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Memorandum

Date: July 14,2010

To: John Kovash, Mayor
Members, West Linn City Council

From: Chris Jordan, City Manager ?/%

Subject: Council Retreat Follow-up

At the Council retreat last week, the Council asked for staff to follow-up on several items. Attached
is a memorandum from Kirsten Wyatt listing those specific items.

As an update to that list, the following has occurred:
1) Land Use Extensions: attached is a list of the projects that have filed for extensions and
those that chose not to.
2) Conflict of Interest:  have requested a statement from Jeff Condit and have asked the City
Attorney to provide a memo to the Council discussing conflict of interest policies.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Attachment
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Memorandum

Date: July 14, 2010

To: Chris Jordan
City Manager

From: Kirsten Wyatt
Assistant to the City Manager

Subject: Summary of “next steps” from City Council retreat

Per your request, below please find a summary of the “next steps” as discussed at the City Council
retreat on Thursday, July 8, 2010.

[ have characterized the “next steps” into two categories - the ‘action item’ column includes items
that staff will complete as soon as possible; the ‘memorandum topic’ column includes the additional
information that will be shared with you in memo format to share the City Council:

Next Steps
Topic Detail
Action ltem Memorandum Topic
Citizen - .
1 dsla :
Support A.ddltlonal of public records law Kirsten Wyatt
disclosure on CSC pages
Center
Citizen Including “welcoming” message on
Support 1ding W & & Kirsten Wyatt
emails to citizens
Center
Land Use Metrics related to affected Jolm, Sonmey .
Extensions roperties memorandum with
prop requested data
Additional information about the
g affected CDC chapters in the John Sonnen
Minor” Code “ o i
Amendiaits minor” code amendments work memorandum with
item - specifically, is Ch. 99 requested information
included?
Chris Jordan
Conflict of Conflict of interest statement from Chris Jordan memorandum with
Interest Jeff Condit attached statement for
Council review
S arizati ict of . , .
. >umm rlza'Flc?n of conﬂlct e City Attorney’s Office
Conflict of interest policies/requirements; .
. . . memorandum with
Interest potential extension of policies to all
City valimtesrs requested research
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Best practices information related

Kirsten Wyatt

Technology to Granicus use by City Councilors memorandum with
from Sandy and Oregon City requested research
Free wireless connection in Council
Technology Wi ! " 1 Steve Arndt
Chambers
City Manager
to schedule
work session
on this topic
. . i h
. Background information on ways to o e
Conditions of . . Sonnen;
ensure enforcement in the field ) ;
Approval s discussion to
related to conditions of approval
focus on
current
practices and
potential new
best practices
Cable Research on the “pull plug” Richard Seals
Television mechanism if Comcast continues to memorandum with
Franchise stall on franchise renegotiation requested research
Schedule
meeting with
Councilor
Mattis, WLPD,
Provide additional background and | prosecutor,
Noise perspective to Councilor Mattis on City Manager’s
Ordinance the noise ordinance as it affects the | Office to
Swanson family discuss this
issue and the
history of this
family’s
complaints
. . Ken Worcester
Begin process of forming a t0 COmMMEnce
Tree Code committee to review the tree code .
and offering potential amendments this process
this fall
“ K d post online the “ .
F.uture. ” cep andp s ! € futurg Kirsten Wyatt
Discussions discussions” list for Council review .
. . : & Chris Jordan
List and consideration
. Keep and post online the “Council .
“Council sal}:" doclljmient Vi/ith stitus 1 WINSIER Watt
Goals” List & & Chris Jordan

updates




LAND USE EXTENSION PROJECTS

Applied for Extensions are:

MISC-10-12 EXTENSION OF 6-LOT SUBDIVISION SUB-06-03 $3625
2929 PARKER ROAD 6-3-10
MEL LEE/SFA DESIGN GROUP

MISC-10-13 EXT. OF VARIANCE & NATURAL DRAINAGEWAY $2275
VAR-06-04 SINGLE FAMILY RES 19740 WILDWOOD DR 6-10-10
MR & MRS PERKINS

MISC-10-14 EXT. OF WILLAMETTE CORP CENTER PHASE II $10000
AP-07-01 TANNLER & BLANKENSHIP ROAD 6-11-10
BLACKHAWK LLC/GROUP MACKENZIE

MISC-10-15 EXT. OF BELLAS FLATS SUBDIVISION SUB-07-01 $2700
4111 ELRMAN DRIVE 6-15-10
MELYNDA RETALLACK/CANYON DEV

NOW EXPIRED

MISC-05-45 WILLAMETTE RIVER GREENWAY $1,700
6591 FAILING STREET 10-13-05
TOM STIGLICH

MIP-07-02 2-LOT 21510 SHANNON LANE $2,800
WEST COAST CONTRUCTION

MIP-06-03 2-LOT 1785 OSTMAN ROAD $2,800
DANHUT HAJ 9-12-06

MIP-07-01 3-LOT 18822 OLD RIVER ROAD $4,650

JIM SHERWOOD/BLUE SKY PLANNING 2-12-07

SUB-06-05 7-LOT PUD $11,000
20405 WILLAMETTE DRIVE 6-30-06
TARUS HOMES

[EXPIRED AND NOW RE-APPLYING:|

Pre-Application scheduled for 7-1-10

Meeting Type: Minor partition. Create two 10,000 sq. ft. lots.
Subject Property Address: 2277 Ostman Rd.

Applicant Name(s): R. Scott Reavely

Neighborhood Assn: Willamette

Case Number: PA-10-22

Planner: Peter Spir
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Memorandum

Date: July 16,2010

To: John Kovash. Mayor
Members, West Linn City Council

From: Chris Jordan, City Manager (2 %

Subject: Stafford

Attached are two documents:
1. Tom Coffee’s monthly report on the Stafford Area.

2. The City’s formal objection (with Tualatin) that was filed with the Department of Land
Conservation and Development by Jeff Condit on July 14.

Attachment



MEMORANDUM

June 30, 2010

TO: Mayor Kovash and City Council members
FROM: Tom Coffee, Consultant %

SUBJECT: Stafford Area Report

In June, Metro completed its urban/rural reserve process by adopting the final
ordinance amendments and findings. Metro’s final adoption actions along with
the final actions of Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties were
submitted to the Department of Land Conservation and Development on June
23, 2010. Participants in the reserve process were notified of the opportunity to
file objections to the decisions of Metro and the Counties within 21 days which
will be July 14, 2010. Objections must be in writing and explain how the
decisions violate state law that applies to urban and rural reserves.

City staff, the consultant and Attorney Jeff Condit met on June 28, 2010 to
review the final ordinance and findings and will brief the City Council in executive
session on July 6, 2010 on the objections that could be made to the decisions by
Metro and Clackamas County.



@ PORTLAND, OREGON 3400 U.S. Bancorp Tower
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW WWW.MILLERNASH.COM Fax 503.224.0155

Jeffrey G. Condit
jeff.condit@millernash.com
(503) 205-2305 direct line

July 14, 2010

BY HAND

Urban and Rural Reserves Specialist

~ Department of Land Conservation and Development
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150
Salem, OR 97301

Subj ect: Obj ectlons to Adoption of Urban and Rural Reserves by Metro and
Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington Counties

Dear Urban and Rural Reserves'Spec1alist

We represent the Cities of Tualatin and West Linn (the “Cities”). Please
accept this letter as the Cities’ objections filed pursuant to OAR 660-025-0140 to the
designation of Urban and Rural Reserves by Metro and Clackamas, Multnomah, and
Washington Counties (“Reserves Decision”). Metro and the Counties mailed the Notice
of Adoption of the Reserves Decision on June 23, 2010.

STANDING

The Cities participated extensively orally and in writing during the Metro
and Clackamas County proceedlngs leading to the adoption of the Reserves Decision.
See, e.g., Exhibits B, C, and D.! The Cities therefore have standmg to submlt objections
pursuant to OAR 660-025-0140(2).

INTRODUCTION

The Citiés primarily object to the designation of Urban Reserves 44, 4B,
and 4C (Stafford, Rosemont, and Borland) (the “Stafford Basin”) and Area 4D '
(“Norwood”) (collectively, the “Stafford Area”).> The decision to de51gnate these areas

! The exhibits to the Cities Objections are attached under separate cover.

2 The Norwood Area is actually part of the Stafford Basin, but is located south of I-205. The Cities -
describe it separately because the Findings consider it separately from the rest of the Stafford Basin, in
conjunction with three urban reserve areas adjacent to Wilsonville.
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as urban reserves does not comply with the applicable criteria under the Goals and
Rules and is not supported by an adequate factual base as required by Statewide Land
Use Planning Goal (“Goal”) 2 and OAR 660-027-0080(4)(a).

LEGAL FRAMEWORK

ORS 195.141 and 195.145(1)(b) and (4) were enacted by the 2007
Legislature to provide an optional alternative process to Metro and Metro counties for
the designation of urban and rural reserves. The Land Conservation and Development
Commission (“LCDC”) adopted OAR 660 Division 27 (“Metro Urban Reserve Rule”) to
implement the new statutory alternative. Other cities and counties may only designate
urban reserves pursuant to ORS 195.145(1)(a) and OAR 660 Division 21.

: OAR 660-027-0050 requires Metro to base its de01s1on on compliance
with eight criteria (Factors 1to 8). In addition, OAR 660-027-0080(4) requires
compliance with the Goals and “other applicable administrative rules.”

Pursuant to Goal 2 and OAR 660-027-0080(4)(a), LCDC must determine
whether Metro’s and the Counties’ factual Findings are supported by an “adequate
factual base.”s This requlrement applies to legislative decisions, such as the urban

' teserves designation at issue here, and has been interpreted to impose a “supported by
substantial evidence” requirement similar to that of ORS 197.835(9)(a)(C). 1000
Friends of Oregon v. City of North Plains, 27 Or LUBA 372, 377, affd 130 Or App 406
(1994). In determining whether a local factual decision is supported by substantial
evidence, LCDC must determine whether a reasonable person could have reached the
same conclusmn based on all of the evidence in the record. Younger v. City of Portlan
305 Or 346, 353-57, 752 P2d 262 (1988).

THE DECISION AND FINDINGS

The Stafford Basin and Norwood areas at issue are located entirely in
Clackamas County. Metro’s and Clackamas County’s Findings with regard to
compliance with the Goals and with regard to designation of the Stafford Basin and
Norwood as urban reserves are identical. Compare Clackamas County Ordinance
No. ZDO-223, Exhibit B, pp. 1 to 3 (goal compliance), pp. 14 to 17 (designation of

3 Goal 2 states, in pertinent part:

“To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for all
decision[s] and actions related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for
such decisions and actions.” (Emph'flsis added.)

PDXDOCS:1897522.1
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Stafford Basin as Rural Reserve); and pp. 18 to 21 (designation of Wilsonville Urban
Reserve, including Norwood) with Metro Ordinance 10-12384A, Exhibit E, pp. 19 to 23
(designation of Stafford Basin as Rural Reserve), pp. 23 to 26, (designation of
Wilsonville Urban Reserve including Norwood), and pp. 31 to 33 (compliance with -
Goals, Clackamas County) (the “Findings”). The Cities’ objections with regard to the

. Findings therefore apply to both Metro’s and Clackamas County’s decisions unless
expressly indicated to the contrary.

THE CITIES’ OBJECTIONS

1. Metro has no authority to designate urban reserves pursuant to OAR
660 Division 27. Its attempt to do so creates an inconsistent and
uncoordinated set of planning documents in violation of Goal 2. LCDC
should dismiss or remand the Reserve Decision. :

As noted above, ORS 195.145(1)(b) and OAR 660 Division 27 establish an

optional alternative process for designation of urban reserves for metropolitan service .
districts and counties within such districts. See OAR 660-027-0020(1). Nothing in
either the statute or the rule requires a metropolitan service district to designate urban
reserves under either process. The statute and the rule therefore do not preempt any
local choice to select one process over the other.

The problem with Metro’s decision to elect the alternative Division 27
process is that Metro Code Chapter 3.01, and specifically Sections 3.01.010(h) and
3.01.012, requires Metro and cities and counties within Metro’s jurisdiction to designate
urban reserves pursuant to OAR Chapter 660, Division 21. (Copy of Metro Code -
attached as Exhibit A and incorporated by reference.) Metro has not amended its Code
to permit it to elect the alternative process under OAR 660 Division 27. Metro therefore
has no jurisdiction under its own Code to adopt urban reserves pursuant to Division 27,
and the Counties are similarly pI'Ohlblted from doing so. See Metro Code Section
3.01.012. The Reserves Decision is void. LCDC therefore has no JllI‘lSdlCthIl to review
the Reserves Decision. It should be dismissed.

In the event that Metro attempts to argue that its adoption of Ordinance
101238A should be considered a de-facto amendment to Chapter 3.01, we note that
while the Ordinance amended several other sections of the Metro Code, it did not
amend Chapter 3.10, nor do the Findings explain how the Reserves Decision is
consistent with Chapter 3.10. The Reserves Decision therefore violates Goal 2, because
Metro’s adopted planning documents “must be the basis for all decisions and actions
relating to the use of land.” D.S. Parklane v. Metro, 165 Or App 1, 21-23, 994 P2d 1205
(2000) (“Parklane "). To any degree that LCDC determines that it has jurisdiction to
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review the Reseﬁes Decision, it should be remanded to Metro and the Counties to
comply with Goal 2.

2. The Reserves Decision designating the Stafford Area as urban
reserves does not demonstrate compliance with Factors 1 and 3, Goal 2 or
Goal 12, or the Goal 12 Transportation Planning Rule (“TPR”) with regard to
transportation. LCDC should remand the decision.

When designating lands as urban reserves, OAR 660-027-0050 requires
Metro to base its decision on whether such land “can be developed at urban densities in
a way that makes efficient use of existing and future public and private infrastructure
investments” (Factor 1), and “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” (Factor 3.) .

On April 21, 2010, West Linn Planning Consultant Tom Coffee submitted
an analysis of these factors as applied to the Stafford Area to the Clackamas County
Board of Commissioners. (Testimony attached as Exhibit B and incorporated by
reference.) Mr. Coffee’s analysis is based on Metro’s Final Draft 2035 Regional
Transportation Plan (“RTP”), prepared by Metro pursuant to State Land Use Planning
Goal 12 and the TPR. This testimony is also supported by the City of Tualatin’s
October 13, 2009, memoranduim to the Reserves Steering Committee. (Testimony
attached as Exhibit C and incorporated by reference.) (The extensive background
analysis by CH2M Hill supporting the conclusions in the October 13 analysis can be
found at page 2272 et seq of the full Metro Record.) The Draft RTP was enacted by the
Metro Council on June 10, 2010 (Metro ORD-10-112414). It is now the applicable
transportation system plan (“T'SP”) for the metropolitan region pursuant to OAR 660,
Division 12 (the “Transportation Planning Rule”). Regional transportation decisions
must now be made in coordination with that plan. OAR 660-012-0016. .

As Mr. Coffee points out, even under the rosiest of financial assump’cions,4
the RTP indicates that almost all of the transportation system that would provide access
to the Stafford Area will be functioning at service level F (for “failing”) by 2035.° In
other words, Metro’s own analysis conclusively demonstrates that urban development of

* The funding assumptions include $13.6 billion in likely available funding and $7 billion to be raised -
through enactment of/significant increase in state and regional registration fees, the Tri-Met payroll tax,
increase in SDC fees, and adoption of a street utility fee by all Metro jurisdictions.

5 As Mr. Coffee’s memo notes, the RTP assumes that the Stafford Area will be developed at urban '
densities. ' )
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the Stafford Area will not be served at all, let alone adequately or efficiently, by existing
or projected transportation investments. It also demonstrates that urban development -
of the Stafford Area cannot be efficiently and cost-effectively served by transportation
infrastructure—in fact, it demonstrates that the money won'’t be there to fix the
problems.

The sole transportation Finding relating to the Stafford Basin is as follows:

“4) Transportation Infrastructure will be the most significant challenge.
This is the case for most of the region. This Urban Reserve has physical
characteristics—steep terrain, the need to provide stream crossings - that
will increase the relative cost of transportation. I-205 and I-5 in this area
will need substantial improvements with consequent ‘huge’ costs. ClackCo
" Record 850. As this April 9 letter points out, most of the region’s state and
federal facilities have limited additional capacity. The only significant
exception is Highway 26, which is the site of the Clackanomah Urban
Reserve. The Borland area has been identified as a ‘next phase’ priority for
high capacity transit. See, ‘Regional High Capacity Transit System Map.’
The Cost of providing transportation facilities is a problem for most of the
region’s potential urban reserves. When evaluated with all of the factors,
designation of these three areas as an Urban Reserve is appropriate.”

The sole Finding under these factors relating to Norwood is as follows:

“The steeper terrain and location of the Norwood area® will make
development of a network of streets more difficult, and ODOT has
identified the I-5 and I-205 network as having little or no additional
capacity, with improvement costs rated as ‘huge.” The decision to include
this area as Urban Reserve is based, like the Stafford area, on the need to
avoid adding additional Foundation Agricultural Land. There are other
areas in the region that would be less expensive to serve with public
facilities, especially necessary transportation facilities, but these areas are
comprlsed of Foundanon Farm Land.” :

These Flndlngs are breathtakingly madequate First, they are not
responsive to the factors. The Stafford Basin Finding is, in essence, that traffic will be
bad all over (except, apparently, on Highway 26) and so the fact that it will be bad in
Stafford makes it no worse than anywhere else. The Norwood Finding, in essence, states

$ The Finding differentiates the Norwood area from the thee other Wilsonville area urban reserves.
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that Norwood cannot be adequately served, but must be included to avoid designating
more Foundation Agriculture Land. But this is not what the factors ask: They ask
whether urban development can be efficiently and cost-effectively served by current or
future transportation systems that the appropriate governmental entity can afford to
build. Metro’s own RTP indicates that the answer is “no.” If transportation service
really will be as bad all over as it will be in the Stafford Basin, that does not justify
ignoring the factors—it indicates that Metro and the Counties ought not to be
designating any of those areas as urban reserves until there is sufficient evidence to
indicate that the future transportation system will accommodate the development.
Similarly, avoidance of Foundation Farm Land does not address whether or not
transportation facilities are available in Norwood.”

Second, the Findings are completely conclusory. The Stafford Finding
concludes that traffic is bad all over, but there is no analysis, explanation, or comparison
of the situation in the Stafford Basin as compared with other lands designated or
undesignated. The Norwood Finding is similarly unsupported by analysis of other
areas. Goal 2, Part I requires such analysis and comparison. Gruber v. Lincoln County,
2 Or LUBA 180 (1981). :

Metro concludes that, notwithstanding the bad transportation situation,
when the Stafford Basin is evaluated against the other factors, the Urban Reserve
designation is appropriate. There is no analysis that supports this conclusion If the
Stafford Basin is in gridlock in 2035, as Metro’s own RTP indicates, that would seem to
argue against the designation of Stafford under Factor 2 (area has sufficient capacity to
support healthy economy), Factor 4 (area can be served by well-connected street and
transit systems), and Factor 5 (designation will preserve and enhance natural and
ecological systems). It also calls into question the Stafford Area’s ability to meet the
overriding objective to achieve livable communities as required by OAR 660-027-
0005(2) and OAR 660-027-0080. The Findings completely fail to explain or support its
conclusions.

_ Third, the Findings are not supported By substantial evidence in the whole
record as required by Goal 2 and the Rule. A decision maker must base its decision on
substantial evidence in the entire record. When conflicting evidence is submitted into
the record, the failure of the decision maker to address that conflicting evidence and
explain why it found the evidence relied upon more persuasive is a failure to
demonstrate substantial evidence. ‘Gould v. Deschutes County, 59 Or LUBA 435, 457-

7 And see the Cities’ discussion of the Foundation Farm Land issue in Section 6 below.
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458 (2009). (This would seem particularly important when the “conflicting evidence” is
contained within the decision maker’s own TSP.)

In light of Metro’s RTP, a reasonable person could not conclude that the
Stafford Basin or Norwood is suitable for urban development under at least Factors 1
and 3. At the very least, LCDC should remand the decision back to Metro and the-
~ Counties for further explanation and analysis in light of the RTP.

Because Metro’s RTP conflicts with the RTP, Metro’s decision implicates
Goal 12 (Transportation) and the TPR. Pursuant to OAR 660-012-0000(1), Goal 12 is
intended to “promote the devélopment of transportation systems adequate to serve
statewide, regional and local transportation needs,” provide for “safe and convenient
vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access and circulation,” “facilitate the same,
efficient, and economic flow of freight and other goods and services within the regions,”
and “ensure that.changes to comprehensive plans are supported by adequate planned
transportation facilities.” ORS 660-012-0000 states that, in order to achieve these
purposes, coordinated land use, arid transportation plans should ensure that the
planned transportation system supports a pattern of travel and land use in urban areas
that will avoid the air pollution, traffic, and livability problems faced by other large
‘urban areas of the country through measures designed to increase transportation
choices and make more efficient use of the existing transportation system.

Metro’s RTP indicates that there is neither the money nor the ability to
construct transpertation improvements necessary to serve an urbanized Stafford Basin
to provide anywhere near an adequate, safe, or convenient transportation system
through 2035. The whole purpose of Goal 12 and the TPR is to ensure that
transportation and development march hand in hand. Amending the regional planning
documents to provide for significant additional urban development in an area served by
a transportation system that will not be able to support it violates—or at the very least

. requires an analysis of—Goal 12 and the TPR. The Findings do not address compliance
with Goal 12 or the TPR at all. LCDC should remand the Reserves Decision to require
such analysis. _ :

Finally, Metro’s conclusion in its Urban Reserve Decision that the Stafford
Basin and the Norwood area can be served by transportation facilities, albeit
expensively, is inconsistent with the adopted RTP, which clearly indicates they cannot
be so served. Goal 2 requires implementation measures to be consistent and
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coordihated with applicable plans, which would include the RTP. ® The Reserve
Decision does not comply with Goal 2. :

3. The Reserves Decision designating the Stafford Area as urban reserve
does not demonstrate compliance with Factors 1 or 3 or Goal 2 or the Rule
with regard to efficient and cost-effective provision of other public services.

For more than sixteen years, the cities of Tualatin, West Linn, and Lake
Oswego have opposed the urbanization of the Stafford Area on the grounds the cities
can not cost effectively provide key public services such as transportation, water, and
sewer. See Exhibits B and C, and the attached January 21, 2010, testimony submitted
West Linn City Councilor Terri Cummings to the Metro Council attached as Exhibit D
and incorporated by reference herein (which also includes testimony from the City of
Lake Oswego.) The Cities expressly incorporated the analysis and testimony in
Exhibits C and D as part of their objections to the Reserves Decision.

The Cities’ testimony in the record is extensive, detailed, and clearly
demonstrates that none of the cities can cost-effectively provide services to the Stafford
Area.’ The Cities have no reason to “lie” about or exaggerate the costs and negative

¥ Goal 2 states, in pertinent part:

To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for all decisions

and actions related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such
decisions and actions.

* % % ®

City, county, state and federal agency and special district plans and actions shall be
consistent with the comprehensive plans of cities and counties and regional plans

adopted under ORS chapter 268.

Allland use plans shall include identification of issues and problems, inventories and
other factual information for each applicable statewide planning goal, evaluation of
alternative courses of action and ultimate policy choices, taking into consideration social,
economic, energy and environmental needs * * *. The plans shall be the basis for specific
implementation measures. These measures shall be consistent with and adequate to
carry out the plans. Each plan and related implementation measure shall be coordinated
with the plans of affected governmental units.

* 9 % *

"Plans"—as used here encompass all plans which guide land-use decisions, including both
comprehensive and single purpose plans of cities, counties, state and federal agencies and

special districts." (Emphasis added.) :

9 For example, Attachment E of the Cummings testimony (Exhibit D) is a copy of Metro’s 2002 analysis
of the 94 different subareas including Stafford. The table reveals that the area next to West Linn is one of
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impacts on their communities. . Indeed, there are literally $millions of good reasons not
to do so. Municipal services are primarily funded by property taxes. Because
Measures 5 and 50! limit taxes and cap property values on existing development, new -
development is the primary method available to municipalities to significantly increase
ongoing property tax revenues. If the Stafford Area could be cost-effectively served or
~ urbanized without risking significant negative impacts on existing services or the

- livability of their existing residents, the Cities would be chomping at the bit to urbanize
the Stafford Area, as are many other cities in the region with regard to their adjacent
territories. Indeed, the City of Tualatin supported the designation of Urban Reserve
Areas 4E and 5F. '

' For these reasons, Metro and Clackamas County should have accorded
great weight to the testimony of the Cities; instead, the Stafford Basin Finding with
-regard to Factor 3 completely ignores the Cities’ arguments:

“This Urban Reserve 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. As with all of the
region’s urban reserves, additional infrastructure will need to be
developed in order to provide for urbanization. Itis clear that
development of public infrastructure will not be ‘cheap’ anywhere.

~ Relative to other areas under consideration for designation, however, this
Urban Reserve area is suitable. Technical assessments rated this area as
highly suitable for sewer and water. ClackCo Record 795-796. The July 8,
2009, technical memo prepared by Clackamas County also demonstrates
the suitability of this area for various public facilities. ClackCo Record
704. This area can be served by the cities of Tualatin, West Linn and Lake
Oswego. These cities have objected to the designation of this area as
Urban Reserve, but have not stated that they would not be able to be an
urban service provider for some part of the area.”

This Finding is as fatally conclusory and as nonresponsive to Factor 3 as |
the Finding with regard to transportation. Again, a “services-are-just-as-expensive-
everywhere-else” Finding is not responsive to the factor and is not supported by an
analysis of other areas. And the last two sentences of the'Findingare completely belied
by testimony cited to and incorporated by reference in Exhibits B, C, and D. :

the six most expensive of all the areas to serve and that all of the subareas in Stafford are rated least
suitable for 2040 urbanization. :

19 Article XJ, sections 11 and 11b, of the Oregon Constitution. -
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The sole non-transportation-related Finding with regard to the Norwood
area sillr}ilarly ignores the City of Tualatin’s extensive analysis of the prohibitive costs of
service " ' '

“The Norwood area (Area 4D) is rated as having medium suitability.”

These Findings are not supported by substantial evidence in the record.
As noted above, when conflicting evidence is submitted into the record, the failure of the
decision maker to address that conflicting evidence and explain why it found the
evidence relied upon more persuasive is a failure to demonstrate substantial evidence."
Gould v. Deschutes County, 59 Or LUBA 435, 457-458 (2009).

Finally, in light of the unanimous opposition and extensive testimony of
the surrounding cities that would be required to provide urban services to the Stafford
Basin, a reasonable person would not conclude that public services can be efficiently and
cost-effectively provided to the Stafford Area under Factor 3.

For these reasons, the Reserves Decision should be remanded.

4. The Reserves Decision designating the Stafford Area as urban reserve
does not demonstrate compliance with Factors 2, 4, and 6 because existing
parcelization and natural constraints mean that the Stafford Area has
insufficient capacity to support a healthy economy, a compact and well-
integrated urban form, or a mix of needed housing types. '

OAR 660-027-0050 requires Metro to base its decision on whether a
proposed urban reserve area includes sufficient development capacity to support a
healthy economy (Factor 2), 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 (Factor 4), and includes sufficient land suitable for a range
of needed housing types (Factor 6).

Three maps attached to Councilor Cummings’ testimony (Exhibit D)
graphically illustrate her testimony about physical constraints and existing development
in the Stafford Basin. The map entitled “Natural Features” shows the significant
environmental constraints in the Stafford and Rosemont areas. Twenty-nine percent of

11 See the City of Tualatin's October 13, 2009, letter attached as part of Exhibit C.

12 The Cities note that the documents referenced by the Findings that were submitted at the July 14, 2009,
Clackamas County Reserves Policy Advisory Committee (“PAC”) meeting are refuted by the Cities’
subsequent much more detailed analyses submitted in the fall 2009 and winter of 2010.
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the territory is within 200 feet of a stream or river, 34 percent of the area is within
Metro Upland Wildlife Habitat areas. Forty-two percent of the territory is on slopes
from 10-25 percent, and an additional 13 percent is on slopes greater than 25 percent.
Exhibit C, page 18, indicates the Borland Road area, although not as steep, is
constrained by buffers for the Tualatin River and two streams. This map is supported by
the original Metro Urban Reserve Study Map (Metro Record p. 1107), which confirms

- that approximately 70 percent of the land in the Stafford Area is environmentally
constrained for development. '

The map entitled “Parcels” shows the significant parcelization of the
Stafford Basin. Thirty-three percent consists of parcels of five acres or less and 22
percent consists of parcels from 5 to 10 acres. Only 41 percent of land is in parcels -
greater than ten acres, and a large number of these larger parcels are in public, private,
or quasi-public ownership. The figures on the “Parcels” map don’t include Borland
Road, but the map shows a similar parcelization pattern for the Borland Road area. Two
of the largest parcels are occupied by the Athey Creek Middle School and the Rolling.
Hills Community Church, two uses that are unlikely to redevelop. Tualatin’s analysisin
Exhibit C indicates that of the 640 gross developable acres in the Borland Road sub-
area, there are only 180 net developable acres. The maps and analysis in the
attachments to Tualatin’s October 13, 2009, letter show Borland and Norwood are also
substantially parcelized and constrained by slopes and environmental features. Metro
Record, pp. 2272 et seq.

The Stafford Basin Findings regarding Factors 2, 4, and 6 are just as
conclusory and nonresponsive to the actual criteria as the Findings regarding .
transportation. The only evidence cited support of the Findings for Factor 2 is:

“The Borland Area has been identified as being suitable for a mixed use
employment center. ClackCo Record 371. In addition, there are a few
larger parcels on Johnson and Stafford roads which may have the potential
for mixed use development.”

This Finding is nonresponsive to criterion 2, which requires that the land
designated as urban reserve include “sufficient development capacity.” A few
developable parcels does not sufficient development capacity make. The Finding is also
conclusory and does not comply with Goal 2 Part I for the same reasons as discussed
above for the transportation Findings under Factors 1 and 3.

The Finding with regard to Factor 4 (area will be walkable and can be
served by a well-connected system of transportation) suffers from the same defects. The
Finding states:

PDXDOCS:1897522.1




PORTLAND, OREGON
) SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON

MILLER NASHL”’ | CENTRAL OREGON

ATTORNEYS AT LAW WWW.MILLERNASH.COM

Urban and Rural Reserves Specialist
July 14, 2010
Page 12

“The Borland area is suitable for intense mixed-use development. Other
areas suitable for development can also be developed as neighborhoods
with the above-described infrastructure. There are substantial portions of
this Urban Reserve that will have little or no development and
consequently will not need the aforementioned facilities.”

This Finding is not only completely conclusory, it contradicts itself: It says
that the Stafford Basin is developable with the necessary interconnected facilities, but
then concludes that a substantial portion of Stafford is undevelopable and therefore
won’t need the facilities. This Finding is not only conclusory and nonresponsive to the
criterion, it supports a conclusion that the Stafford Basin is not suitable for designation
under the Factor."

The Finding with regard to Factor 6 (sufficient land suitable for a range of
needed housing types) completes the trifecta of nonresponsive and conclusory Findings:

“This Urban Reserve in conjunction with the Urban Reserve to the South
(Area 4D, Norwood), includes sufficient lands to provide for a variety of
housing types. In addition to the developable acres within the.Stafford,
Rosemont and Borland Areas, this Urban Reserve is situated adjacent to
three c1t1es and will augment the potential for housmg in these existing
cities.”

There is no analysis or evidence cited to support this Finding at all. How
does the addition of the Stafford Basin “augment the potential for housing” in West
Linn, Tualatin, and Lake Oswego (other than adding more developable land). This
Finding is not responsive to the Factor and is not sufficiently justified to comply with
Goal 2, Part I. How does the addition of Norwood improve the Stafford Basin’s ability to
provide a mix of housing types? The Findings with regard to Norwood indicate that it is
subject to the same difficult environmental constraints as the Stafford Basin:

“The larger Norwood area, which has rolling terrain, and a mixture of
small residential parcels and farms, will be more difficult to urbanize. The
area is'adjacent to Urban reserves on the west, north, and south. The
Borland Road Area, adjacent to the north is expected to develop as a
center, with potentlal for employment and mixed-use development. The
Norwood area can be urbanized to provide residential and other uses

13 The Cities’ Attachment 1 to Councilor Cummings testimony (Exhibit D) contains Clackamas County
staff findings that the Stafford Area cannot be connected or made walkable. Metro Record p. 2384,
Document 1.
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supportive of development in the Borland and I-5 East Washington
County Urban Reserve Areas.”

“The Norwood Area will be somewhat more difficult to develop, but the
terrain and parcelization are not so limiting that the desired urban form
could not be achieved. Like Stafford, this part of the Wilsonville Urban
Reserve will be more difficult to develop with the desired urban, but is
being added to avoid adding additional foundation farm land.”

Given the natural resource and physical constraints as well as the
parcelization in the Stafford Area, developments costs are going to be very high on a per
unit basis. Therefore housing will not be provided in the price ranges for “needed
housing.” The Findings state: “physically, this area [the Stafford Basin] is similar to the
Cities of West Linn and Lake Oswego, which are developing at urban densities.” If you
review the two attached maps, however, and examine the territory adjacent to the
Stafford and Rosemont areas on similarly constrained lands, the areas within the cities
are predominately zoned for low-density R-10 and R-15 residential development.' The
existing development on similar land in Lake Oswego and West Linn thus supports the
Cities’ argument that the Stafford Area will not have sufficient development capacity to
support a healthy economy, cannot be designed to be served by a well-connected and
pedestrian-friendly transportation and transit system, and does not include sufficient
land suitable for a mix of needed housing types. ‘

Factors 2 and 6 both require determinations that an urban reserve area
“include” “sufficient development capacity to support a healthy economy” and
“sufficient land suitable for a range of housing types.” In order to properly consider
these factors, the text would appear to require a threshold determination of what types
of land and how much is needed to achieve these purposes. There is nothing in the
Reserve Decision or in the larger record that indicates Metro or Clackamas County
conducted such a threshold analysis. The Reserves Decision should be remanded to
properly address these factors. :

Finally, none of these Findings are supported by substantial evidence in
the whole record as required by Goal 2 and the Rule. First, the Findings fail to address
the substantial conflicting evidence submitted by the Cities and eX]é)lain why the
jurisdictions found other evidence in the record more convincing.” In addition, in light

4 The zoning designations are shown on the Parcel Map.

15 For example, the Findings rely on a document at ClackCo Record 371 for the conclusion that the
Borland area can be developed for,a mixed-use employment center. This document is a PowerPoint
presentation on the Great Communities concept made by Arnold Cogan at the January 27, 2009, PAC
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of the demonstration of parcelization and environmental constraints and Tualatin’s
testimony that there are only 180 net developable acres in the Borland area, a
reasonable person could not conclude based on the evidence in the record that the
Stafford Area is suitable for urban development under Factors 2, 4, or 6.

LCDC should remand the decision back to Metro and the Counties for
~ further explanation and analysis.

5. The Reserves Decision designating the Stafford Area as urban reserve
does not demonstrate compliance with Factors 5, 7, and 8, because
protecting the existing environmental features means constraining
development in the Stafford Area to the degree that it cannot meet the
identified land needs for urbanization.

: OAR 660-027-0050 requires Metro to base its decision on whether a
proposed urban reserve area can be designed to preserve and enhance natural and
ecological systems (Factor 5), can be developed in such a way that preserves important _
landscape features (Factor 7), and can be designed to avoid or minimize adverse impacts
on farm and forest practices and important natural landscape features. :

As noted above, the evidence in the record indicates that as much as 70
percent of the Stafford Area is constrained by topographical (steep slopes) and
environmental features (rivers, streams, and wildlife habitat). If all of this area is
protected, it will necessarily preclude efficient urbanization of the Stafford Area. If,
however, the Stafford Area is developed at stated density and intensity, then many of
these features will be impaired or negatively impacted. o

The Finding of compliance with Factors 5 and 7 recogrﬁzes this dichotomy
buts fails to address it:

“The significance of the Tualatin River and Wilson Creek systems has been
recognized. The Principles specifically indentify the need to plan for these
features, and recognize that housing and employment capacity
expectations will need to be reduced to protect important natural features.
Urbanization will occur in a city, which is obligated by state and regional

meeting. It talks about the design features common to livable communities and how they can be in-filled
into existing development, but it doesn’t specifically address the Borland area at all. This is in contrast to
the City of Tualatin’s subsequent and much more detailed October 13 analysis of the actual developability
of the Borland area, demonstrating that there are only 180 net developable acres in Borland. See

Exhibit C. A reasonable person would not conclude that a generalized PowerPoint presentation would be
more convincing than a location specified by the potential service provider.
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»

rules to protect upland habitat, floodplains, steep slopes and riparian
areas. .

The Findings are in fatal conflict. On the one hand, in the Findings
regarding Factors 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6, Metro and Clackamas County conclude that the
evidence indicates that the Stafford Area can accommodate urban densities, “intense”
mixed-use development, and a variety of needed housing types in a dense, walkable,
transit-friendly, and interconnected design. On the other hand, in the Findings with
regard to Factors 4, 5, and 7, Metro and the Counties acknowledge that a substantial
portion of Stafford will be undevelopable and incapable of supporting such uses as a
result of the environmental constraints. The Findings completely fail to reconcile this
facial conflict. Metro and Clackamas County can’t have their cake and eat it too on this
issue, at least not without some additional analysis and explanation of how efficient
urbanization can be achieved in the Stafford Area given that much of it will be off limits
to development.

o The Findings are also not supported by substantial evidence in the record.
Metro does not explain why it concludes that the Stafford Area is reasonably
developable and can still preserve and protect important natural features given the
contrary evidence submitted by the Cities. Indeed, given the maps and testimony by the
Cities, a reasonable person could not conclude that the significant environmental
features of the Stafford Basin can be preserved while at the same time allowing for
intense development at urban densities. '

: Metro and Clackamas County’s Findings do not demonstrate compliance
with, or adequate consideration of, the Urban Reserve factors. LCDC should remand
the decision. :

6. The Reserves Decision designating the Stafford Area as urban reserve
does not demonstrate that the Factors as a whole support designation of the
Stafford Area as an Urban Reserve. LCDC should remand the decision to
Metro and Clackamas County to remove the designation.

As nioted above, the Findings acknowledge the high cost and .
environmental difficulties with regard to urbanization of the Stafford Area under
individual factors, but conclude that that the Factors “as a whole” or “on balance”
support inclusion of the Stafford Area. The Cities don’t disagree that an area that is less
desirable for urbanization under one or two factors could, in consideration of other '
factors, be appropriately designated as urban reserves; this is also how the locational
factors under Goal 14 are analyzed. The fatal flaw with the conclusions in the Findings
is that they are never justified by an analysis of “other factors” that are relied on for this
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conclusion, or analyze the relative suitability of the Stafford Area as compared with
other areas considered for urban reserves. As a result, the Findings fail to demonstrate
- a legal or factual basis for this conclusion as required by Goal 2 and the Rule.

’ In contrast, the evidence and testimony submitted by the Cl’aes indicates
that the Stafford Area: '

e Will not and cannot be efficiently or cost-effectively served by
transportation infrastructure.

¢ Cannot be efficiently or economically provided with other significant
urban services, including sewer and water.

» Isso constrained by environmental and geographical features and
existing parcelization that much of the Stafford Area will be
undevelopable and the remainder will be too constrained to provide
the kind of high density development and needed housing envisioned
by the factors and necessary to the meet the planning needs over the
next 30 to 50 years.

The Stafford Area is unsuitable for urbanization under virtually all of the
factors.

The only analysis in the Findings regarding the relative suitability of the
Stafford Area in comparison to other areas under consideration for inclusion is the
following statement:

“Designation of this 4,700 acre area as an Urban Reserve avoids
designation of other areas containing Foundation or Important
Agricultural Land. It would be difficult to justify designation of
Foundation Farm Land in the region, if this area, which is comprised
entirely of Conflicted Agricultural Land, were not des1gnated as Urban
Reserve (See OAR 660-027-0040).”

As quoted above, the Findings similarly state that the Norwood area must
be included to avoid adding more Foundatlon Farm Land
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There are three problems with these conclusions. At the threshold, there
is no support in the Findings for the conclusion that not designating the Stafford Basin
or Norwood necessarily requires designation of more Foundation Farm Land.'®

Second, these conclusion do not address the other half of the equation:
Large portions of the Stafford Basin and Norwood are zoned for agricultural use and are
home to many small-scale farming activities, such as vineyards, nurseries, and horse
operations. There is no analysis of the Stafford Basin or Norwood vis-&-vis other areas
that contain no agricultural uses.

Third, and most significantly, the Rule is not solely about preservation of
Foundation Farm Land. Preservation of farm land is certainly a very important factor,

_ but that factor is expressly balanced against the other factors designed to ensure
efficient and cost-effective urbanization. The similar Goal 14 locational factors are
designed in the same way. This scheme recognizes that failure to urbanize efficiently
ultimately means consumption of an even greater amount of farm land than would have
otherwise been the case. It also means failure to accomplish other important planning
needs, such as provision of sufficient economic lands, needed housing; and efficient and
cost-effective urban services. ‘

) The effect of an urban reserve designation is to make the designated area
first priority for inclusion into the urban growth boundary as the need arises. See ORS
197.298(1). Such inclusion is not automatic, however: inclusion of the property in the
urban growth boundary must be justified by demonstrating compliance with the Goal 14
factors. LCDC and the courts have concluded that if higher-priority lands, such urban
reserve land, cannot reasonably accommodate the indentified land need under the
Goal 14 factors, lower-priority lands, such as agricultural lands, can be included over the
higher-priority land.” See City of West Linn v. LCDC, 201 Or App 419, 119 P3d 285

(2005); Hildenbrand v. City of Adair Village, 217 Or App 623, 177 P3d 40 (2008).
Because this is the test that the urban reserve areas will ultimately face at the time of

urbanization, the Metro Urban Reserve Rule Factors should be construed the same way.
If the Stafford Area cannot be reasonably urbanized under the factors, as the Cities have

16 For example, Metro and Clackamas County could have selected the shorter 40-year planning horizon
allowable under the Rule and reduced the target land need to the lower end of the urban reserve range
(15,000 to 29,000), thereby excluding the Stafford Area and perhaps some of the Foundation Farm Land
that the Reserves Decision currently designates as urban reserves. This is not only a feasible alternative, it
was recommend by DLCD Director Richard Whitman. Metro Record, PDF file #3, pp. 1373-1374.
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demonstrated, this is sufficient Justlﬁcatlon for Metro and Clackamas County to look
elsewhere, even at Foundation Farm Land."

Designation of territory that cannot be effectively or efficiently
urbanized—such as the Stafford Area—doesn’t accomplish any good planning purpose.
It doesn’t protect farmland, it won’t meet housing and employment needs, and it will
~ engender a long and expensive planning process that will ultimately be fruitless. Itis
better to face that reality now so that planning and infrastructure efforts and dollars can
focused on areas where they will be effective.

The Findings, individually or on balance, fail to demonstrate that the
Stafford.Area is appropriately designated as an urban reserve under the factors. LCDC
should remand the Reserve Decision.

CONCLUSION

Based on the above objections, the Cities re pe Hplly request that LCDC
reverse or remand the Reserves Decision

cc:  Sherilyn Lombos, City of
Chris Jordan, City of West Linn-
Laura Dawson Bodner, Metro
Maggie Dickerson, Clackamas County
Chuck Beasley, Multnomah County
Steve Kelly, Washington County

17 We reiterate, however, that Metro and Clackamas County have not even remotely demonstrated that
designating more Foundation Farm Land is the only alternative to the designation of the Stafford Area.
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Memorandum

Date: July 16,2010

To: John Kovash. Mayor
Members, West Linn City Council

From: ChrisJordan, City Manager ¢ % ‘

Subject: Water Rate Proposal Information

Attached is information that was included in an e-mail to the Council today. I'm sending hard
copies in case you had problems printing it.

Attachment



Page 1 of 1

Jordan, Chris

From: Jordan, Chris

Sent: Friday, July 16, 2010 8:43 AM
To: City Council

Subject: Water Rate Information

Attachments: Water Rate Informational Handout (4).pdf; Propsoed water pricing -- 7-2010.xls

In addition to the flyer on the water rate proposal that we've developed that can be distributed, the
Mayor asked if I could do a very brief summary of rates based on a few different usage amounts. With
several of my staff out of town this week, I prepared the attached spreadsheet showing the effect of the
rate proposal on utility bills over the next few years. Although I'm very confident that the numbers are
accurate, it doesn’t paint a complete picture.

To provide the additional information that such a fact sheet should include (for example, what happens
to utility bills over the next few years if the rates are not approved) will take some additional time.
When the staff returns, we’ll have an even better comparison for all of you. In the meantime, the
spreadsheet attached should be helpful and might help you answer questions.

Let me know if you have any other questions or requests.

Chris

7/16/2010



Learn more about conservation waler rates at hitp:/westlinnoregon.gov

“Honey, take a look at our
West Linn water bill - we only
( used three units of water this
J month, but the City’s base
' rate charges for seven units!”

“That’s because the

current billing structure is
fundamentally flawed related
to water conservation - right
now, even if we conserve |
water, seven units are still |

‘A

included in the base charge.” |

' mﬁ

“That’s unfair - not just to
our pocketbook - but also
to the environment. Water
pricing should be based on
water consumption - that’s
the fair way to provide an
incentive to conserve!”

“The City of West Linn wants-
to change the billing method
so water pricing is based on
water consumption. To do
this, West Linn voters will
need to approve this change
on the September ballot.” .

Continue this conversation at http.//westlinnoregon.gov
to learn more about conservation water rates...

Test the effects

Did You Know?

* West Linn and Oregon City get their
water from the Clackamas River.

e West Linn and Oregon City jointly own
South Fork Water, making the wholesale water cost
the same for both cities.

¢ The amount of an Oregon City water bill is
approximately double that of a West Linn water bill!

e The difference in water bills results in a difference in
the maintenance and repairs made to the drinking
water distribution systems in each city.

Current Average Water Bill:

Water Rate Calculator

Conservation pricing will base your monthly water
bill on water consumption -

customers will pay only
for what they use.

of the proposed

conservation pricing
system on your family’s
monthly water consumption
using the City’s online calculator:

http://westlinnoregon.gov/water-rate-calculator



Maintain the System:
Maintenance Ensures Clean & Safe Water

West Linn’s water distribution system delivers clean
and safe water to West Linn homes. The adopted
Water Master Plan includes $21 million in required
water system infrastructure projects that include
line replacements, emergency supply connection
improvements, and replacement of the 97-year-old

Bolton Reservoir.

Funding these projects would maintain and increase
the safety of West Linn’s water distribution system.
Maintaining the City’s drinking water system in
accordance with the adopted Water Master Plan
may prevent costly system failures in the future.

Did You Know?

¢ On Monday, May 17 an 18-inch water
main on Broadway Street failed.

e Forty-eight homes were without water.

The cause of the water main break was
determined to be deterioration and wear.

Damage to the road was extensive enough that
it was closed to vehicles until permanent repairs

were made to the
pipe and road.

The permanent

fix to this main

break included

the initial digging
and repairing the
main; then, the
18-inch line was
permanently spliced

Sustain the Resource:
Water Pricing Based on Water Use
West Linn voter approval is required for a change in
the water rate structure. The proposed new water
rate structure would base water pricing on water
consumption by lowering the base water rate and
charging for each additional unit of water used. This
change in the rate structure would be phased-in
over three years. Implementation of a conservation-
based rate system may increase water
rates by more than five percent for
high-volume water users. Please visit
http://westlinnoregon.gov/water-rate-
calculator to see how conservation

pricing is based on water use.
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City of West Linn Proposed Conservation Pricing
Monthly Utility Bills

For a customer using 2 CCF's of water monthly:

2010 2011 2012 2013

Current Proposed Proposed Proposed
Water base charge 15.27 10.06 10.56 11.09
Water Usage Charge 3.68 4.58 5.64
Total Water Service 15.27 13.74 15.14 16.73
Street Maintenance 5.08 5.33 5.60 5.88
Sewer -- Flat 25.38 26.65 27.98 29.38
Storm Drain Charge 4.57 4.80 5.04 5.29
Parks Maintenance 9.70 10.19 10.70 11.24
Total Per Month 60.00 60.71 64.46 68.52

For a customer using 7 CCF's of water monthly:

2010 2011 2012 2013

Current Proposed Proposed Proposed
Water base charge 15.27 10.06 10.56 11.09
Water Usage Charge 12.88 16.03 19.74
Total Water Service 15.27 22.94 26.59 30.83
Street Maintenance 5.08 5:33 5.60 5.88
Sewer -- Flat 25.38 26.65 27.98 29.38
Storm Drain Charge 4.57 4.80 5.04 5.29
Parks Maintenance 9.70 10.19 10.70 11.24
Total Per Month 60.00 69.91 75.91 82.62

For a customer using 10 CCF's of water monthly:

2010 2011 2012 2013

Current Proposed Proposed Proposed
Water base charge 15.27 10.06 10.56 11.09
Water Usage Charge 18.40 22.90 39.29
Total Water Service 15.27 28.46 33.46 50.38
Street Maintenance 5.08 5.33 5.60 5.88
Sewer -- Flat 25.38 26.65 27.98 29.38
Storm Drain Charge 4,57 4.80 5.04 5.29
Parks Maintenance 9.70 10.19 10.70 11.24

Total Per Month 60.00 75.43 82.78 102.17
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