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Over the past year, Dennis Yee and other Metro staff have been meeting with city and county staff to review the results of the Metroscope allocation of 2030 households and employment.  These reviews identified a variety of issues about the forecasts.  In addition, a subcommittee of MTAC and TPAC identified possible adjustments to the allocation.  In response, Dennis and his staff are proposing to prepare a new generation of the forecasts (called Gen 2.3).  The revised allocations will be available by December 2005.  The revisions make technical corrections, but do not change the basic legal and policy direction that results in future urban growth boundary expansions on exception lands along the southern rim of the urban area.

The 2035 allocations will be used for the following purposes:

· As a base case for comparison to alternative growth scenarios in the New Look of the 2040 Growth Concept.  When a preferred growth scenario is developed, the allocations will be revised.

· As a starting point for the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan.  The RTP update will consider alternative transportation investments and priorities.  The new allocation, with the preferred growth scenario, will reflect the regional transportation plan priorities. The allocation year was extended to 2035 from 2030 to satisfy the federal planning horizon requirements.

· For transportation corridor planning and project analysis.  Many factors play into deciding which forecast to use, depending on the scale, scope and timing of the study.  The Gen 2.3 allocation may be modified for some project analyses.

The attached document describes the technical issues that were raised by cities and counties and how these issues were addressed.  The issues fall into several categories:

· Update standardized regional zone class and dwelling unit densities to more accurately reflect local zoning.

· Update zoning with latest local plans for concept planning areas, Oregon City and elsewhere.

· Revise Redevelopment, Infill and Urban Reinvestment areas to reflect local policies

· Revise the sequencing of when UGB additions would be available for urban development to reflect local policy and infrastructure availability.

· Revise the size and location of the Clark County Urban Growth Area to reflect most recent comprehensive plan adoption.

· Revised and improved the capacity estimates for external counties, pegging them to state of Oregon Office of Economic Analysis Population estimates.

· Extend community-level transportation network to support growth in planning areas that are added in 2030 and 2035.

Thank you to all who have spent so much time reviewing the key assumptions and the allocations and who worked to give this next generation of the allocations the credibility needed for the start of the planning processes over the next few years.

Metroscope Gen 2.3 Assumptions
October 18, 2005

(2035 Forecast)

MTAC/TPAC Issues

	Jurisdiction
	Issue
	Solution

	Oregon City
	Not enough growth allocated to regional center
	Update zone class designations in regional center

	Gresham
	Not enough growth allocated to Springwater Corridor and Pleasant Valley
	Assume shapefiles from Gresham with new zoning – added to MS database

	Portland
	· Zoning undercounts housing capacity

· Urban re-investment area assumptions

· Buildable land supply and refill

· Portland capture rate

· Refill
	· Update zone classes

· Obtain new shapefiles; new subsidy assumptions

· Industrial land already counted in MS land supply

· Resolved calculation error in computing capture rate

· New data for urban reinvestment places

	Washington Co. and cities
	· UGB expansions assumed in south Metro area creates congestion and severe development constraints

· Holcomb Lake area according Clean Water Services should be designated as unbuildable
	· Assume 20+ year infrastructure lag – delay to 2035

· Upon review of data from WA Co. – indeterminate area to exclude from buildable lands


Project Items

2005 Zoning & Vacant Land Inventory (in 2000 UGB)

· Update Regional Zoning Categories – add to Metroscope Land Capacity Estimates (see Appendix A)

· Substitute Gresham updated zoning for Springwater Corridor and Pleasant Valley

Redevelopment, Infill and Urban Reinvestment Areas

· City of Portland provided new shapefiles for their urban reinvestment areas, including urban renewal areas, enterprise zones, and new market tax credit areas – Metroscope will use geographic polygons Metro has developed to represent core areas urban renewal areas.

· Vary subsidy levels for Portland urban reinvestment areas:

· Urban renewal areas – no change, assume uniform 25% subsidy on cost of construction

· Enterprise zones – ignore in this base case forecast

· New market tax credit areas – do not consider

· Portland notes that much of its Title 3 land is still buildable and should be included in the Metroscope buildable land database. – consideration: Portland wants 50% of the capacity in partially vacant industrial lands from its industrial land inventory study to be added to the Metroscope supply. Solution: Upon further review, half of the land in question is already included in the MS database – No further action.

· Washington county jurisdictions recommend no additional changes to the urban reinvestment assumptions – No subsidy changes and no location changes.

· Clackamas county recommends changes to Damascus and Boring area assumptions based on the draft Damascus/Boring Concept Plan:
1. Damascus will have two centers with urban re-investment assumptions– 1 neighborhood center at the existing intersection of Hwy 212 and Foster Rd; and a 2nd new city center east of this location per the draft Damascus/Boring concept plan; urban reinvestment subsidies will kick-in at 2010.

2. Boring will have a town center designation with urban reinvestment kicking-in when the area around Boring is added the UGB in 2030.

UGB/UGA assumptions (see Appendix B)

· CLACKAMAS: Reviewed (Dennis Yee, Ron Skidmore and Scott Pemble) the prospective UGB adds – acknowledges the interpretation of assumed UGB additions and recognizes that the proposed expansions represent the best alternatives from a set of difficult location choices. The following assumptions summarize the technical agreements with respect to prospective expansions to the UGB in Clackamas.

1. Assume all the Damascus expansion changes to urban densities in 2010 (this does not mean that the area completely fills up in 2010, but begins to see urban density applied to the area per the proposed zoning for Damascus).

2. Per the UGB expansion map, the Stafford Basin expansion 
begins converting to urban densities in 2015 and 2020.

3. Between Boring and Damascus, the area converts to urban densities in 2020.

4. Boring / southeast Gresham changes to urban densities in 2025.

5. Oregon City additions are converted to urban densities in 2030

6. Per the draft Damascus/Boring Concept Plan, assume 2 centers (existing Damascus downtown and a new city center  per the draft concept plan map). Assume the same capacity adjustments in each town center per the draft concept plan.

7. Zoning and capacity for all prospective UGB places deducts 1) unbuildable land (i.e., modeled Title 3); 2) applies a 30% gross-to-net factor (i.e., streets, parks, and public facilities); 3) assumes density patterns respective of topography and mimics zoning densities commensurate with other suburban densities near the prospective expansion area.

· WASHINGTON: Reviewed (Dennis Yee, Steve Kelley) the prospective UGB adds – acknowledges the constraints inherent in existing UGB expansion rules that lead to proposed locations in the South Metro area, but agrees to  delay growth allocations to the prospective UGB additions near Sherwood in Washington County until 2035 to reflect limited ability to develop infrastructure in this location.

1. Holcomb Lake are near West Union – no changes from Gen 2.2

2. Keep the same UGB adds as they exist in Gen 2-2; These areas will change to urban densities in 2035; prior to 2035, zoning will remain rural (i.e., RRFU and FF)

· CLARK COUNTY: (Adopted Urban Reserves)

1. Immediately include September 2004 city annexations in 2005 forecast allocation with given comp plan zoning (Gen 2.2 forecast assumed “preferred alternative 6” prior to county adoption in 9/04 for the current annexations and urban reserves.)

2. Add in equal increments the September 2004 adopted urban reserves. Convert to urban densities in 2015 and 2020.

· NEIGHBOR CITY & EXTERNAL COUNTY CAPACITY

1. Neighbor city – No change Gen 2-2 assumptions

2. New adjustment to external counties (includes Columbia, Yamhill and northern portion of Marion county (i.e., Woodburn vicinity)) – Derive a future 20 year land supply from the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis population forecast for each county.

Summary of Prospective Metro UGB Additions

	Location Description
	UGB Amendment Year

(5 Year Periodic Review)
	UGB Area Urban Density

(Infrastructure Lag)

	· Damascus
	2002
	2010

	· Misc. small areas in WA county

· Stafford Basin area
	2007
	2015

	· Area between Boring and Damascus

· Area south of I-205/Stafford Basin
	2012
	2020

	· Boring /SE Gresham area
	2017
	2025

	· Oregon City area
	2022
	2030

	· Sherwood area
	2027
	2035


Note: Prospective UGB adds proposed in Gen 2.3 are about the same as in Gen 2.2 (except for Clark county and minor reductions recommended in additional employment land assumptions for the Metro UGB)

Demand Forecast to 2035

· Extend forecast to 2035 – assume same growth rate as the growth between 2025 and 2030 (household HIA and Jobs by SIC)

Transportation Assumption

2030 and 2035 use the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 2025 Financially Constrained network. Road networks in urban growth boundary expansion areas will be reviewed to ensure existing road capacity allows access to land uses. Adjustments will be limited to and directed by existing corridor refinement studies and policies listed in Chapter 6 of the 2004 RTP. Existing community level transit service may be extended into growth areas.

Appendix A
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Standardized Regional Zone 

Description

Min

Max

Min

Max

Designated

DU Density

SRZ

1

Farm and Forest

FF

FF

2

Rural Residential Future Urban

RRFU

RRFU

3

Single Family 1 acre tax lot

SFR1

35,000

43,560

0

1

1

SFR1

4

Single Family 1/2 acre tax lot

SFR2

15,000

35,000

1.1

2

2

SFR2

5

Single Family 10,000 sq. ft. lot

SFR3

10,000

15,000

2.1

3

3

SFR3

6

Single Family 9,000 sq. ft. lot

SFR4

9,000

10,000

3.1

4

4

SFR4

7

Single Family 7,000 sq. ft. lot

SFR5

7,000

9,000

4.1

5

5

SFR5

8

Single Family 6,000 sq. ft. lot

SFR6

6,000

7,000

5.1

6

6

SFR6

9

Single Family 5,000 sq. ft. lot

SFR7

5,000

6,000

6.1

7

7

SFR7

10

Single Family 4,500 sq. ft. lot

SFR8

4,500

5,000

7.1

8

8

SFR8

11

Single Family 4,000 sq. ft. lot

SFR9

4,000

4,500

8.1

9

9

SFR9

12

Single Family 3,500 sq. ft. lot

SFR10

3,500

4,000

9.1

10

10

SFR10

13

Single Family 3,000 sq. ft. lot

SFR11

3,000

3,500

10.1

11

11

SFR11

14

Single Family 2,900 sq. ft. lot

SFR12

2,900

3,000

11.1

12

12

SFR12

15

Single Family 2,700 sq. ft. lot

SFR13

2,700

2,900

12.1

13

13

SFR13

16

Single Family 2,500 sq. ft. lot

SFR14

2,500

2,700

13.1

14

14

SFR14

17

Single Family 2,300 sq. ft. lot

SFR15

2,300

2,500

14.1

15

15

SFR15

18

Single Family 2,000 sq. ft. lot

SFR16

2,000

2,300

15.1

16

16

SFR16

19

Multi-family-Very Low Density

MFR1

4

15

13.3

MFR1

20

Multi-family-Low Density

MFR2

16

20

18.3

MFR2

21

Multi-family-Moderate Density

MFR3

21

25

24.3

MFR3

22

Multi-family-Medium Density

MFR4

26

30

29.6

MFR4

23

Multi-family-Med. High Density

MFR5

31

35

35.0

MFR5

24

Multi-family-High Density

MFR6

36

40

40.0

MFR6

25

Multi-family-Very High Density

MFR7

41

60

53.5

MFR7

26

Mixed-Use Comm. & Res. 

MUR1

1

10

8.9

MUR1

27

Mixed-Use Comm. & Res. 

MUR2

11

15

13.2

MUR2

28

Mixed-Use Comm. & Res. 

MUR3

16

20

18.4

MUR3

29

Mixed-Use Comm. & Res. 

MUR4

21

25

23.9

MUR4

30

Mixed-Use Comm. & Res. 

MUR5

26

30

29.8

MUR5

31

Mixed-Use Comm. & Res. 

MUR6

31

35

34.5

MUR6

32

Mixed-Use Comm. & Res. 

MUR7

36

45

39.5

MUR7

33

Mixed-Use Comm. & Res. 

MUR8

46

65

55.5

MUR8

34

Mixed-Use Comm. & Res. 

MUR9

66

125

115.0

MUR9

35

Mixed-Use Comm. & Res. 

MUR10

126

700

350.0

MUR10

36

Commercial - Central

CC

CC

37

Commercial - General

CG

CG

38

Commercial - Neighborhood

CN

CN

39

Commercial - Office

CO

CO

40

Multiple Use Employment

MUE

MUE

41

Industral - Light

IL

IL

42

Industral - Heavy

IH

IH

43

Public Facilities - Institutional Use

PF

PF

44

Parks & Open Space

POS

POS

Max FAR = 12.5

Max FAR = 1.75

Max FAR = 2

Max FAR = 3

Max FAR = 4

Max FAR = 0.5

Max FAR = 0.75

Max FAR = 1.25

Max FAR = 1.5

Max FAR = 1

Max FAR = 1.1

Max FAR = 2

Max FAR = 0.35

Max FAR = 0.4

Max FAR = 0.6

Max FAR = 0.7

Max FAR = 0.9

SRZ

(Zone 

Class)

Lot Size

(Dwelling Units / Net Acre)

Maximum Units Allowed

Residential
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