AGENDA
City of Oreqgon City
WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 2009

JOINT WORK SESSION OF THE CITY COMMISSION
AND PLANNING COMMISSION
City Hall, Commission Chambers
320 Warner Milne Road, Oregon City, OR 97045

5:30 P.M.
City Commission: Planning Commission
Alice Norris, Mayor Tim Powell, Chair
Daphne Wuest, Commission President Dan Lajoie
Doug Neeley Allan Dunn
James Nicita Chris Groener
Rocky Smith, Jr. Carter Stein

Convene Joint Work Session of September 16, 2009, and Roll Call

Discussion Items

a. Update on Urban and Rural Reserves Process
Mayor Alice Norris

b. Urban and Rural Reserves Recommendation
Staff: Dan Drentlaw, Community Development Director

Adjournment

Agenda Posted September 11, 2009 at City Hall, Pioneer Community Center, Library, City
Web site.

Video Streaming & Broadcasts: The meeting is streamed live on Internet on the Oregon
City’s Web site at www.orcity.org and available on demand following the meeting.

City Hall is wheelchair accessible with entry ramps and handicapped parking located on the
east side of the building. Hearing devices may be requested from the City Recorder prior to the
Commission meeting. Disabled individuals requiring other assistance must make their request
known 48 hours preceding the meeting by contacting the City Recorder’s Office at 503-657-
0891,



Agenda Item No. 2a
Meeting Date: 16 Sep 2009

COMMISSION REPORT: CITY OF OREGON CITY

TO: City Commission and Planning Commission
FROM: Dan Drentlaw, Community Development Director
PRESENTER: Dan Drentlaw, Community Development Director
SUBJECT: Update on Urban and Rural Reserves Process

Agenda Heading: General Business
Approved by: Larry Patterson, City Manager

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion):

Mayor Alice Norris, member of the Regional Reserves Steering Committee; Commissioner Doug Neeley,
member of the County Reserves Citizen Advisory Committee; and Planning staff will discuss Oregon City's
recommendations for urban and rural reserves.

BACKGROUND:

BUDGET IMPACT:

FY(s):
Funding Source:

ATTACHMENTS:



Agenda Item No. 2b
Meeting Date: 16 Sep 2009

COMMISSION REPORT: CITY OF OREGON CITY

TO: City Commission and Planning Commission
FROM: Dan Drentlaw, Community Development Director
PRESENTER: Dan Drentlaw, Community Development Director
SUBJECT: Urban and Rural Reserves Recommendation

Agenda Heading: General Business
Approved by: Larry Patterson, City Manager

RECOMMENDED ACTION (Motion):

For discussion only.

BACKGROUND:

Discuss and make a recommendation to Clackamas County regarding urban and rural reserves for areas
around and adjacent Oregon City. A map is attached which further refines the recommended urban reserve
area that was initialy discussed at the last joint work session. This is a draft map based on the collaboration of
Mayor Norris, member of the regional reserves committee, Doug Neeley member of the Clackamas County
Policy Advisory Committee, and staff. Staff will review the factors (attached) for determining reserve areas at
the work session. Staff will also distribute an analysis of the urban reserve areas to determine how many units
and the corresponding population that could be accommodated in the proposed urban reserve area.

An estimate of Oregon city's population, based on the regional growth forecasts, is also attached. This
projection is based on the 50 year planning period , which corresponds to the reserves planning time horizon.
Currently, If the city developed all vacant land, including areas in all annexed and non annexed areas of the
Urban Growth Boundary, the City could accommodate a population of 45,763. Assuming a growth rate of
1.5%, we expect this to occur in the year 2035, well before the planning horizon of 2060. The question of how
much regional growth we want to accommodate in and around Oregon City, rather than other area in the
region, such as Washington County, is a key policy question for the Commission to consider. Also attached is
the recommenation from the County Policy Advisory Committee and Planning Commision.

BUDGET IMPACT:

FY(s):
Funding Source:

ATTACHMENTS:

1: Draft urban reserve map

2: Reserve factors

3: Population estimate for Oregon City

4: County urban reserve recommenations



Factors for Designation of Lands as Urban Reserves*

Considerations for land proposed for designation as urban reserve, alone or in
conjunction with land inside the UGB:

1. Infrastructure: Can be developed at urban densities in a way that makes
efficient use of existing and future public and private infrastructure
investments;

. Development: Includes sufficient development capacity to support a
healthy economy;

. Public facilities: 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;

. Transportation: 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;

. Natural systems: Can be designed to preserve and enhance natural
ecological systems;

. Range of housing: Includes sufficient land suitable for a range of needed
housing types;

. Natural landscape: Can be developed in a way that preserves important
natural landscape features included in urban reserves; and

. Adverse effects: 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.

* SOURCE: OAR 660, Division 27, Urban and Rural Reserves in the Portland Metropolitan Area
Adopted by LCDC January 24, 2008; Effective February 8, 2008
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Factors for Designation of Lands as Rural Reserves

(1) A county shall indicate:
e which land was considered and designated in order to provide long-term protection
to the agriculture and forest industries and
which land was considered and designated to provide long-term protection of
important natural landscape features, or
e both.
Based on this choice, the county shall apply appropriate factors in section (2) or (3), or both.

(2) Agricultural or Forest Industry: To provide long-term protection to the agricultural or
forest industry, or both: a county shall decide based on whether the lands proposed for
designation are:

a) Urbanization — In an area that is otherwise potentially subject to urbanization during
the applicable period described in OAR 660-027-0040(2) or (3) as indicated by
a. proximity toa UGB or
b. proximity to properties with fair market values that significantly exceed agricultural

values for farmland, or

c. forestry values for forest land;

b) Long-term Operations — Capable of sustaining long-term agricultural operations for
agricultural land, or capable of sustaining long-term forestry operations for forest land;

¢) Suitable soils/Available water - Have suitable soils where needed to sustain long-
term agricultural or forestry operations and, for agricultural land, have available water
where needed to sustain long-term agricultural operations; and

d) Sustained Operations — Suitable to sustain long-term agricultural or forestry
operations, taking into account:

i.  For farm land, the existence of a large block of agricultural or other resource
land with a concentration or cluster of farm operations; for forest land, the
existence of a large block of forested land with a concentration or cluster of
managed woodlots;

Adjacent land use pattern, including its location in relation to adjacent non-farm
uses or non-forest uses, and the existence of buffers between agricultural or
forest operations and nonfarm or non-forest uses;
Agricultural or forest land use pattern, including parcelization, tenure and
ownership patterns; and

iv.  Sufficiency of agricultural or forestry infrastructure, whichever is applicable.

(3) Natural Landscape Features: To designate land as rural reserves to protect important
natural landscape features, a county must consider those areas identified in Metro's
February 2007 “Natural Landscape Features Inventory” and other pertinent information, and
shall decide on whether the lands proposed for designation are:

a) In an area that is otherwise potentially subject to urbanization during the applicable
period described in OAR 660-027-0040(2) or (3);
Subject to natural disasters or hazards, e.g. floodplains, steep slopes, areas subject to
landslides;
Important fish, plant or wildlife habitat;
Necessary to protect waler quality or quantity, such as streams, wetlands, riparian areas;
Provide a sense of place for the region, such as buttes, bluffs, islands, extensive wetlands;
Can serve as a boundary or buffer, such as rivers, cliffs and floodplains, to reduce
conflicts between urban and rural uses, or between urban and natural resource uses;
Provide for separation between cities; and

iljlm\’i 55 10 1 o

(4) Agricultural Lands Within 3 Miles of a UGB: Notwithstanding requirements for
applying factors in OAR 660-027-0040(9) and section (2) of this rule, a county may deem
that Foundation or Important Agricultural Lands within 3 miles of a UGB qualify for
designation as rural reserves under section (2) without further explanation under OAR 660-
027-0040(10).




Oregon City Population Projection
Assuming a 1.535% Annual Growth Rate

2048 55921 858 56080
& Vi Ty -" y = [ ]

58536

Attachment



Oregon City Population Projection
Assuming a 1.535% Annual Growth Rate
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Clackamas County Urban/Rural Reserves Project
Policy Advisory Committee

PAC Polling on Reserve Discussion Areas, with Input from Staff and Planning Commission
August 31, 2009

NOTE: Inputon rural and urban reserve discussion areas is shared below within 11 major geographic areas, and rural areas outside the three-mile
boundary around the Portland Metropolitan UGB. The areas are arranged generally from west to east, as follows.

I Sherwood Area of Interest/West of Wilsonville _ __ __ Page2
II.  French Prairie Page 5
III.  East of Wilsonville Page 7
IV. Stafford Page 9
V.  Pete’s Mountain/Peach Cove Page 11
VL. South/Southwest of Oregon City Page 13
VII. Beavercreek/Southeast of Oregon City Page 16
VIIL. Northeast of Oregon City Page 19
IX. South of the Clackamas River, Page 21
X.  South of Damascus Page 24
XI. East of Damascus/Clackanomah/Around Sandy . _Page27

Rural Reserve Discussion Areas Completely or Primarily Outside
Three Miles of the Portland Metro UGB Page 29

Attachment L{'



I. WEST OF WILBONVILLE

PLANNING COMMISSION
PAC STRAW POLL AND STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS
DFCUSSION AREA RATIONALE AND RATIONALE RECOM;{:;%;T:&NS AND

Rural Area P - West of[Wilsonville

4

Maijority (13): Study important
farmland as rural reserve.
Rationale: Protect important farmland.
The area is threatened by urbanization.

Minority (1): Do not study any of
the area as rural reserve,
Rationale: No foundation land. Wiil
be protected by agricultural and
forestry zoning anyway. No natural
features.

August 25
Majority (12): Do not consider for
rural reserves any areas not
identified as foundation or
important farmland, or inventoried
natural features.

Suggestion: Do not designate rural

reserve.

Rationale:

» Qualifies under threat of
urbanization because it is adjacent to
the UGB.

+ DPart of area qualifies under the
agricultural protection; important,
not foundation land.

+ Protected for agricultural and
forestry uses by agricultural and
forestry zoning,

* Part of area does not qualify under
the agricultural protection; conflicted
farmland.

* Does not qualify under natural
features,

+ Important land qualifies under safe
harbor.

Option #1: Designate important
farmland as rural reserve.

Rationale: Important farmland ranks
high on many agricultural factors.

Recommendation (unanimous): Except for
the area designated as urban reserve, leave
the area undesignated.

Rationale: No inventoried natural features.
No foundation farmland and some
conflicted farmland.




I. WEST OF WILSONVILLE (cont’d)

PLANNING COMMISSION
PAC STRAW POLL AND STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS
DISCUSSION AREA Y RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE AND RATIONALE s
Rural Area R - Parrett Mountain Majority (12): Study entire area as | Suggestion: Do not designate a rural
rural reserve. reserve, Recommendation (5): Leave the entire area
Rationale: Buffer area; close to UGB; | Rationale: undesignated.

* Qualifies under threat of urbanization
because it is approximately 2 miles from
the UGB; however, it contains such steep
topography it is not expected to be very

important farmfmd; natural features,
Rationale: Mo foundation farmland, most
of inventoried natural features are outside
Clackamas County; rural reserve

Minority: none

August 18
Majority (11): Do not consider for
rural reserves any areas beyond
three miles of the PMUGB and one-
half mile of the outlying city UGBs.

efficient or likely to urbanize.

* Qualifies under agricultural protection
factor, but contains important, not
foundation farmland.

= Protected for agricultural and forestry
uses by agricultural and forestry zoning.

+ Qualifies under natural features

designation not needed for protection.

Minority (2): Designate the area a rural
reserve.

Rationale: Protects important farmland in

August 25
area that is close to UGB and threatened by

protection factors, but majority of this

Majority (12): Do not consider for
rural reserves any areas not
identified as foundation or

important farmland, or inventoried
natural features.

feature is in other counties.
* Qualifies under safe harbor factor.

Option #1: Designate all rural reserve if

urban reserves are being considered

west of Wilsonville.

Rationale:

* Strong visual feature that could signal
the southwestern edge of the region.

* Qualifies under both agricultural and
natural feature protection factors,

urbanization.




. WEST OF WILSONYILLE (cont’d)

DITUSSION AREA

PAC STRAW POLL AND
RATIONALE

STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS AND
RATIONALE

PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE

Urban Area 1: West off Wilsonville/South of Sherwood

Majority (11): Study northern part of
the area (north of Tooze Road) as
urban reserve.
Rationale: Rales medium on nost
factors. Wiisonville and Sherwood have
both expressed interest in portions of the
area.

Minority (10): Consider for urban

reserves only areas in which Wilsonville

and Sherwood have expressed interest.
Rationale: Cities have expressed interest.
Limits additional traffic on I-5.

August 25
Majority (17): Remove rural reserve
designation from areas designated
urban reserve, including City of
Wilsonville Area 9.
Majority (17): Designate City of
Wilsonville Area 9 as urban reserve.
Majority (17): Remove the Tonquin
geologic area (natural feature) from
urban reserve recommendation.

Suggestion: Designate all as urban
reserve.
Rationale:
* Rates medium on most factors
+ Northern part includes areas of
interest for Wilsonville and Sherwood

Option 1: Designate only northern part
as urban reserve. Rationale:
+ Easiest to serve
+ Wilsonville and Sherwood areas of
interest
+ Rates “medium” on most factors

Option 2: Do not designate any of area as
urban reserve, Rationale:
+ Limits sanitary sewer demand on
Wilsonville
* Does not add to traffic problems on [-
5

Recommendation (unanimous): Study
northern part of the area (north of Tooze
Road) as urban reserve, plus the City of
Wilsonville area 9.

Rationale: Rates medium on most factors,
Wilsonville and Sherwood have both
expressed interest in portions of the area.
Wilsonville has asked for consideration of
the area on their map labeled “9.”




I1. FRENCH PRAIRIE

DISCUSSION AREA

PAC STRAW POLL
AND RATIONALE

STAFF SUGGESTION,
OPTIONS AND
RATIONALE

PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE

Rural Area Q - French Prairie

Majority (10): Study
entire area as rural
reserve.

Rationale: There is
foundation farmland and

2 | floodplain; it’s within

three niles of the UGB;
transportation corridor is
needed for agriculture.

Minority (3): Exclude
areas along [-205 from
rural reserve
consideration. Rationale:
Flat land next to
interstate is ideal for
employment land.

August 25
Majority (12): Do not
consider for rural
reserves any areas not
identified as foundalion
or important farmland,
or inventoried natural
features.

Suggestion: Designate entire

area rural reserve,

Rationale:

¢ Qualifies under threat of
urbanization because it is
adjacent to the UGB.

« Qualifies under agricultural
protection; foundation
farmland.

¢ Does not qualify under
natural features protection.

» Qualifies under safe harbor
factor.

e Consistent with Board
priorities to protect natural
features and foundation
farmlands.

Option #1: Exclude some of
area from rural reserves,
Rationale: Protected for
agricultural and forestry uses
by agricultural and forestry
zoning.

Recommendation (4): Designate
entire area as rural reserve.

Rationale; Foundation farmiand.
Hard edge of urban area should be
Charbonneau or the Willamette
River.

Minority: Do not designate entire
area as rural reserve.

Rationale: Some areas around 1-5
and Airport Way should remain
undesignated to allow for more
land use options.




1l. FRENCH PRAIRIE (gont’d)

DISCUSSION AREA

PAC STRAW POLL AND
RATIONALE

STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS
AND RATIONALE

PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE

Majority (13): Do not consider
any of the area for urban reserve
designation:
Rationale: Foundation land,
surrounded hy more foundation
land with no buffer, transportation
connectivity. Rates low to mediun
on major infrastructure factors.

. | Minority (5): Consider area

between Airport Way and Boones

Ferry Road urban reserve.
Rationale: Flat land near
transportation, good for
employment campus. Could
reduce traffic problems on bridge if
development was south of bridge.

Suggestion: Do not designate as

urban reserve.

Rationale:

* Rates low to medium on the
major infrastructure

¢ Classified as foundation land and
surrounded by foundation land
with no natural buffers.

Option 1: Designate all as urban

reserve. Rationale:

* Rates medium to high on all
factors except sewer, water and
transportation.

+ Contains some of the few flat,
large parcels in the discussion
areas that are easily accessible to
freeways and appear to be suitable
for industrial development.

Recommendation (unanimous): Do not
designate any of the area urban reserve,

Rationale: Rates lows to medium on
major infrastructure. Classified as
foundation land and surrounded by
foundation land with no natural buffers,
transportation connectivity. Should be
hard edge at Charbonneau.




III. EAST OF WILSONVILLE

DISCUSSION AREA

PAC STRAW POLL AND
RATIONALE

STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS AND
RATIONALE

PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE

Rural Area O - East of Wilsonville

Majority (10): Study important
farmland as rural reserve.
Rationale: Protect important

farmland. Areais threatened by

wrbanization.

Minority (4): Do not study any of
the area as rural reserve.
Rationale: No foundation land. Will
be protected by agricultural and

forestry zoning anyway. No natural
features.

August 25
Majority (16): Remove rural
reserve consideration from areas
considered for urban reserves.

Majority (12): Do not consider for
rural reserves any areas not
identified as foundation or

important farmland, or
invenloried natural features.

Suggestion: Do not designate rural reserve.

Rationale:

s Qualifies under threat of urbanization because itis
adjacent to the UGB.

® Part of area qualifies under agricultural protection
factor but has important, not foundation farmland.

* Protected for agricultural/forestry use by zoning.

» Part of area does not qualify under the agricultural
protection factor; contains conflicted farmland.

» Does not qualify under natural features.

= Important land qualifies under safe harbor.

Option #1: Designate important farmland as
rural reserve.

Rationale: Important farmland ranks high on many
agricultural factors.

Recommendation (6): Do not designate any of
the area as rural reserve.

Rationale: No foundation farmland. No
inventoried natural features.

Minority (1): Designate the area as rural
reserve.

Rationale: The important farmland should be
protected.




l1l. EAST OF WILSONVILLE (cont’d)

PLANNING COMMISSION
DISCUBSION AREA PAC STRAW POLL AND STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE RATIONALE RATIONALE
sonvi Suggestion: Designate entire area as urban
Majority (8): Designate only reserve, Recommendation (6): Designate entire area as
- | Wilson-ville's area of interest as Rationale; urban reserve.

urban reserve.
Rationale: Tualatin apparently
wants the area to remain rural and
is looking at Washington County
for wurban reserves; only Wilsonville
is still interested in some of the area
as urban reserve.

Minority (6): Designate entire area
urban reserve. Rationale: Excellent
freeway access and roads will be
improved eventually. Potential
loynient and k land.

¢ -

Minority (4): Do not designate any
of the area as urban reserve.
Rationale: Significant transportation

o

: | problems; Tualatin no longer

inferested.

~ | Minority (1): Designate only

Wilsonville’s and Tualatin’s areas

| of interest as urban reserve.

Rationale: Limits burden on
transportation system; possible
employment land; rates medium or
high for most factors.

» Rates medium or high for most factors

* Includes potential employment land at
Stafford interchange

* Includes land for a range of housing

= Significant transportation concerns, but
they need to be addressed anyway to meet
needs of current urban areas

* Includes arcas of interest identified by
Wilsonville and Tualatin

Oplion 1: Designate only Wilsonville's and
Tualatin’s areas of interest as urban reserve.
Rationale:
* Rates medium or high for most factors
*  Possible employment area is in Tualatin’s
area of interest
« Limits burden on the transportation system;
may include area where it is easier to
provide connectivity.

Option 2 Do not designate any urban reserve.
Rationale:
*  Limits sanitary sewer demand on
Wilsonville
*  Does not add to traffic problems on 1-205 or
15

Rationale: Area could potentially be served by
three cities and is near good transportation.
Need enough land in reserves to develop in next
50 years,

Minority (3} Designate only Wilsonville's area of
interest as urban reserve.

Rationale: Only Wilsonville is interested in some
of the area as urban reserve.




IV. STAFFORD
PLANNING COMMISSION
DISCUSSION AREA PACSTRAW POLL AND SEATPBUGCRETION, RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE OPTIONS AND RATIONALE RATIONALE

Rural Area N - Stafford

Majority (8): Study inventoried
natural features as rural reserve.
Rationale: Protect natural features; let
community decide about other areas

Minority (6): Do not study any of
area as rural reserve.
Rationale: Natural features are

Pﬁlh’ﬂ!’d yway fIJqufpul' lizati
in the area

Minority (2): Study entire area as
rural reserve. Rationale: Threat of
wrbanization; water quality; slopes;
recreational land; equestrian land; some
Sarmland

August 25
Majority (12): Do not consider
for rural reserves any areas not
identified as foundation or
important farmland, or
inventoried natural features.

Suggestion: Designate
inventoried natural features as
rural reserve,

Rationale:

e Qualifies as under threat of
urbanization because it is adjacent
to the UGB.

* Does not qualify under
agricultural protection factor;
contains conflicted farmland.

* Some of area qualifies under
natural features.

e Duoes not qualify under safe harbor
factor,

= Consistent with Board priority to
protect natural features,

Option #1: Do not designate
rural reserve.

Rationale: Floodplains and riparian
features can be adequately preserved
with public acquisition and/or
development restrictions,

Recommendation (unanimous):
Except for the area designated as
urban reserve, the area should
remain undesignated.

Rationale: This best meets the
vision and values of the Stafford
Hamlet.




V. STAFFORD (cont’d

)

DJSCUSSION AREA

PAC STRAW POLL AND
RATIONALE

STAFF SUGGESTION, OFTIONS
AND RATIONALE

PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE

Urban Area 4: Stafford

Majarity (8): Designate the Borland
Area only (north of 1-205, east of
Tualatin, south of Borland Road) as
urban reserve.

Rationale: This area is most suitable for
employment land. Supports Hamlet
vision.

Minority (6): Designate entire area
urban reserve. Rationale: Lots of
infrastructure work in Stafford/Borland
area. Suitable employment lands that
will be needed in 50 years.

Minority (3): Do not designate any
urban reserve. Rationale: Need to
protect rural quality of area.
Development infrastructure too
expensive.

Minority (1): Designate distinct
portions as urban reserve, including
Borland area and north and east
areas adjacent to Lake Oswego and
West Linn. Rationale: Infrastructure
work taking place. Most potential for
development and lands suitable for
employment.

Suggestion: Designate all as urban
reserve,

Rationale:
¢ Rates high or medium on the major
infrastructure cost t Rationals

Recommendation (8): Designate only the
Borland area as urban.

The land is conflicted. The

¢ Natural ecological systems and
features can be protected by
acquisition and/or development
restrictions

+ Contains lands suitable for
employment

Option 1: Designate distinct portions of
area as urban reserve, e.g., Borland Road
area, and north and east areas adjacent to
Lake Oswego and West Linn. Rationale:
+ Rates high or medium on the major
infrastructure cost assessments
* These areas have the most potential
to be developed into walkable,
well-connected neighborhoods in
conjunction with existing
development inside the UGB.
+ Contains lands suitable for
employment

Borland area is most suitable for
employment land. It supports the Hamlet
vision, It is adjacent to are U-3, which the
Planning Commission recommends as
urban reserve.

Minority (1): Designate all of area as urban
reserve,

Ratianale: 1t doesn’t meet rural criteria, It all
needs to be designated urban in order for
the hamlet to carry out its vision.




V. PETE'S MOUNTAIN/PEACH COVE

DISCUSSION AREA

PAC STRAW POLL AND RATIONALE

STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS AND
RATIONALE

PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE

Majority (10): Support entire area as rural
reserve.

Rationale: Important farmland and inventoried
natural features, and the ODFW has asked for a
portion of it lo be designated rural reserve.

Minority (4): Study important farmland and
natural features as rural reserve.
Rationale: Important to protect farmland and nafural

features.

Minority (3): Study important farmland and area
3 as rural reserve.

Rationale: Area 3 is requested to be rural reserve by
tie ODFW.

Minority (1): Study important farmland as rural
reserve. Ralionale: Important o protect farmland.

August 25
Majority (12): Remove from rural reserve
designation the area bounded by Mountain
Road, Hoffman Road, Schaeffer Road and Pete’s
Mountain Road, except retain the natural
features as rural reserve,

Majority (12): Do not consider for rural reserves
any arcas not identified as foundation or
important farmland, or inventoried natural
features.

Suggestion: Designate inventoried natural

features as rural reserve,

Rationale:

* Qualifies under threat of urbanization
because it is adjacent to an UGB.

* Part of area qualifies under agricultural
protection factors, but has important, not
foundation farmland.

» Peach Cove area will be protected for
agricultural use by existing zoning, and the
buffer provided by Pete’s Mountain and the
Willamette River.

* Part of area does not qualify under
agricultural protection factors; it contains
conflicted farmland.

= Some of area qualifies under natural features

protection factors,

Part of area qualifies under the safe harbor

factor.

» Consistent with Board priorities to protect
natural features and foundation farmlands.

Option #1: Designate important
agricultural lands area as rural reserve.
Rationale: With important designation, the area
qualifies under safe harbor provision.

Recommendation (unanimous):
Designate inventoried natural
features as rural reserve.

Rationale: Important to protect
natural features.




V. PETE'S MOUNTAIN/PEACH COVE (cont’d)

PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS AND
DISCUSSION AREA PAC STRAW POLL AND RATIONALE RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE
RATIONALE
Urban Area 5: Pete’s Mountain/Peach Cove Suggestion: Designate northern part of this area
Majority (11): Designate northern part of area | that has excellent access to I-205 as urban Recommendation (7): Designate
(north of Ek Road) with excellent access to 1-205 m:] the northern part of the area (north
as urban reserve, Rationale: of the toe of the slope) with
Could become part of an employment excellent access to 1-205 as urban

Rationale;: Small area with transportation access,
employment potential. Remaining areas more
difficult to serve and less productive for urban
uses.

Minority (6): Do not designate any urban
reserve. Rationale: Difficull to serve with
infrastructure. Protect natural features.

5 Minority (2): Designate entire area as urban

reserve. Rationale: Some of area could be served
with imfrastructure. Development would not occur

[for many years.

cluster/ mixed use center that spans [-205.
Small area easier to serve with
transportation,

Natural ecological systems and features can
be protected by development restrictions
and acquisition.

This area has the most potential to be
developed into walkable, well-connected
neighborhoods in conjunction with Borland
Road area of Stafford.

Remaining areas are not productive for
urban uses

Remaining areas are much more difficult to
serve.

Sewer service in the southern part would
likely be provided by non-Metro provider,
and so isn't as suitable for a Portland Metro
urban reserve.

Option 1: Do not designate any urban reserve.
Rationale:

Difficult to serve because steep slopes and
isolation (surrounded on three sides by
rivers).

Limited potential to be developed into
walkable, well-connected neighborhoeds
with a range of housing types and close to
employment areas.

reserve.

Rationale: Right along a major
transportation corridor in
Clackamas County. Employment
potential. Remaining areas are
more difficult to serve and less
productive for urban uses.

Minority (2): Do not designate any
urban reserve.

Rationale: This creates two
peninsulas (with Stafford). The
area could be easily urbanized.
There isn't enough development
potential.




VI. SOUTH/SOUTHWEST OF OREGON CITY

DISCUSSION AREA

PAC STRAW POLL AND
RATIONALE

STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS
AND RATIONALE

PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE

Rural Area D - Canemah/ Willamette Narrows

General support: Study entire area
as rural reserve

Rationale: Important natural
landscape features; the entire area is
under threat of urbanization based on
location adjacent to the Portland
Metro LIGB

August 25
Majority (12): Do not consider for
rural reserves any arcas not
identified as foundation or
important farm land, or
inventoried natural features.

Suggestion: Only designate identified
natural features as rural reserve.
Rationale:

* Qualifies under threat of urbanization
because it is adjacent lo an UGB,

* Qualifies under natural features
protection,

+ Consistent with Board priorities to
protect natural features, especially the
Clackamas River, and foundation
farmlands.

Option 1: Do not designate rural
reserve the upland area Oregon City
area of interest.

Rationale:

* Uplands are buildable, don't fit natural
features preservation factors as well and
not visible from important natural
features below,

* Protected for agricultural and forestry
uses by agricultural and forestry zoning.

Option 2: Do not designate as rural

reserve.

Rationale:

= Protected for agricultural and forestry
uses by agricultural and forestry zoning.

= Natural features may be protected with
acquisition and development regulations,
under current rural zoning or if the area
is brought into the UGB,

Recommendation (7): Do not designate
any of area as rural reserve,

Rationale: Protected by zoning. Rural
designation takes away flexibility for
landowners.




V1. SOUTH/SOUTHWEST OF OREGON CITY (cont’d)

DJSCUSSION AREA

PAC STRAW POLL AND
RATIONALE

STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS AND
RATIONALE

PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE

Rural Area E - Southegst Clackamas West

General support: Study entire area
as rural reserve, with possible
different designation for areas
around the airport and rural
community of Mulino.

Rationale: Important agricultural
lands; threatened by urbanization
based on location within 3 miles of a
UGB. However, Mulino Airport and
rural community of Mulino are not
suited for rural reserves as they may
need plan or zone changes during the
next 50 years.

August 18
Maijority (11): Do not consider for
rural reserves any areas beyond
three miles of the PMUGB and ¥
mile of the outlying ity UGBs.

5
Majority (12): Do not consider for
rural reserves any areas not
identified as foundation or
important farmland, or inventoried
natural features.

Suggestion: Do not designate as rural reserve.

Rationale:

+ Though adjacent to PMUGSB, area is buffered by
steep slopes of Beaver Creek canyon.

* Important rather than foundation farmland.

» Though zoning is mixed with some exception, for
the most part area will be protected for
agricultural and timber uses by zoning.

Option 1: Designate portion of area within 3

miles of the PMUGB a rural reserve.

Rationale:

+ Qualifies under threat of urbanization because it
is adjacent to the PMUGB.

* Beyond three miles, does not qualify under threat
of urbanization and protection from UGB
expansion is not needed.

* Area beyond the distance noted is protected for
agricultural uses by agricultural zoning.

* Qualifies under agricultural protection factors.

* Qualifies under safe harbor as important
agricultural lands.

Option 1a: If some of the area is considered for
rural reserve (Option 1 above), delete certain
parcelized or special use areas such as rural
communities and the airport.

Rationale: Area protected with existing zoning,

Option 2: Designate identified natural features
(Beaver Creek) as rural reserve.

Rationale: Qualifies under natural features
protection.

Vote (4 yes, 4 no): Leave area
undesignated except for area
designated as urban.

Rationale: The zoning in place will
protect property without rural
reserve designation. The lack of
urban services will protect the area
from urbanization. It's not
foundation land.

Other Votes
Designate all as rural (7 no, 2 yes)

Do not designate area outside three-
miles as rural; designate the area to
the north rural except for the area
that is designated urban (6 no, 3 yes)

Designate inventoried natural
features within three miles of the
UGB as rural reserves (3 yes, 3no, 1
abstain)




V1. SOUTH/SOUTHWEST OF OREGON CITY (cont’d)

DISCUSSION AREA

PAC STRAW POLL AND
RATIONALE

STAFF SUGGESTION, OFTIONS
AND RATIONALE

PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE

Urban Area 7: South of Oregon City

Majority (14): Only designate

bench areas as urban reserve.
Rationale: Most polential for
development. Other areas too
steep and difficult to serve.

Minority (7): Do not designate
any urban reserve. Rationale:
Much of area too difficult to serve
with infrastructure. Need to
protect rural qualities of area.
August 25
Majority (15} Remove rural
reserve from bench areas,
leaving them as urban reserve.

Suggestion: Designate bench areas

urban reserve.

Rationale:

= Rates high or medium on major
infrastructure

* Natural extension of Oregon
City; steep topography to
immediate south could be
natural edge to urban area and
buffer farming farther south

« Have the most potential to be
developed into walkable, well-
connected neighborhoods in
conjunction with development
inside the UGB.

Option 1: Designate entire area as
urban reserve, Rationale:
+ Natural areas (Beaver Creek)
could be protected with
development regulations.

Recommendation (unanimous):
Only designate bench areas as
urban reserve.

Rationale: Most potential for
development. Other areas are
too steep and difficult to serve.




—
FK/SOUTHEAST OF OREGON

VII. BEAVERCRE CITY
STAFF SUGGESTION, PLANNING COMMISSION
DISCUSSION AREA PACSTRAW.LULL OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS AND
AND RATIONALE RATIONALE RATIONALE
Rural Area F - Beavercieek Majority (12): Consider
inventoried natural areas | Suggestion: Designate Recommendation (8): Consider
Si oAl TEseTVE: inventoried natural areas as | inventoried natural features as
Rationale: There are two ;“‘:1 r:lserve rural reserve.
inventoried natural areas in AL
the arén; ¥ ?‘onilic: d rather:::n Rationale: Conflict land. Does
Ol..l.lldﬂ on farml; s a
Minority (7): Study entire | * Scoreslow on agricultural g‘:;l : tznun:ler s:fa}t::rxr.
area as rural reserve. protection factors and has faatures.
Rationale: Local food pelmadly exciplion seohg.
eodnction, sexse of plics » Does not qualify under the
P b ) safe harbor factor.

headuoaters, flooding and
landslides, threat of
urbanization, natural

Seatures

August 25
Majority (12): Do not
consider for rural reserves
any areas not identified as
foundation or important
farmland, or inventoried
natural features.

» Contains important natural
features.

Option 1: Designate area

rural reserve.

Rationale:

* Qualifies under threat of
urbanization because it is
adjacent to the PMUGB.

* Consider importance of
emerging local foods
movement, with food
produced on small farms for
the Portland metro area.

Minority (1): Study entire area
as rural reserve.

Rationale: The area needs
protection; it is less than a mile
from the UGB.




VII. BEAVERCREEK/SOUTHEAST OF OREGON CITY (cont’d)

PLANNING COMMISSION
DISCUSSION AREA PACSTRAW POLL AND WRRNEE i‘;%G;fI:g}l’:a,‘z?IONs RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE RATIONALE
Urban Area 6: Southeast of Oregon City Majority (12): Designate close-in flatter
R dation (6): Desi close-

areas, including around Holly Lane,
urban reserve.
Rationale: Oregon City has said it can
ensily serve the area, and development of
Holly Lane area is needed for
connectivity. Contains most of buildable
land in the area.

Minority (9): Designate entire area
urban reserve except mapped natural
features. Rationale: Can be served with
infrastructure. Oregon City is interested in
the area. Protect natural features.

Minority (3): Designate entire area as
urban reserve. Rationale: Natural
extension of Oregon City; natural areas can
be protected; rates moderately well on
infrastructure.

Minority (3): Do not designate any
urban reserve. Rationale: Much of area is
diffienlt to serve with infrastructure.
Protect rural quality.

ugus
Majority (16): Exclude from urban
reserve the natural features in this area,
remove Holly Lane from rural reserve
designation and reaffirm the majority
vole on the urban area.

Suggestion: Designate entire area urban

reserve.

Rationale:

* Rates moderately well on major
infrastructure

* Natural extension of Oregon City, and OC
has indicated it would have ability to
serve it.

* Natural areas/creek systems could be
protected with development regulations
and/or acquisition.

Option 1: Designate close-in, flatter areas,

including around Holly Lane, as urban

reserve. Rationale:

s Oregon City could easily serve this area.

* Will contain most of buildable land in the
area.

Option 2: Do not designate any urban

reserve. Rationale:

» Contains a limited amount of buildable
land - approximately 600 acres.

» Contains two of the mapped important
natural landscape features.

in flatter areas, including around Holly
Lane, urban reserve.

Rationale: Oregon City has said it can
easily serve the area, and Holly Lane is
needed for connectivity, Contains most
of buildable land in the area.

Minority (3): Do not designate any
urban reserve.

Rationale: Don't understand why
Oregon City wants or needs Holly Lane
~ there's not room to expand. The area
can’t be serviced.
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VIl. BEAVERCREEK/SQUTHEAST OF OREGON CITY (;

cont™d)

DISCLTSION AREA

PAC STRAW POLL AND
RATIONALE

STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS AND
RATIONALE

PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE

Urban Area 8: Greater Bpavercreek

Majority (8): Do not designate any urban
reserve:
Rationale: Difficull to provide sewer and
transportation services. No natural buffers
with adjacent farm and forest areas. Protect
natural areas, including Beaver Creek
drainage.

Minority (4): Designate as urban reserve

the area north and northeast of the Beaver
Creek drainage system. Rationale: Protect
important farmlands to the south

Minority (4): Designate urban reserve in
close-in areas and the Highway 213

| corridor, excluding the Parrett Creek

drainage area. Rationale: Oregon City has

'| defined close-in aveas as easiest to serve and

develop. Parrett Creek is a separate watersited.

Minority (3): Exclude Parrett Creek
watershed from consideration as urban
reserve. Rationale: Urban service boundaries
should be drawn based on watersheds, and
Parrett Creek is a separate watershed.

Minority (3): Designate as urban reserve
the area along Highway 213 in the Beaver
Creek watershed. Rationale Parrett Creek isa
separate watershed.

Suggestion: Designate the area urban reserve.

Rationale:

+  Compared to other areas around Oregon
City, this area:

o Iseasiest to serve.

o Could be developed with least impact
to inventoried important natural
features.

o Is the easiest to develop into
walkable, well-connected
neighborhoods in conjunction with
development inside the existing UGB,

*  Suitable for employment land with flatter,
larger parcels with access to a state
highway, community college and Mulino
Airport. ;

*  Appears suitable for a range of housing
types

Option 1: Designate only close-in areas as

urban reserves, Rationale:

* These are the areas identified by Oregon
City as the easiest to serve and develop.

Option 2: Do not designate any urban reserve,
Rationale:

= Difficult to provide sewer and
transportation services, including limited
transit.

Area flows directly into adjacent
agricultural and forestry areas without
natural buffers to prevent encroachments.

Recommendation {7): Designate only close-
in areas, down to Henrici, as urban reserves.

Rationale: These are the areas identified by
Oregon City as the easiest to serve and
develop,

Minority (2): Designate close-in areas and
other areas that can be urbanized as urban
TeServes.

Rationale: Some of the area is very close to
the UGB and could be easily serviced

Other Vote

Minority (3): Do not designate any of the
area as urban reserve.

Rationale: Difficult to provide sewer and
transportation. Only one way in and one
way out. Large watershed area.




E——
VIII. NORTHEAST OF OREGON CITY

PLANNING COMMISSION
PAC STRAW POLL AND STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS
DISCUSSION AREA RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE AND RATIONALE RATIONALE
Rural Area G - Clackamas Heights
Majority (16) evenly split between: Suggestion: Designate inventoried | Recommendation (unanimous):

+ Study whole area for rural reserve
+ Study inventoried natural features
only as rural reserve.
Rationale: Natural features; threat of
urbanization; watershed, natural
[features

August 25

Majority (12): Remove from urban area
any natural features (which would then
be rural reserve; the rest of the area
would be urban reserve).

August 25
Majority (12): Do not consider for rural
reserves any areas not identified as
foundation or important farmland, or
inventoried natural features.

natural features as rural reserves.

Rationale:

e Qualifies under threat of
urbanization because it is adjacent
to an UGB.

« Qualifies under natural features
protection factors.

+ Consistent with Board priorities
to protect natural features,
especially Clackamas River, and
foundation farmlands.

Designate inventoried natural features as
rural reserves,

Rationale: Important to protect natural
features, Adjacent to UGB, so threatened
by urbanization,




VIII. NORTHEAST OF (!IREGON CITY (cont’d)

PLANNING COMMISSION
DISEUSSION AREA PAC 5::?12:235‘ AR el e RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE
Urban Area 9: Northeastjof Oregon City
Suggestion: Designate flatter, more Rec dation (unani )

Majority (7): Designate close-in areas as
urban reserve.
Rationale: These are areas identified by
Oregon City as easfest fo serve and
develop, sense of place similar to Oregon

City.
Minority (5): Do not designate any
urban reserve. Rationale: Protect rural

areas; limit sprazul,

Minority (4): Designate entire area

. | urban reserve except the Clackamas

River drainage. Rationale: Some areas can
be served. Prolect drainage.

._ Minority (4): Designate flatter areas

along roads as urban reserve. Rationale:
These areas are easier fo serve.

Minority (2): Designate flatter areas in

the north as urban reserve. Rationale:
Most potential to be developed. Rate high or
ntedium on infrastructure factors.

northern areas as urban reserve.

Rationale:

+ Rate high or medium on the three
major infrastructure cost
assessments

+ These areas have the most potential
to be developed into walkable, well-
connected neighborhoods in
conjunction with existing
development inside the UGB.

Option 1: Designate only close-in areas

as urban reserve. Rationale:

* These are the areas identified by
Oregon City as the easiest to serve
and develop.

Option 2: Designate all as urban

reserve. Rationale:

« Entire area marginally qualifies
under the factors.

« Natural areas/creek systems could be
protected inside the urban area with
development regulations.

Designate flatter, more northern areas
to foot of slope, just south of Forsythe,
as urban reserve,

Rationale: Rate high or medium on
infrastructure; have the most potential
to be developed.
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IX. SOUTH OF THE CLACKAMAS RIVER

DISCUSSION AREA

PAC STRAW POLL AND
RATIONALE

STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS
AND RATIONALE

PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE

Rural Area ) - Springwater Ridge North

Majority (14): Study entire
area as rural reserve.

Rationale: Natural features;
buffer; farmland; Clackamas River
as UGB boundary

« | Minority (6): Study
. | inventoried natural features as

rural reserve.
Rationale: Protect natural
features; shouldn’t designate all

. | areas as possible rural areas

August 18
Maijority (11): Do not consider
for rural reserves any areas
beyond three miles of the
PMUGBE and Y% mile of the
outlying city UGBs.

August 25
Majority (12): Do not consider
for rural reserves any areas not
identified as foundation or
important farmland, or
inventoried natural features,

Suggestion: Designate inventoried
natural features as rural reserve,
Rationale:

* Qualifies under threat of
urbanization because it is adjacent
to an UGB.

¢ Qualifies under agricultural
protection factors, but contains
important, not foundation land.

» Protected for agricultural/forestry
use by zoning.

* Some qualifies under natural
features.

» Qualifies under the safe harbor
factor,

* Consistent with Board priority to
protect natural features, especially
Clackamas River.

Option #1: Designate area rural
reserve,
Rationale: Important farmland;
ranks high on many agricultural
factors.

Recommendation (unanimous):
Designate inventoried natural
features only as rural reserve.

Rationale: Natural features
need to be protected. This area is
close enough to the UGB to raise
the threat of urbanization.
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IX. SOUTH OF THE CUACKAMAS RIVER (cont’d)

* Do not study any of area for
rural reserve
Rationale: Every area of the
county has natural features

August 18
Majority (11): Do nol consider
for rural reserves any arcas
beyond three miles of the
PMUGB and ¥ mile of the
outlying city UGBs.

August 25
Majority (12): Do not consider
for rural reserves any areas not
identified as foundation or
important farmland, or
inventoried natural features.

farmland,
« Protected for agricultural and timber
uses by zoning.

Option 1: Designate the portion within 3
miles of PMUGB a rural reserve.
Rationale:

* Qualifies “under threat of
urbanization” because it is adjacent to
the PMUGB.

* Beyond 3 miles does not qualify under
threat of urbanization; protection from
UGB expansion not needed.

* Area beyond distance noted is and will
continue to be protected for
agricultural uses by zoning.

* Qualifies under the agricultural
protection factors.

* Qualifies under safe harbor as
important agricultural lands.

PLANNING COMMISSION
——— PACSTRAW POLL AND | STAFFSUGGESTION, OPTIONSAND | o iree i oo D
RATIONALE SRR RATIONALE
- X Suggestion: Do not designate as rural Recommendation (6): Identify
Majority (16) evenly split reserve, inventoried natural features as rural
between: ) Rationale: reserve and leave the remainder of the
| ¢ Stady entiearea forrunal |, Though about two miles from PMUGB, | area undesignated.
reserve LG
; separated by significant topography.
Rationale: Netural features; « Important rather than foundation Rationale: Important to protect natural
waterways; farmland features.

Minority (1): Do not identify inventoried
natural features as rural reserve.
Rationale: Rural reserve designation is
not necessary because of how far this area
is from the UGB.
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I1X. SOUTH OF THE CLACKAMAS RIVER (cont’d)

PLANNING COMMISSION
DISCUSSION AREA e SEATE SR O I HIETILING RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE AND RATIONALE RATIONALE

Rural Area [ - Springwater Ridge South
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Majority (10): Study entire area as
rural reserve.

Rationale: High agricultural
potential; natural features

. | Minority (9): Study inventoried

natural features as rural reserve.
Rationale: Protect natural features;
farmiand not threatened

Minarity (2): Do not study any of
area as rural reserve.

Rationale: Part of areq is already
sonewhat urbanized.

August 18

Majority (11): Do not consider for
rural reserves any areas beyond
three miles of the PMUGB and %
mile of the outlying city UGBs.

August 25
Majority (12): Do not consider for

rural reserves any areas not

identified as foundation or
important farmland, or

inventoried natural features.

Suggestion: Do not designate rural

reserve.

Rationale:

s Does not qualify under threat of
urbanization

¢ Important rather than foundation
farmland.

e Protected for agricultural/timber use
by zoning.

Option 1: Designate inventoried
natural features as rural reserve.
Rationale:

e Qualifies “under threat of
urbanization” because it is adjacent
to an UGB.

* Qualifies under natural features
protection.

Option 2: Designate area rural
reserve.

Rationale: Important farmland; ranks
high on many agricultural factors.

Recommendation (6): Leave the
entire area undesignated,

Rationale: This area is more than
three miles outside the UGB and
rural reserve designation isn’t
needed.

Minerity (1): Do not leave the
entire area undesignated.
Rationale: Should designate
important natural features as rural
reserve.
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X. SOUTH OF DAMASCUS

PACSTRAW POLLAND | §TAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS | | -ANNING COMMISSION
DISCUSSION AREA RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE AND RATIONALE R ATRNALE
Rural Area L - South ¢f Damascus
Majority (8): Study inventoried Suggestion: Designate inventoried | Recommendation (unanimous):
satueal Feidiven as rursl reseeve: nah‘;ralfeamresasrum] reserve. The portion of the area that is
Rationale: Protection of natural R‘hnm_],‘: ot deen,gnatec.:l as urban reserve
features * Qualifies under threat of should be designated as rural
urbanization because it is reserve.

Minority (6): Study inventoried
natural features as rural reserve
except areas labeled with 3.
Rationale: Protect natural features;
consider possible expansion needs for
City of Damascus

August 25
Maijority (15): Remove rural reserve
consideration from areas considered
for urban reserves.

Majority (12): Do not consider for
rural reserves any areas not
identified as foundation or
important farmland, or inventoried
natural features.

adjacent to the UGB,

« Does not qualify under
agricultural protect-tion factor;
all identified as conflicted
farmland.

* Some qualifies under natural

features.

Does not qualify under safe

harbor factor.

+ Consistent with Board priority to
protect natural features,
especially Clackamas River.

-

Option #1: Exclude from rural
reserves the areas identified by
Damascus as areas of interest.
Rationale: If not designated urban
reserve, area will continue to be
protected with zoning.

Rationale: Inventoried natural
features need protection.
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X. SOUTH OF DAMASCUS (cont’d)

PAC STRAW POLL AND STAFF SUGGESTION, PLANNING COMMISSION
DISCUSSION AREA OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE
RATIONALE RATIONALE
Rural Area K - Eagle Creek North
Suggestion: Designate Recommendation (6):

Majority (10): Study
inventoried natural features as
rural reserve.

Rationale: Not threatened by
urbanization; already urbanized in
Sonre areas

Minority (8): Study entire area
as rural reserve.
Rationale: Threat of urbanization

because of hightways; lots of
Sarmland

August 18
Maijority (11): Do not consider
for rural reserves any areas
beyond three miles of the
PMUGB and ¥% mile of the
outlying city UGBs.

August 25
Majority (12): Do not consider
for rural reserves any areas not
identified as foundation or
important farmland, or
inventoried natural features,

inventoried natural features as

rural reserve.

Rationale:

* Qualifies under threat of
urbanization because it is
less than one mile from the
UGE.

+ Qualifies under agricultural
protection factors, but
contains important, not
foundation land.

* Protected for agricultural
and forestry uses by
agricultural and forestry

zoning.

* Some qualifies under
natural features.

o Qualifies under the safe
harbor factor.

* Consistent with the Board
priority to protect natural
features, espedially
Clackamas River.

Option #1: Designate area
rural reserve.

Rationale: Important
farmland; ranks high on many
agricultural factors.

Designate all inventoried
natural features as rural
reserve,

Rationale: Natural features
should be protected. This is
consistent with
recommendations for other
areas.

Minority (1): Do not designate
inventoried natural features as
rural reserve.

Rationale: Rural reserve
designation is not needed in
this area.

Other Vote

Leave area undesignated (5 no,
2 yes)
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X. SOUTH OF DAMAECUS (cont'd)
PLANNING COMMISSION
DISCUSSION AREA FACSTRAW JULL AND OPTIONS AN RATIONALE | RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE RATIONALE
Urban Area 10: South pf Damascus Majority (10): Designate entire area Suggestion: Designate this area | Recommendation (8):

urban reserve except Noyer Creek and
peninsula between Noyer and Deep

1 | creeks.

Rationale: Serviceable, suitable for
eniployment and housing; excluded arens
difficult fo serve and relatively
unproductive for housing and employment.

4 | Minority (8): Designate as urban reserve

the area already annexed by Damascus
and flat areas in the northern portion of
the area. Rationale: Makes sense for the

annexed area to be in the UGB. Damascus

| needs the northern area for transportation and

sewer infrastructure.

Minority (2): Designate entire area urban
reserve. Rationale: Much is serviceable.
Good areas for employment and housing.
Natural areas could be protected.

Minority (2): Do not designate any urban
reserve. Rationale: There's plenty of land
still to be developed in Damascus,

Minority (2): Designate urban reserve the
area already annexed by Damascus.
Rationale: It makes sense that this area should
be inside the UGB.

an urban reserve.

Rationale:

*  Much is moderately
serviceable.

« Portions very suitable for
employment, range of
housing types, walkability,
accessibility to transit.

« Natural areas/creek systems
could be protected inside
the urban area with
development regulations.

Option 1: Designate entire area
urban reserve, excluding Noyer
Creek and the peninsula
between Noyer and Deep
creeks. Rationale:

* Area to be excluded would
be difficult to serve and
relatively unproductive for
employment and range of
housing types.

Designate the area as urban
reserve,

Rationale: This is close to
Damascus and Damascus is still
going through planning. There
is transportation access, though
it needs improvement.
Damascus is working to protect
natural areas and zoning will
help protect the creeks.
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XI. EAST OF DAMASCUS/CLACKANOMAH/AROUND SANDY

STAFF SUGGESTION, PLANNING COMMISSION
DISCUSSION AREA FACSTRAWFOLLAND OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE RATIONALE RATIONALE
Rural Area M - Clackanomah Suggestion: Designate area
Majority (8): Study the Frral feserre Recommendation (4): The
Muktnomah. County entire area for rural reserve : g ion of the that i
< — s Rationale: portion o area that is not
: | L s . Lium-\nl_u;jw’i‘iy' " ~ - designation. « Qualifies under threat of designated as urban reserve
JoAN A 4 T {t 4 o Rationale: There is foundation urbanization becauseitis | should be designated as rural
5 sl I._t == q’}“‘ b Bl Sfarmland in the area and it can adjacent to the UGB, reserve.
N = B = _\‘; RS b serve as a buffer. * Most of area qualifies under
3 | 4 _ j L agricultural protaction Rationale: Need to protect
3 ~II= - '_'M - : Minority (6): Exclude area factor and is foundation natural feafires and foundakion
2 | L : = i~ | around Boring from rural farmland. carntaid
DAMASCUS g NG B i ¢ ] | reserve study. ¢ Remainder of area qualifies '
il = R L B Rationale: Boring is a rural ““dxams features
; - : ® = . protection factors. p— "
7 o AT et o =; q f::::’::::?;n;:l}:g & « Most of area qualifies under | Minority (3): Do not designate
Ehhy 2 L R TR T f . | o safe hm-hor Ea.ﬂm-_ as rural rvj»sewe all the area that
2 AdSHI T gt i s * Consistent with Board is not designated as urban
P R o it priorities to protect natural | reserve.
: A/ o | - 1sL18 features and foundation Rationale: Rural reserve
S - ! : Majority (11): Do not Farniaguds z S
! B || it For reail rolerais B designation is not needed to
R STAC: any areas beyond three miles | Option #1: Exclude from pr(:itect t:le a;re?iand e
e ) of the PMUGB and 12 mile of | rural reserves consideration | “Pr 0 0 andOWners.
it s the outlying city UGBs. some of area adjacent to
i Platte I : *'*‘1 UGB and Multnomah
G ~ AL +% 25N : 3&39:‘&5 County line, along Hwy 26.
]S y LY - S 301 Maijority (12): Do not Rationale:
'TF‘!‘ 2 T 7 i consider for rural reserves | o Intent of green corridor
? z ; el any areas not identified as agreement (to maintain a
foundation or important swath of rural land between
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X1. EAST OF DAMASCUS/CLACKANOMAH/AROUND SANDY (cont’d)

PLANNING COMMISSION
DISCUSSION AREA PAC STRAW POLL AND RATIONALE HALESUCERSTION, LITWONSAND RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE
RATIONALE
Majority (11): Designate a relatively small
Urban Area 11: Clackandmah area in the west/northwest as urban reserve. Rec dation ( i )

Rationale: This is not foundation land and is
close to other employment land. Foundation
land should be protected. Sandy is epposed to
development along the Higlway 26 corridor.

Minority (8): Do not designate any urban
reserve. Rationale: Protect foundation land and
rural land,

Minority (5): Designate a somewhat larger
area in the west/northwest as urban reserve.
Rationale: Not foundation land and close to

entployment land.

Minority (1): Designate entire area urban
reserve except North Fork of Deep Creek and
East Buttes. Rationnle: Relatively easy to serve.
Larger aveas of unconstrained land could provide
for housing and employment. Excluded area as
limited and costly development potential.

August 25
Majority (17): Remove foundation land
from urban reserve designation, except for
200 feet on either side of 282 Avenue.

Majority (14): Remove rural reserve
designation from the remainder of the
stippled area, with a result of keeping the
area urban reserve.

Suggestion: Designate all as urban reserve.

Rationale:

» Relatively easy to serve.

= Larger areas of unconstrained land could:

o provide a range of housing types.

o become part of east Portland region employment
cluster with access to state highways and
eventually the freeway system.

» Natural ecological systems and features can be
protected by development restrictions and
acquisition.

= Potential to be developed into walkable, well-
connected neighborhoods.

Option 1: Designate all as an urban reserve, excluding
North Fork of Deep Creek area and East Buttes.
Rationale:
e All the reasons cited above.
* Excluded area:
¢ limited potential to be developed into walkable,
well-connected neighborhoods with a range of
housing types or employment uses.
o difficult and expensive to serve with
transportation and other services.

Designate relatively small area in the
west/northwest as urban reserve.

Rationale: Is not foundation land
and is close to other employment
land. Foundation land should be
protected. Sandy is opposed to
development along the Highway 26
corridor.
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RURAL RESERVE DISCUSSION AREAS COMPLETELY OR PRIMARILY OUTSIDE THREE MILES OF THE PORTLAND METRO UGB

PLANNING COMMISSION
DISCUSSION AREA PAC STRAW POLL AND STAFF SUGGESTION, OFTIONS RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE AND RATIONALE RATIONALE

Rural Area A — North of Estacada to Eagle Creek

Majority (14) evenly split

between

* Study all rural reserve except
buffer around Estacada
(excluding Clackamas River).
Rationale: Importan! farmland,
rates ligh on agriculture/
Sorestry, threatened by
urbanization (Huwy 224), natural
features

* Study Clackamas River and
Eagle Creek areas only as
rural reserve.
Rationale: Protect important
landscape fealures

Minority (2): Study rural reserve
for entire area Rationale:
Impartant farmiand, rates high on
agriculture and forestry, thireatened
by wrbanization (Hwy 224), natural

L | features

August 18
Majority (11): Do not consider for
rural reserves any areas beyond
three miles of the PMUGB and %
mile of the outlying city UGBs.

Suggestion: Do not designate any rural

reserve.

Rationale:

* Not qualified under threat of
urbanization because so far from the
PMUGB.

e Insignificant threat of urbanization from
Estacada because area is protected by
state rules that will make it difficult to
make a case to expand the city UGB onto
EFU land with high value soils,

» Qualifies under agricultural protection
factors but contains important, not
foundation farmland.

* Protected for agricultural and forestry use
by zoning,

+ Qualifies under natural features
protection.

Option 1: Designate inventoried natural

features rural reserve. Rationale:

* (Qualifies under natural features
protection.

» Consistent with Board priorities to
protect foundation farmlands and natural
features, especially Clackamas River,

Option 2: Designate entire area rural
reserve. Rationale: Important farmland
and ranks high on many agricultural
factors.

Recommendation (8): Do not designate
any rural reserve.

Rationale: This land is not threatened by
urbanization. No foundation farmland.

Minority (1): Study rural reserve for
entire area.

Rationale: Rural reserve designation
protects people, Important farmland.
Threatened by urbanization because of
Highway 224.
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Rural Reserve Discussiop Areas Completely or Primarily Outside Three Miles of the Portland Metro UGB (cont’d)

ESTI PLANNING COMMISSION
DISCUSSION AREA PACSTRAW POLL AND SEARRSUGE QN OFTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE RATIONALE RATIONALE

Rural Area B — East of Capby

Majority (8): Study entire area rural
reserve except Canby area of interest
Rationale: Meets some of need to protect
foundation farmland swhile providing an
option for Canby to expand if they can
demonstrate the need to the state,
although wnsure how much land will be
needed

Minority (6): Study entire area rural
reserve.

Rationale: The land in Canby’s area of
interest qualifies as rural reserve.
Promote denser, smaller UGBs; smaller

| carbon footprink; build up not out,

Foundation land within 3 miles of UGB

- | can be automatically designated rural.

August 18
Maijority (11): Do not consider for
rural reserves any areas beyond three
miles of the PMUGB and % mile of the
outlying city UGBs.

August 25
Majority (12): Do not consider for
rural reserves any areas not identified
as foundation or important farmland,
or inventoried natural features.

Suggestion: Designate entire area rural

Teserve,

Rationale:

* Qualifies under threat of urbanization
because it is within 3 miles of an UGB

* Qualifies under the agricultural protection
factors.

* Foundation farmland.

* Qualifies under safe harbor as foundation
land.

= Consistent with Board priorities to protect
foundation farmlands and natural features,
especially Clackamas River.

Option 1: Leave a portion undesignated to

allow Canby to expand its UGE. Rationale:

* Designating whole area rural would deny
Canby an opportunity to expand. Canby is
subject to state rules for UGB expansion that
will make it difficult to expand its UGB onto
EFU land with high value soils.

e Protected for agricultural use by zoning,

Option 2: Only designate identified natural
features as rural reserve.
Rationale; Qualifies under natural features.

Recommendation (unanimous): Designate
entire area rural reserve except the area of
interest of the City of Canby.

Rationale: Protects foundation land while
providing an option for Canby to expand.
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Rural Reserve Discussion Areas Completely or Primarily Outside Three Miles of the Portland Metro UGB (cont’d)

DISCUSSION AREA

PAC STRAW POLL AND
RATIONALE

STAFF SUGGESTION, OPTIONS AND
RATIONALE

PLANNING COMMISSION
RECOMMENDATIONS AND
RATIONALE

Rural Area C - Clackamas Prairies

All voting (9): Study entire area
as rural reserve.

Rationale: Threat of urbanization,
agricultural protection, foundation
farmland, protection of natural

features

August 18
Majority (11): Do not consider
for rural reserves any areas
beyond three miles of the
PMUGB and % mile of the
outlying city UGBs.

August 25
Maijority (10) - Reflect the
request of the Molalla Planning
Director by removing rural
reserve consideration adjacent to
the City of Molalla.

Majority (12): Do not consider
for rural reserves any areas not
identified as foundation or
important farmland, or
inventoried natural features.

Suggestion: Designate area rural reserve.

Rationale:

+ Qualifies under threat of urbanization because it
is within 3 miles of an UGB

* Qualifies under agricultural protection factors.

« Foundation farmland.

+ Qualifies under safe harbor as foundation land.

* Consistent with Board priorities to protect
foundation farmlands and natural features,
especially Clackamas River.

Option 1: Designate as rural reserve areas in 3
miles of PMUGE or 1 mile of Canby UGB.
Rationale:

* Same rationale as above.

* Rural reserves do not qualify under threatened
by urbanization and not needed to protect the
area fram UGB expansion beyond the distance
noted,

= Area beyond distance noted is protected for
agricultural uses by agricultural zoning.

Option 2: Only designate identified natural
features as rural reserve,
Rationale: Qualifies under natural features.

Option 3: Designate all rural reserve except
northwest comer undesignated by Canby.
Rationale: Protected by zoning, Molalla State Park.

Recommendation (6): Designate as
rural reserve the area north of Lone
Elder and west of 170%, excluding
Canby’s area of interest.

Rationale: Foundation farmland.
Gives Canby some flexibility.

Minority (3): Do not designate any
of the area as rural reserve.
Rationale: Leaving the area
undesignated gives property
owners more flexibility,
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