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  The urban growth report indicates that an expansion of the urban growth 

boundary will be necessary to accommodate future housing needs unless 

local governments take actions to make the most efficient use of existing 
housing opportunities inside the current urban growth boundary to prevent 

expansion onto farm and forestland. Local actions could include zoning 
changes, offering development tax credits or using other tools to encourage 

development in downtowns and along major streets with high quality 

transit.     Do you believe Metro should expand the urban growth boundary 
to accommodate future housing needs?  

  
Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

  yes 3.8% 2 

  no 88.5% 46 

  not sure 7.7% 4 

  answered question 52 

  skipped question 8 
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The urban growth report indicates that most of the region’s new jobs over the next 20 years can be 
accommodated on vacant land and underutilized sites within the current urban growth boundary through 

a variety of actions Metro and your local government can take to support more jobs in existing 

downtowns and employment areas.  Rate the following actions that could be considered as part of this 
strategy. 

Answer Options strongly consider consider do not consider Response Count 

clean up brownfield 

sites 
42 10 1 53 

reuse abandoned 

buildings 
51 2 0 53 

target public 

investments (such 

as urban renewal 
and tax incentives) 

28 23 2 53 

expand the urban 
growth boundary 

2 11 40 53 

answered question 53 

skipped question 7 
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As noted in the urban growth report, many renters in our region are defined 

as “cost-burdened”; that is, they spend more than 50 percent of their 
household income on housing and transportation costs.   In downtowns and 

along main streets where housing may be more expensive, renters often rely 
on transit, walking or biking to keep their living expenses manageable. In 

some areas where housing is less expensive, renters are often further from 

their jobs and quality transit service, which increases their transportation 
costs.   Which strategy should Metro and local governments focus on to 

reduce the number of cost-burdened households in the region? 

 
Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

 invest in housing 
choices near high 

quality transit 

21.2% 11 

 invest in high quality 
transit in areas with 

more affordable housing 

7.7% 4 

 both 65.4% 34 

 neither 5.8% 3 

 answered question 52 
 skipped question 8 
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Making the Greatest Place: Reserves comment

1. What is your name? (required for your comments to be entered in the public record)

 
Response

Count

  204

  answered question 204

  skipped question 0

2. What is your ZIP code? (required)

 
Response

Count

  204

  answered question 204

  skipped question 0

3. As a recipient of federal dollars, Metro has been asked by federal authorities to track demographic information 

at public events to evaluate the effectiveness of its public outreach and to comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights 

Act. The identity of individuals is kept confidential. The results are reported as totals only, and used solely to help 

improve Metro’s community engagement.

 
Response

Percent

Response

Count

American Indian or Alaskan Native 1.0% 2

Asian or Pacific Islander 2.0% 4

Black (not of Hispanic origin) 0.5% 1

Hispanic 1.0% 2

White (not of Hispanic origin) 88.6% 178

Unknown/Do not wish to disclose 8.5% 17

  answered question 201

  skipped question 3
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4. Urban growth decisions require that we either protect farm and forestland and accommodate more people on 

less land or sacrifice farm and forestland for more individual elbow room. On a scale of 1 to 5, should the region 

(1) protect farmland at all cost with a tight urban growth boundary or (5) allow urban expansion into farmland to 

encourage substantial tracts of new low density housing development?

 
Response

Percent

Response

Count

1 protect farmland at all cost 

with a tight urban growth 

boundary and small urban 

reserves

68.1% 128

2 23.4% 44

3 4.3% 8

4 1.6% 3

5 create larger urban reserves and 

continue suburban style 

development

2.7% 5

  answered question 188

  skipped question 16

5. The view so far into the future is inherently in soft focus and imprecise. However, Metro has calculated low and 

high estimates for the land needed to accommodate expected population and jobs over the next 40 to 50 years. 

Within that range, should the region aim to set aside (1) more land for urban reserves to make sure we don’t run 

short for housing and jobs or (5) less land for urban reserves to spur investment in our current downtowns and 

to conserve more farms, forests and natural areas? 

 
Response

Percent

Response

Count

1 more land for urban reserves 5.3% 10

2 2.1% 4

3 5.3% 10

4 18.5% 35

5 less land for urban reserves 68.8% 130

  answered question 189

  skipped question 15
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6. Washington County has proposed urban reserves that are significantly larger than Clackamas and Multnomah 

counties, in large part so that they will continue to attract industries and the jobs they provide. As we craft the 

system of reserves for the entire metropolitan area, should we support this approach of building on one county’s 

success or attempt to balance employment across all three counties?

 
Response

Percent

Response

Count

support greater economic growth in 

Washington County
11.4% 21

balance employment across the 

region
88.6% 164

  answered question 185

  skipped question 19

7. Comments:

 
Response

Count

  91

  answered question 91

  skipped question 113
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8. The shape and placement of urban and rural reserves can enhance and complete existing communities or be 

purely market driven. On a scale of 1 to 5, should the urban reserves (1) be located and designed specifically to 

improve existing communities or (5) be more broadly defined so the market determines how they develop over 

time? 

 
Response

Percent

Response

Count

1 be located and designed 

specifically to improve existing 

communities

54.1% 100

2 18.9% 35

3 13.5% 25

4 3.2% 6

5 be more broadly defined so the 

market determines how they 

develop over time

10.3% 19

  answered question 185

  skipped question 19

9. Roads, water and sewer pipes and parks are essential elements of a great community and all cost money. On a 

scale of 1 to 5, should the region focus investments on roads, pipes and parks (1) in existing communities or (5) 

in new developments as land is added to the urban growth boundary?

 
Response

Percent

Response

Count

1 in existing communities 62.9% 117

2 18.3% 34

3 12.9% 24

4 2.2% 4

5 in new developments as land is 

added to the urban growth boundary
3.8% 7

  answered question 186

  skipped question 18
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10. Who should pay for the roads, sewer systems, drinking water systems and parks for new development?

 
Response

Percent

Response

Count

developers – the people who 

build and sell the new housing 

developments (costs are usually 

passed on to buyers)

47.8% 88

buyers – the people who buy and 

move into the new homes
4.9% 9

taxpayers – the residents of the 

surrounding county or city who will 

own the streets, pipes and parks

1.1% 2

all three – the cost divided between 

developers, buyers and taxpayers
46.2% 85

  answered question 184

  skipped question 20

11. Comments:

 
Response

Count

  64

  answered question 64

  skipped question 140
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12. The rural reserves are intended to protect natural features from urbanization. However, natural features that 

fall within an urban reserve must also be protected (per urban and rural reserves legislation). 

Given this, is it better it include a significant river, stream, wetland or other natural feature:

 
Response

Percent

Response

Count

in an urban reserve where it can be 

managed by a city
19.7% 34

in a rural reserve where it 

remains under county 

jurisdiction, protected from 

urbanization?

80.3% 139

  answered question 173

  skipped question 31

13. Comments:

 
Response

Count

  72

  answered question 72

  skipped question 132













 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 
 

 

 
METRO Public Opinion Survey Summary 

October 2009 
 

Introduction 
 
The survey was designed to develop valid and statistically reliable information regarding voter attitudes 
about the quality of life in the region and growth management principles.  Six hundred (600) voters in 
the Metro region were randomly selected and interviewed on the phone between July 31 and August 3, 
2009.1  The complete report presents noteworthy regional and other subgroup variations for all 
questions. 

Voters are optimistic about the direction of the region,  
and enjoy the quality of life they have. 

 
A majority of voters (58%) think things in the region are headed in the right direction. As found in other 
surveys for Metro about the quality of life in the region, voters value the environment, landscape, and 
the types of activities and lifestyles these things provide. They also value the small community feel, 
access to a variety of activities, and type of people living in the region.  

There is widespread support for the region’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB),  
smart growth, and protecting the region’s farmland,  

natural areas, and standing forests. 
 
The environment is one of the top things that contributes to voters’ quality of life in the region, and 
many communicated they do not want population growth and new development to jeopardize it. Voters 
strongly support development within the current UGB, including along transportation corridors, building 
on vacant lots, redeveloping old buildings, and creating higher density neighborhoods (if they have 
parks, natural areas, and access to convenient shopping and public transit) to preserve farm and 
forestland. 

Voters across the three counties feel similarly about  
the quality of life they have in the region. 

They like the same things (e.g., outdoor recreation opportunities, environmental quality, weather, and 
people/sense of community).  They also have similar concerns (e.g., traffic congestion, public safety, 
government, employment).   

                                                           
1
 Any sampling of opinions or attitudes is subject to a margin of error, which represents the difference between a 

sample of a given population and the total population (here, voters in the Metro region).  For a sample size of 600, 

the margin of error would be +/-4.0%. 
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DHM | Public Attitudes about Quality of Life and Growth Management Issues, August 2009 
 

While there are differences in priorities and the acceptability of planning 
principles across age, education, and income groups, the starkest 

demographic differences are by residency type and county. 

Multnomah and Washington County voters showed stronger support for the UGB, higher density 
growth, and alternative modes of transportation than those in Clackamas County. Even so, a majority of 
Clackamas County voters supported new development to accommodate population growth coming 
through the redevelopment of land within the current UGB, reusing and revitalizing old buildings and 
vacant lots in already developed areas resulting in more people and increased activity in those areas, 
and development of public transit biking and walking as an alternative to the automobile.   

Importantly, over the past decade Washington County voters, whose views were once more uniform 
with those living in Clackamas County, have identified closer to or in many cases almost equally with 
their counterparts in Multnomah County. Voters with higher levels of education and income levels also 
showed the most support for the UGB and the planning principles tested. While those ages 18 to 34 had 
strong support for high density development and public transit infrastructure, they were less likely to 
have strong opinions about whether or not the UGB is moved.    

Voter support for the urban growth boundary and higher density development 
is dependent on certain things 

 Understanding the potential for redevelopment of vacant lots within the UGB and revitalizing old 
buildings and being assured that this kind of development will precede or be done concurrently with 
the development of any undeveloped land within the boundary. 

 Being assured that new development of any kind is carefully designed and accompanied with parks, 
natural spaces, easy access to public transit, and is walkable. 

 Knowing the location of any new development relative to nearby neighborhoods and the level of 
increase in population density and activity level; otherwise, voters will assume the worst. 

 Understanding that higher density development is a way to conserve farm and forest land and 
natural spaces, and is an alternative to urban sprawl. 
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Making the Greatest Place public hearings 
MPAC and JPACT member representation 
 
5:15 p.m., Thurs., Sept.  24 
Beaverton City Hall 
4755 SW Griffith Drive, Beaverton 

1. Nathalie Darcy, MPAC    

2. Teri Leahan, MPAC    

3. Craig Dirksen, JPACT    

4.  Jef Dalin, JPACT  

5. 5. Rick VanBeveren, MPAC 

  

5:15 p.m., Thurs., Oct. 1 
Gresham Conference Center, Oregon Trail Room 
1333 NW Eastman Parkway, Gresham 

1. Craig Dirksen, JPACT    

2.  Amanda Fritz, MPAC     

3. Jim Kight, MPAC     

4. Donna Jordan, MPAC/JPACT 

5. Shirley Craddick, MPAC  

 
5:15 p.m., Thurs., Oct. 8 
Happy Valley City Hall 
16000 SE Misty Drive, Happy Valley 

1. Craig Dirksen, JPACT    

2. Shirley Craddick, MPAC    

3. Donna Jordan, MPAC/JPACT   

 

 
5:15 p.m., Tues., Oct. 13  
Clackamas County Public Service Bldg. 
2051 Kaen Road, Oregon City 

1. Jody Carson, MPAC   5. Lynn Peterson, JPACT 

2. Craig Dirksen, JPACT   6. Jef Dalin, JPACT 

3. Ann Lininger, JPACT   7. Charlotte Lehan 

4. Wilda Parks, MPAC    

 
5:15 p.m., Thurs., Oct. 15  
Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber 
600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland 

1. Matt Berkow, MPAC   5. Wilda Parks, MPAC 

2. Nathalie Darcy, MPAC   6. Jef Dalin, JPACT 

3. Craig Dirksen, JPACT    

4. Dennis Doyle, MPAC    
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Clean air and clean water do not stop at city limits or county lines. Neither does 
the need for jobs, a thriving economy and good transportation choices for 
people and businesses in our region. Voters have asked Metro to help with the 
challenges that cross those lines and affect the 25 cities and three counties in the 
Portland metropolitan area.

A regional approach simply makes sense when it comes to protecting open 
space, caring for parks, planning for the best use of land, managing garbage 
disposal and increasing recycling. Metro oversees world-class facilities such as the 
Oregon Zoo, which contributes to conservation and education, and the Oregon 
Convention Center, which benefits the region’s economy.

Metro representatives

Metro council president – David Bragdon

Metro councilors
Rod Park, District 1
Carlotta Collette, District 2
Carl Hosticka, District 3
Kathryn Harrington, District 4
Rex Burkholder, District 5
Robert Liberty, District 6

auditor – Suzanne Flynn

www.oregonmetro.gov

Metro
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

503-797-1700
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