denver, Seattle and Minneapolis metropolitan regions, as 
illustrated in the graph below. . 

Duy concludes that the Portland metropolitan area's economic performance is at best average, 
placing the region at a competitive disadvantage to more economically-vibrant regions. . 

• According to urban planning expert, Aaron M. Rein, despite the region's innovative planning 
orientation, its future vitality is clouded by its serious economic weaknesses5: 

Porlland's GDP [gross domestic product] per capita ($47,811) is comparable to Indianapolis ($46,450) and 
Milwaukie ($45,591). It trails talent hubs like San Francisco ($60,873) and Boston ($57,916), and even 
Seattle ($55,982) ..... .. .Part of the challenge is effectively deploying its talent. Portland's unemployment 
rate exceeds the national average. The problem of underemployment among many high-talent people who 
have moved to Portland for its amenities also has been extensively written about. This is notable given that 
Portland's population growth rate, while healthy, is half that of the talent hubs such as Austin, Texas, and 
Raleigh, N .. C. But those cities added many more jobs than Portland_ From the first quarter of 2001 until the 
first quarler of 2009, Austin created 79,000 jobs (11.8 percent growth) and Raleigh 55,000 (12.8 percent) 
while Portland created just 10,000 (1.1 percent). 

Rein concludes: " ... to take advantage of its [Portland's] justly famous high-quality, sustainable 
lifestyle, you first need a job. It is not livable if you can't live there." 

4 Source: U of 0 Professor Tim Duy at presentation at WEA forum on 12117/09. 

5 "PiCture-Perfect Portland?", Aaron M. Rein, Sunday Oregonian, 1/17/09. 
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These indicators spell serious trouble for the region's households and, by extension, the ability of 
local and state government to provide needed public services. Professor Duy cites five ingredients or 
a successful economy, over which Metro has significant impact through planning: 

• Highly-trained labor supply 
• Adequate infrastructure 
• Good transportation networks 
• Pro-business climate 
• Adequate land supply 

Yet, Metro continues to develop assumptions for the region's economy that attempt to: 

• Control which industrial sectors should be encouraged, e.g., "green': high/bio-tech and specialty 
food manufacturing, at the expense of less "attractive" sectors, e.g., warehousing. 

• Direct development to locations it selects, e.g., within the existing UGB at the expense of 
WaShington County, without consideration of the locational and site requirements of potential new 
and expanding busfnesses; and 

• Dictate design and development characteristics including job density, FAR and building types that 
may not reflect the realistic needs of such companies. 

Metro does so with the assumption that the Portland metropolitan region is so attractive that these 
disadvantages and obstacles will not deter the selection of region for new jobs. In fact, there is ample 
evidence collected by such agencies as Regional Economic Partners, Port of Portland, and Portland 
Development Commission documenting that companies are bypassing the region in large numbers 
due to its reputation for an inadequate land supply, particularly for large-lot users; under-funded 
education system; dysfunctional tax system; and regulatory burden. At best, these companies will go 
to Newberg or Bend, so at least the state reaps the economic benefits, but it is more likely that these 
jobs go out of state, including to Vancouver, Washington, along with the economic benefits of which 
accrue to Washingtonians rather than Oregonians. 

2. Metro fails to ackrlOwledge the inter-relationship of the urban and rural economies. Although the 
purpose of the Reserves Process was to provide stakeholders with a better platform for building 
consensus, the process continues to pit urban and rural interests without acknowledging the inter­
relationship of the two economies. This problem is exacerbated by pressure from farm and natural 
resource interests to reduce urban reserves further, as illustrated by the UPIB plan. The only way its 
proponents can justify this technically is to modify the assumptions about urban land need and 
"squeeze" them down to "fit" with the lower number of acres, in this case 19,800. It is also not 
accidental that in the UP/B version, the acreage taken out of the urban reserves is then assigned to 
rural reserves, suggesting that the needs of the rural economy take precedence over the needs of the 
urban economy. Such a philosophy fails to recognize that rural families rely on a robust urban 
economy to: 

• Provide its customer base for its produce, nursery stock and other agricultural products; 

• Provide the non-farm jobs that many farm families must take to supplement their farm income; 

• Generate the tax revenues from the urbanized portion of the region's counties to subsidize rural 
families' public services -- roads, schools, fire/police protection and social services. 

In Short, if the urban economy is not vibrant, the quality of life will deteriorate for al/ regional residents. 
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3. Metro over-estimates the capacity within the existing UGB to absorb projected demand. In its push to 
increase the density of development within the existing UGB as a means of minimizing the need for 
outward expansion, Metro has set an unreasonably high employment refiII rate of 40%, which ignores 
the market's demand for location, site size, building type and infrastructure needs. Conversely; such 
a refill rate can only be attained by making unreasonable assumptions about the availability of tax 
increment financing, reclamation of brownfield sites, high-density building types and employment 
densities, feasibility of structured parking, and comparative infrastructure costs. With regard to the 
latter, Metro falsely assumes that that infrastructure costs always are lower in existing areas than on 
the urban fringe and on greenfield sites. This is only true when there is excess capacity. The cost of 
~up-sizing" water, sewer and streets in alreadj-urbanized areas is disproportionately higher than 
building new and is significantly more disruptive . 

Metro also makes overly-optimistic assumptions when it comes to housing choice, location and 
affordability. To this end, Metro uses a 50% ("attainable high capacity" and 40% ("aspirationa!'? in its 
high- and mid-range projections in its Urban Growth Report - Residential, when only a 27% refill rate 
has been achieved to date, without considering the adverse impacts of such densifica}ion on 
established inner-city neighborhoods or acknowledging the higher cost of such housing, due to a 
combination of costs related to higher land value, demolition and/or environmental remediation, up­
sizing of infrastructure capacity and/or higher construction costs associated with building type and 
structured parking. To achieve these refiff rates, Metro assumes that these higher per-unit costs wH/ 
be offset by $3.5 billion of housing subsidies for 86,000 inner-city housing units, $40,300/unit subsidy, 
by 2030. It also assumes that the under-build rate, that is, the number of units actually built compared 
to the zoned capacity, will decrease from the current 20% to only 5%. Finally, residential inffll to date 
has focused on only a narrow range of dwelling types, affecting consumer choice as welf as 
affordabilitl. According to PMAR's most recent customer preference study, 78% of recent home 
buyers have expressed a preference for free-standing homes on lots 5,000 sf and greater, and 45% 
prefer a suburban rather than central city 10cationB. Inner-city residential refill alone cannot meet the 
needs of all the region's residents. 

Housing location also is an important consideration. Land for residential, retail, civic, institutional and 
open space activities must be located near employment areas to achieve Metro's goal of "complete 
communities" where people can five, work, study, shop and recreate. Such adjacencies require 
achieving and maintaining a good housing/jobs balance with the corollary benefits of reducing the 
number and length of auto trips and providing options for alternative transportation modes. Despite 
Metro's bias to encourage and/or drive new employment into eXisting centers, corridors and 
employment! industrial areas, the market still wants siting options including on the fringes of the UGB. 
This is particularly true in Washington County, which included land for these non-employment 
functions within its 60, ODD-acre projection. 

At the same time, Metro's cpnstituent local jurisdictions continue to make decisions that undermine 
development!redevelopment opportunities. Two years ago, Clackamas County/City of Happy Valley 
approved a new public park and two schools on 80 acres of the 400-acre Rock Creek Employment 
Area. Located just east of the junction of Highways 212 and 224, most ofth~ area is designated as a 
Regionally-Significant Industrial Area (RSIA) on Metro's Title 4 Map. Although this underscores 
another significant problem - lack of sites for new schools and parks - this decision has reduced 
significantly the employment capacity of this area, which is needed to address a serious jobs/housing 
imbalance in the county. 

6 "Peer Review of Metro Infrastructure Case Study Report" (Group Mackenzie/Johnson Reid LLe, 10/08). 

7"HBA's Positions and Comments on Metro's Preliminary Urban Growth Report (Group Mackenzje, 6/09) 

8 PMAR Survey of Homebuyer Preferences, 2009. 

CPR's Summary of Technical and Legal Coltcems Related to Metro's Reserve Process (1121110) 6 
App F - 07 



The City of Portland, which is on record supporting significant restriction of urban reserves, is the 
most egregious example of this. Last year, the Portland City Council re-designated the 140-acre 
developable portion of the Colwood Golf Course as open space despite its location in the Columbia 
Boulevard Industrial Area and adjacency to the south side of Portland International Airport, making 
the site a prime location for industrial development. Moreover, the latest draft of its "River Plan: North 
Reach" requires all industrial concerns to vegetate 15% of their sites, an effective reduction of 15% of 
industrial capacity in the Portland Harbor. This is despite the fact that the harbor is one of the 
region's most important economic advantages. At the same, the city is under pressure by 
environmental groups to leave the western end of Hayden Island in its natural state despite the fact 
that it is the only remaining opportunity to expand the Port of Portland's marine terminals. 

4. Metro has not designated a sufficient supplv of proposed urban reserves to meet estimated 
population and employment growth. As a result of the foregoing, Metro significantly under-estimates 
the need for urban land for next 50 years, with little or no flexibility to make mid-course corrections. 
For example, on the Core 4 map, only 16,600 gross acres of urban reserves are designated in 
Washington County, although this may increase slightly when the land in the "discussiori areas" is 
redistributed. In contrast, economic analysis undertaken by the county and several of its local cities 
project a 50-year need of more than 60,000 gross acres. Given political pressure, the Washington 
County Board ,of Commissioners reduced this to 34,340 gross acres, of which the Core 4 discussion 
draft provides less than 50%. . 

Moreover, in an effort to protect prime farmland at aI/ costs, Metro discounts the findings of the recent 
Economic Mapping Pilot Project funded by Business Oregon, which illustrates that an acre of land in 
industrial use is exponentially more economically productive than an acre in agricultural use. The 
study estimated that if the 3,530-acre Title 4 study area in Hillsboro fully developed, it would have a 
total market value of $2.7 billion ($800,000Iacre); would generate an average annual payroll of $2 
billion ($616,000 an acre); and would yield property taxes of $21 million ($6,220 an acre) (2005 
dol/ars). As a whole, the study area supported a total of nearly 26,900 jobs with an average wage of 
about $77,000 and an average employee density of 8.9 employees per gross acre, or 15.2 
employees per productive (net) acre 10. Thus, appropriately sited, a relatively small amount of acreage 
set aside for industrial development could have an enormous regional economic benefit with minimal 
reduction of the acreage in agricultural production. . 

Despite its importance to the state's overall economy, the farm sector is neither a growth industry nor 
does it provide family-wage jobs; the average family income of farm households is between $10,000 
$11,00011• In contrast, Metro's projections suggests th.ere will be demand for between 727,000 -
1,427,000 new jobs over the 973,000 jobs documented in the 2000 Census, only a tiny proportion of 
which will be in the urban agricultural sector. 

Instead of using the studies by Washington County, Business Oregonj' HBA and others to sharpen its 
own methodology, Metro has systematically discounted this data. Moreover, as the analysis has been 
undertaken using gross acres, there is no accurate estimate of the actual net acreage available for 
development. Many urban reserve areas contain extensive flood plain, wetlands and steep slopes. In . 
Washington County, these have been excluded for the Oregon Department of Agriculture's 
Foundational Land Study as not farmable for the same reasons that they are not suitable for urban 
development. As a result, when comparing-gross acreages in urban and rural reserves, there may be 
a significant unreported "penalty" on the urban development side of the equation. 

9 "River Plan: North Reach" (Portland Bureau of Planning, Recommended Draft, 11/09). 

10 Economic Productivity of Employment and Industrial Land: Economic Pilot Project (Business Oregon et. at., June 
2009. 

11 "Farmland Supports Few Jobs" (Hillsboro Argus, 1/5/10) 
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To compound this problem, the Core 4 map does not provide a sufficient supply of un designated rural 
land as a cushion between urban and rural reserves. If Metro's projected land need is correct, which 
CPR believes is highly unlikely, the designated urban reserves will suffice and expansion into 
undesignated areas will not be necessary. However, if the projection falls short of actual performance, 
future decision-makers will have the flexibility to re-designate undesignated rural lands for urban 
reserves,using the same methodology and process that have guided this round of decision-making. 
Unless and until this un designated land is re-designated, it remains in natural resource use, -­
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) in Washington County -- with virtually the same protections as rural 
reserves save the guaranteed 50-year time limit. However, in all fairness, these property owners and 
their heirs must be forewarned that the status of their properties will be reviewed periodically. 

The urban reserves factors contained in OAR 660-027-0050 have not been properly applied. Criteria 
for designating urban reserves include: 

i. Can be developed at urban densities in a way that makes efficient use of existing and future 
public and private infrastructure investments. In its current reserve projections, Metro has failed 
to take advantage of existing and future infrastructure investments. For example, the City of 
HjJlsboro has developed sophisticated infrastructure to support industrial development that has 
capacity to accommodate substantial additional employment growth. Yet, for political and policy 
reasons, Metro chooses to limit expansion in the northwest portion of the region. In contrast, it 
approved a major UGB expansion in 2002 to bring in the 12,000-acre Damascus/Boring area, 
development of which is at a near standstill due to a combination of a lack of infrastructure and 
on-going political opposition to urbanization. 

The current reserve projections also do not take into account development constraints, e.g., 
wetlands, stream buffers, inadequate infrastructure, that makes development at urban densities 
cost prohibitive or impossible to achieve. This problem is exacerbated by the fact that the 
projections are in gross (not net) acreage. One way to address this issue is to not skimp on the 
designation of urban reserves. In addition, as suggested elsewhere, leaving land "undesignated" 
can provide a safety valve if the urban development in certain areas cannot achieve desired 
densities due to development constraints. 

ii. Includes sufficient development capacity to support a healthy economy. As described in detail 
above, this is the factor for which Metro's technical analysis is least adequate in that Metro: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Has failed to account for the fragility of the regional economy; 

Has failed to acknowledge the inter-relationship between the urban and rural economies; 

Because it over-estimates the capacity within the existing UGB to absorb demand, Metro 
does not propose sufficient urban reserves to accommodate an anticipated doubling of 
population and employment growth during the 50-year planning period. 

Has not provided sufficient un designated rural land to provide a cushion in the event that its 
projection falls short of actual performance. 

Has failed to take into account the Goal 9 obligations of its local jurisdiction constituents, 
including the Cities of Hillsboro, Cornelius and Forest Grove. 

iii. Can be efficiently and cost-effectively served with public schools. and other urban-level public 
facilities and services by appropriate and financially capable service providers. Businesses pay 
for more than its proportionate share of the cost of public services, including roads, schools, fire 
and police protection and social services, than ~ither urban residences or farms. This is why it is 
short-sighted to undermine the region's competitive edge to retain existing employers and recruit 
new ones. Metro's analysis of employment need assumes that government canpick the industrial 
sectors the region will encourage, direct these employers to the locations it selects, and dictate 
their design characteristics in marked disregard to market trends. Instead, an increasing number 
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of new businesses are bypassing the region altogether based on its reputation for an inadequate 
land supply, particularly for large-lot users; under-funded education system; dysfunctional tax 
system; and regulatory burden. This is short-sighted as an ailing regional economy impairs the 
ability of state and local government to provide public services. 

There is insufficient evidence that the urban reserve designations are based upon an adequate 
consideration of the practical availability of schools and· other public facilities and services. As 
was discussed in subsection i. above also, this analysis makes a significant difference in whether 
land is simply designated on a map as available for urban development or whether it actuaJIy will 
be developed. 

iv. Can be designed to be walkable and served with a well-connected system of streets, . bikeways, 
recreation trails and public transit by appropriate service providers. Althoughit is critical to have 
a strong policy framework for this decision-making process, ideological mantras to "save prime 
farmland at aI/ costs" and "discourage development anywhere else but existing centers and 
corridors" have trumped technical analysis in projecting the amount of urban reserves that will be 
needed over the planning horizon. Because of this explicit bias, increased density through refill is 
"desirable" and development at the fringes - "sprawl"- is "undesirable". In fact, in response to 
regional mandates, al/ of Metro's 28 local jurisdictions have modified their zoning codes to 
increase densities, promote more mixed-use development, restrict parking ratios, and provide 
pedestrian- and transit-supportive design, development and amenities. Thus, development at the 
fringe will in many ways mirror development/redevelopment in the urban core, although at slightly 
lower housing and employment densities, the latter due to land value, market forces, consumer 
prefe~ence and other non-regulatory factors. 

v. Can be designed to preserve and· enhance natural ecological systems. Whether contained in 
urban or rural reserves or undesignated areas, the protection of natural ecological systems is a 
wash, since wetlands, floodplains, steep slopes and other special areas of environmental value 
are either undevelopable or protected as Goal 5 and Title 13 resources. Given· the degree to 
which storm water manuals for the various cities and counties have been made increasingly 
rigorous in recent years, it can be argued that newurban development/redevelopment regardless 
of location is significantly more sustainable than existing urban development. 

vi. Includes sufficient land suitable for a range of needed housing tvpes. Metro makes a serious 
technical error· when it assumes that all housing regardless of location or cost is· fungible. As a 
result, it has adopted highly aggressive refill rates of 40%-50%, significantly higher than the 27% 
rate achieved in recent years. By using higher refill rates and unrealistic assumptions about the 
availability of housing subsidies and decreased under-build rates, it assumes a higher-than-likely 
proportion of new housing units will be built within the existing UGB. Infill housing to date also 
includes a narrow range of dwelling types and higher per/unit cost, due to a combination of costs 
related to higher land value, demolition and/or environmental remediation, up-sizing of 
infrastructure capacity and/or higher construction costs associated with building type and 
structured parking. Thus, a higher proportion of infill housing affects housing choice (both by unit 
type and location) and affordability. An equitable distribution of new housing units throughout the 
region (including on the edges of the UGB), is necessary both to provide/maintain sub-regional 
housing/jobs balance and to achieve "livable communities, " defined in relevant part in OAR 660-
027-001 0(4) as "attractive places to live and work." In addition, such sub-regional housing/jobs 
balance prOduces the coroI/ary benefits of reducing the number and length of auto trips and 
encouraging use of alternative transportation modes. 

vii. Can be developed in a way that preserves important natural landscape features included in urban 
reserves. See v. above. 
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viii. 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. Buffering the adverse impacts of urban development on rural uses and rural uses upon 
urban development remains an on-going challenge. The best way to minimize impact on farm and 
forest activities is to minimize the incursion of urban uses into the countryside. That is why the 
Reserves Process is designed to calibrate the 40 - 50 year urban. land need and locate it in 
places throughout the region where it will have the least impact particularly on farming. CPR 
does not disagree with intent of the Reserves Process, many of its member organizations having 
been involved since its inception, but the coalition does object to the technical analysis that it 
believes significantly under-estimates the amount of urban reserves required and provides no 
safety valve if this projection falls short of actual performance. Even with the most technically­
sound projection, 50 years is a long time. 

6. Metro's analysis for the Reserves Process fails to meet Statewide Planning Goal 9. Economy of the 
State. Ironically, Metro claims that it is not charged by the state with regional economic planning and, 
therefore, is not obligated to comply with Goal 9. But the agency's decision-making related to land 
use, transportation and infrastructure planning affects the regional economy by: 

Manipulating the land supply including the size and location of expansion areas, by using 
unrealistic assumptions about the capacity of the area within the existing UGB to accommodate 
residential and employment refill. 

• Making decisions about when!! major transportation and infrastructure investments will be made, 
thus, influencing where and what type of development realistically can occur. 

• Imposing top-down land use regulations restricting certain uses and mandating parking ratios, 
densities and development patterns to which its constituent local jurisdictions must demonstrate 
compliance12• . 

Moreover, as it is charged with administering the regional UGB, it deprives its constituent local 
jurisdictions from independently making decisions about land supply to implement their individual 
Goal 9 elements. For example, in this round of the Reserves Process, Metro has trumped the efforts 
of the Cities of Hillsboro, Cornelius and Forest Grove to implement their respective Goal 9 economic 
development plans. This is evident when comparing the Core 4 map to the proposed designated 
urban reserves by these cities on Washington County's initial request. 

7. Metro fails to meet the objective of the applicable administrative rules. As contained in OAR 660-027-
005 (2), the overarching objective of the Reserves Process, is to achieve: 

...... a balance in the designation of urban and rural reserves that, in its entirety, best achieves livable 
communities, the viability and vitality of the agricultural and forest industries and protection of the important 
natural landscape features that define the region fDr its residents. 

CPR believes that the Metro Reserves Process has failed to achieve the urbanlrural balance to the 
significant disadvantage of urban development. 

• Although the rule does not establish numerical parity, it can be assumed that this is an indicator 
of qualitative parity. In the Public Comment Draft of the Core 4 map, there are 10 gross acres of 
rural reserve for every gross acre of urban reserve; this may be reduced slightly when the rest of 
the 1 0,780 acres under discussion is redistributed. In contrast, the CPR alternative reserves map 
presented below offers a more reasonable rural/urban reserve ratio of 5.5:1. By providing a 
combination of more urban reserves and undesignated rural land, the CPR map reduces rural 
reserves by only 5,200 gross acres (2%) from 229,820 to 224,600 gross acres within the three­
mile study area over a 50-year period. Even if this combined urban reserves/undesignated land 

12 Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (Chapter 3.07,4125107). 
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;s fully used, which is not necessarily the case, there is no evidence that the overall impact on the 
agricultural industry's economic viability especially over this long time period. Although this 
means that individual farmers whose property lies within this area are at risk of urban 
development at some time in the next 50 years, the rule calls for balance of the industry as whole. 

• From the .very beginning, Metro has been biased, explicitly favoring redevelopment and infill in 
existing centers, corridors and employmenVindustrial areas as "desirable" and development on 
the urban fringe - "sprawl" - as "undesirable". As a result, it has distorted its analysis using 
unrealistic and historically unsubstantiated assumptions and ignoring f]1arket realities. This is 
demonstrated by the fact that on the draft Core 4 map, proposed urban reserves represent only a 
9% increase in land area beyond the existing UGB even though the 2060 range forecast predicts 
about a doubling of the region's population and employment base. 

• The process has become increasingly polarized and politicized by pressure from farm and 
environmental interests to ratchet down urban reserves even further in favor of increa$ing rural 
reserves. In response to this, the UPIB plan reduces the urban reserves by 30%, equal to only a 
7% increase in the size of the region, without any technical analysis that this is reasonable and 
justified. Although the UPIB is no longer officially on the table, it is indicative of the downward 
pressure on the ultimate urban reserves supply. 

• The most serious concern is that the draft Core 4 plan provides relatively little undesignated 
acreage, particularly in Washington County where urbanlrural conflicts are most intense, to 
provide a safety valve in the event that Metro's 50-year land need forecast fails short of actual 
performance. This leaves no rbom for error in Metro's 50-year projection and little flexibility for 
future decision-makers to make mid-term corrections. To achieve appropriate balance, the 
program must serve urban development needs for the entire planning period, something that is 
unlikely to happen without the opportunity to designate additional urban reserves if needed. 

8. Un designated rural land has legal status. Although there is no explicit reference to un designated rural 
land, it is not required by nor was it contemplated in OAR 660-027 that all land within the Metro study 
area would be placed in either urban or rural reserves. The rule permits Foundational Agricultural 
Land as defined in the Department of Agriculture's report, "Identification and Assessment of the Long­
Term Commercial Viability of Metro Region Agricultural Lands" (1107) to be designated as rural 
reserves without further justificatIon. However, OAR 660-027-0040(11), permits such land to be 
designated for urban reserves by making findings of fact using the eight factors in 660-027-0050 that 
the land is needed for future urban development. 

This being the case, such foundational agricultural lands can certainly remain undesignated as a 
cushion between urban and rural reserves, as necessary to guarantee the "balance" required in OAR 
660-027-005 (2), by creating the safety valve for the extension of urban reserves if necessary until the 
end of the 50-year planning period. Undesignated rural lands retain their underlying natural resource 
designation, in most cases Exclusive Farm Use (EFU), which ensures their continued protection 
unless and until needed for urban development. Thus, appropriately-located undesignated lands play 
a major role in ensuring the success of the Reserve Process for both urban and rural interests. 

CPR's Proposed Remedy. CPR proposes an alternative reserves map that it believes remedies the 
shortcomings of Metro's proposed reserves program. Directly comparable to the Draft Public Comment 
version of the Core 4 map, the CPR map includes: 

• Approximately 40,790 gross acres of urban reserves, including approximately 17,960 gross acres in 
Clackamas County, 1,630 gross acres in Multnomah County, and 21,200 gross acres in Washington 
County, respectively. This represents a 16% increase in land area beyond the existing UGB, which 
contains approximately 260,000 gross acres, This is still a conservative amount of land to 
accommodate a projected doubling of population and employment by 2060. Currently, the Draft Core 
4 map calls for only 23,540 gross acres of urban reserves, which is likely to increase slightly as the 
acreage under discussion is distributed. This represents about a 9% increase in the existing UGB's 
land area . 
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• Approximately 27,850 gross acres of un designated rural land either contiguous to the existing UGB 
and/or proposed urban reseIVes, and therefore, available for future urban expansion if needed. This 
is distinct from non-designated rural land that either lies in isolated pockets within rural reseIVes or at 
the outside edge of the three-mile reseIVes study area, and, therefore, not feasible for urban 
development. If fully utilized for urban development, this represents a 10% increase in the land area 
of the existing UGB. Thus, the combined urban reseIVes and undesignated rural areas account for 
68,640 gross acres, or a total of 26% of the total acreage in the study area. 

• Approximately 224,590 gross acres of rural reserves, compared to 229,820 gross acres in the draft 
Core 4 map. This produces a rural/urban reseIVe ratio of 5.5:1, a far more balanced outcome that the 
ratio of nearly 10: 1 on the Draft Core 4 map. 

This submission includes a brief cover memorandum summarizing acreages, region-wide summary map, 
and five detailed sub-regional maps. 

Conclusion. In closing, CPR thanks the Metro Council for this continuing opportunity to participate in this 
important regional planning endeavor and to hopefully influence the outcome in a technically-sound and 
politically-acceptable manner. 
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