A G E N D A
600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE |PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736
TEL 503 797 1542 |[FAX 5§03 797 1793

MEETING: METRO COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING-REVISED 11/2/99
DATE: November 4, 1999

DAY: Thursday

TIME: 2:00 PM

PLACE: Metro Council Chamber

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

1. INTRODUCTIONS
2 CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS
3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS
4. AUDITOR COMMUNICATIONS
5. MPAC COMMUNICATIONS
6. MCCI ANNUAL REPORT Durtchi
7/ CLASSICAL CHINESE GARDENS PRESENTATION Tonkin
8. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE PRESENTATION Johnson
9. CONSENT AGENDA
9.1 Consideration of Minutes for the October 28, 1999 Metro Council
Regular Meeting.

10. RESOLUTIONS

10.1 Resolution No. 99-2850, For the Purpose of Changing the Representatives of Park
Cities of Multnomah County and Changing the Alternate for the Affordable
Housing Technical Advisory Committee.

10.2 Resolution No. 99-2857A, For the Purpose of Granting a Time Extension for Growth
Compliance with Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan Management
For the City of Sherwood and Requiring Actions to Assure Coordination Among Committee

The Comprehensive Plans of the Cities of Sherwood, Tualatin, Tigard, Beaverton,
And Washington County Concerning Title 4 of the Functional Plan.



10.3 Resolution No. 99-2863, For the Purpose of Directing the Executive Officer

In the Preparation of the 2000-2001 Budget and Creating a Task Force to
Recommend Allocation of Certain One-Time Expenditures.

Bragdon

{
10.4 Resolution No. 99-2868, For the Purpose of Adopting the Portland Area Bragdon
Air Quality Conformity Determination for the FY 2000 Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program.
11. CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD
111 Resolution No. 99-2846, Authorizing an Amendment to the Contract between Kvistad
Metro and OTAK Inc. for Design and Engineering Services at Oxbow Regional
Park and Howell Territorial Park.
11.2 Resolution No. 99-2852, For the Purpose of Approving a Sole Source Agreement McLain
with Creative Information and Transformation Education.
12. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION
ADJOURN
Cable Schedule for November 4, 1999 Metro Council Meeting
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday
11/7) (11/8) (11/9). (11/10) (11/4) (11/5) (11/6)
CHANNEL 11 2:00 P.M. *
(Community Access
Network) (most of
Portland area) ;
CHANNEL 21 7:00 P.M. * 1:00 A.M. 7:00 PM. *
(TVCA) *
(Washington Co., Lake
Oswego, Wilsonville)
CHANNEL 30 7:00 P.M. * 7:00 P.M.*
(TVCA)
(NE Washington Co. -
people in Wash. Co. who
get Portland TCI)
CHANNEL 30 POSSIBLE
(CityNet 30) 2:00 P.M.
(most of Portland area) (previous
meeting)
CHANNEL 30 12:00 P.M. 7:00 P.M. 1:00 P.M. 8:00 P.M. 7:00 AM.
(West Linn Cable Access) (previous (previous (previous (previous (previous
(West Linn, Rivergrove, meeting) meeting) meeting) meeting) meeting)
Lake Oswego)
CHANNEL 19 or 4:00 P.M. 10:00 P.M. 9:00 A.M.
CHANNEL 33 (previous (previous (previous
(ATT Consumer Svcs.) meeting) meeting) meeting)
(Milwaukie)

* These meetings may be preceded by a 30-minute public affairs program, 7he Regional Report, produced by Metro.

PLEASE NOTE THAT ALL SHOWING TIMES ARE TENTATIVE BASED ON THE INDIVIDUAL CABLE COMPANIES’

SCHEDULES.

PUBLIC HEARINGS: Public Hearings are held on all Ordinances second read and on Resolutions upon request of the public.

Agenda items may not be considered in the exact order. For questions about the agenda, call Clerk of the Council, Chris Billington, 797-1542.

For assistance per the American Disabilities Act (ADA), dial TDD 797-1804 or 797-1540 (Council Office).
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MEETING: METRO COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING — REVISED 10/28/99
DATE: November 4, 1999
DAY: Thursday
TIME: 2:00 PM
PLACE: Metro Council Chamber
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1.

9.1

10.

10.1

10.2
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EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

AUDITOR COMMUNICATIONS

MPAC COMMUNICATIONS

MCCI ANNUAL REPORT Durtchi
CLASSICAL CHINESE GARDENS PRESENTATION Tonkin

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE PRESENTATION . Johnson
CONSENT AGENDA

Consideration of Minutes for the October 28, 1999 Metro Council
Regular Meeting.

RESOLUTIONS

Resolution No. 99-2850, For the Purpose of Changing the Representatives of Park
Cities of Multnomah County and Changing the Alternate for the Affordable
Housing Technical Advisory Committee.

Resolution No. 99-2863, For the Purpose of Directing the Executive Officer Bragdon
In the Preparation of the 2000-2001 Budget and Creating a Task Force to
Recommend Allocation of Certain One-Time Expenditures.



11.. CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD

11.1 Resolution No. 99-2846, Authorizing an Amendment to the Contract between Kvistad
Metro and OTAK Inc. for Design and Engineering Services at Oxbow Regional
Park and Howell Territorial Park.
11.2 Resolution No. 99-2852, For the Purpose of Approving a Sole Source Agreement McLain
with Creative Information and Transformation Education.
12. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION
ADJOURN
Cable Schedule for November 4, 1999 Metro Council Meeting
Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday | Thursday Friday Saturday
11/7) (11/8) (11/9) (11/10) (11/4) (11/5) (11/6)
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(Community Access
Network) (most of
Portland area)
CHANNEL 21 7:00 P.M. * 1:00 A.M. 7:00 P.M. *
(TVCA) e
(Washington Co., Lake
Oswego, Wilsonville)
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(TVCA)
(NE Washington Co. -
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(Milwaukie)

* These meetings may be preceded by a 30-minute public affairs program, The Regional Report, produced by Metro.

PLEASE NOTE THAT ALL SHOWING TIMES ARE TENTATIVE BASED ON THE INDIVIDUAL CABLE COMPANIES’

SCHEDULES.

PUBLIC HEARINGS: Public Hearings are held on all Ordinances second read and on Resolutions upon request of the public.

Agenda items may not be considered in the exact order. For questions about the agenda, call Clerk of the Council, Chris Billington, 797-1542.

For assistance per the American Disabilities Act (ADA), dial TDD 797-1804 or 797-1540 (Council Office).
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Agenda Item Number 9.1 '

Consideration of the October 28, 1999 Regular Metro Council Meeting minutes.

Metro Council Meeting
Thursday, November 4, 1999
Council Chamber



MINUTES OF THE METRO COUNCIL MEETING

October 28, 1999

Metro Council Chamber

Councilors Present: Rod Monroe (Presiding Officer), Susan McLain, Ed Washington, Rod
Park, Bill Atherton, David Bragdon, Jon Kvistad

Councilors Absent:

Presiding Officer Monroe convened the Regular Council Meeting at 2:08 p.m.
1.  INTRODUCTIONS
None.

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATION
A. OPEN SPACES ACQUISITION ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

Mr. Bob Treverseau and Mr. Jack Parker, Parker Northwest Paving Company, were presented
with an award by Councilor Atherton for donating a 130,000-acre parcel of land along the
Clackamas River. It is Metro’s largest donation to date.

Mr. Treverseau thanked the Metro Council, noting the professionalism of those with whom he
dealt. He acknowledged Charlie Ciecko, Mike Burton, Jim Desmond, April Olbrich, Jim '
Morgan, Joel Morton, and Barbara Edwardson for their hard work and dedication to completion
of the project.

3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

Mike Burtdn, Executive Officer, said with regard to the Parker Northwest Paving Company
donation, that the property rights dated back to 1898, and was a daunting task to have been
undertaken.

Mr. Burton spoke to the solid waste savings. He said he was aware of the input from citizens and
the Council itself as to the disposition of the savings of approximately 60% for general purposes
and 40% for solid waste. He congratulated the Council on their commitment to maintain
stabilization of the tipping fee over the next three years. Combined with the rate subsidy that
Metro has provided during the last two years and the actual rate reductions made during that time
there has been a significant cost savings to the citizens of the region. He also congratulated them
on their commitment to the priority of waste reduction and recycling.

Mr. Burton said that earlier in the week, he had been asked by Council to submit a budget
assuming that the dollars resulting from converting 60% or about $3.6 million in savings not be
programmed in the budget. By Metro Charter and Code, he is required to submit to Council a

N
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budget by February. - While some Councilors expressed specific ideas, he did not hear a
consensus of direction. Without some assurances that the Council wanted to generally maintain
current programs next year, prudent management suggested that spending be reduced now to
protect the ending balance. Appropriate steps at this time would include hiring freezes, and a
freeze on discretionary spending. Another prudent step in preparing a budget with no new

. resources would be to have departments and legal counsel review Metro Code to identify those
sections which must be amended or eliminated for the next fiscal year.

Mr. Burton understood that a subcommitee was to be established by Council to provide him with
further policy direction by early next year. He requested adoption of a concept soon, possibly
within the next two weeks, as to where the additional resources were to be allocated. He said he
understood Council consensus on Metro’s general fund reserve be increased to $1 million. He
urged the Council to move forward as soon as possible. :

4. AUDITOR COMMUNICATIONS
None.
5. MPAC COMMUNICATION

Councilor McLain reviewed the two issues discussed at the last MPAC meeting. The first dealt
with the 1997 Urban Growth Report Update discussing general concepts about opportunities to
give assistance to the Council on that document. No motions were made, however, they
discussed Resolution 99-2855, which Councilor Park and the legal staff had been working on in
relation to the urban growth report update and other issues dealing with urban growth boundary
review. Questions probably will be able to be answered by Councilors McLain and/or Park after
next week’s meeting. ’

Councilor McLain said Mr. Andy Cotugno, Transportation Department Director addressed
MPAC regarding the regional transportation plan and the decision-making schedule, and
suggested to MPAC that they had an opportunity to advise Council by November 24, 1999.
Some good points were made about land use transportation connections and infrastructure
concurrency issues and getting the MPAC and JPACT funding committees together for
discussions about infrastructure costs.

6. CONSENT AGENDA

6.1 Consideration of the Meeting Minutes of the October 14, 1999 and October 21, 1999
regular Council Meetings.

Motion: Councilor McLain moved to adopt the meeting minutes of October 14,
1999 and the October 21, 1999 Council meetings.

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion.
Vote: . The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed.

Presiding Ofﬁcer Monroe moved ahead to Agenda Item 10.1, since a time certain hearing was
to begin at 2:30 p.m. '
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10.1 Resofution No. 99-2843, Forithe Purpose of Adopting the Portland Area Air Quality
. Conformity Determination for the FY 2000 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program.

" Motion: Councilor Bragdon moved to adopt Resolution No. 99-2843.
~ Seconded: - Couiicilor Washington seconded the motion.

Councilor Bragdon said that Federal Transportation expenditures in the region required that the
region demonstrate conformity with federal air pollution guidelines. This document approves the
conformity determination that has been carried out and reviewed by DEQ and the Federal
Government. There is an update to the 82nd Avenue Corridor in the year 2015, the CO budget is
out of compliance, and this resolution allows analysis, and if changes in the air shed need to be
made, it can be determined later.

Councilor Kvistad requested if an amendment needed to be moved.

Mr. Cotugno said yes, that he had submitted a memo with recommendations to incorporate the .
amendment that Councilor Bragdon just referenced.

Councilor Bragdon said that the pages on the attachment would coincide with the original
pages.

Motion to :

Amend: Councilor Kvistad moved an amendment to Resolution No. 99-2843.
Seconded. Councilor Bragdon seconded the amendment.

Vote to

Amend: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed.

Councilor Atherton asked Mr. Cotugno to explain why the test data showed a declining parts
per million measurement in the field, yet the model showed an increasing level of emissions.

Mr. Cotugno, responded that the model actually showed a declining level of emissions over the
forecasted time period consistent with the declining level of emissions that the measure data
shows for the past time penod however, the established procedure for a specific area was for a
budget or quota for emissions be set, and this area is slightly over the budget that was set. There
continues to be a declining level of emissions but a very tight budget was set and it has not been

“achieved. This action causes closer attention to this area to see if the budget makes sense, and if
so, what additional action is needed to maintain the standard.

Councilor Atherton asked if the model and the budget account for the airport light rail project
and the increased usage in that area.

Mr. Cotugno said yes, all regional growth has been accounted for in this modeling.
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Councilor Atherton said the model also includes urban settlement expansion with a certain level
of transit, and reduce vehicle miles traveled, and inquired how this can be reconciled when
vehicle miles traveled were increasing.

Mr. Cotugno said vehicle mile travel was going up, there had never been assertion otherwise,
but the goal of vehicle miles per person going down.

Councilor Atherton asked where the model showed the limit of carrying capacity.
Mr. Cotugnb these projections indicate the current status was right at th§ limit. -

Councilor Atherton said the whole purpose of this exercise was to make certain that the
expenditures of federal funds will not result in air pollution violations.

Mr. Cotugno said that was correct.

Councilor Atherton said that the expenditures that were planned would conform to the model
. and not result in air pollution violations. :

Mr. Cotugno said yes, and the budgets for each progressive year state that there should be lower
emissions over time and the estimates provided indicate that those limits were being adhered to,
but right at the budget. There was no spare room.

Councilor Bragdon urged passage to continue federal fund eligibility.

Vote on the
Main Motion: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed.

7. PUBLIC HEARING ON IMAX LAND USE FINAL ORDER

Presiding Officer Monroe asked Councilor Washington, Chair of the Light Rail Steermg Group
to introduce this pubhc hearing.

Councilor Washmgton read an opening statement regarding the South/North Light Rail Project
regarding Resolution No. 99-2853A. This agenda item involved an application by Tri-Met for
Council adoption of a Land Use Final Order amending the original South/North final order
adopted by the Council last year by Resolution No. 98-2673. The requested amendments -
involved areas of the South/North project from the Steel Bridge to the Expo Center. A LUFO is
an order adopted in accordance with Oregon law established in House Bill 3478. It differs from
Locally Preferred Strategy which is a requirement of federal law. In 1999, the Council amended
the LPS to incorporate the Interstate Max Project. HB 3478, adopted in 1996, required the Metro
Council to decide the light rail route, stations, park and ride lots, maintenance facilities and high
improvements, including the boundaries within which the facilities and improvements may be
located. This would be accomplished by usage of a land use final order. HB 3478 required
findings of fact demonstrating that the route, station, lots and improvements comply with ten land
use criteria established by LCDC. LUFOs are governed by special procedures contained in HB
3478 which include the announcement of a number of procedures.



Metro Council Meeting

October 28, 1999

Page 5

Councilor Washington said the Council w:ll decide the route, stations and park and ride lots -
including their locations. This information has been attached to Tri-Met’s application and on
maps posted in Chambers, and available for public review. He asked Mr. Dan Cooper, Legal
Counsel, to summarize the procedural requirements.

Mr. Cooper stated that these procedures differ in some important aspects from other land use
hearings. He explained the process and the appeals process under HB 3478. Metro’s LUFO
must comply with the ten established criteria by LCDC, which were available in the back of the
Chamber. They were listed in the proposed findings. All public testimony should be directed
toward the application of the LCDC criteria to the proposed amendments. Following the public
hearing the Council might adopt the LUFO amending the light rail route, stations and lots
including their locations as applied for by Tri-Met. Alternatively, the Council may chose to
continue the public hearing and refer the matter back to Tri-Met for further review and new
application submittal. Should the Council adopt the LUFO as submitted by Tri-Met, any appeal
from the Council’s decision must be filed within 14 days following the date the LUFO is reduced
to writing and signed. Failure to raise an issue at this hearing, or failure to provide sufficient
specificity regarding that issue, will preclude appeal by the Land Use Board of Appeals. Written
notice of the Council’s adoption of the LUFO amendment will only be provided to persons who
have provided oral or written testimony at this public hearing and who have also provided, in
writing, a request for written notice and a mailing address to which the notice should be sent.
Testifiers or requestors of written Council decision information must do so at the sign up table in
the back of Chambers. Persons whose names appear only on petitions submitted at the hearing
and do not provide oral or written testimony are not considered to have provided oral or written
testimony at this hearing, as provided in the statute. He asked Courcilor Kvistad to explam the
hearmg process and introduce the Resolution.

Councilor Kvistad explained the order of the hearing. First, he was going to make a motion,
Mr. Richard Brandman, Transportation Planning Division Director, was going to give a
presentation, Tri-Met staff would make their application presentation, Presiding Officer Monroe
would then open the hearing to the public, after which a short break would be taken, and rebuttal
from Tri-Met and staff comments as needed. Oral and written testimony would be accepted up to
closure of the hearing. During and after rebuttal, no further written testimony would be accepted
unless the Council re-opened the hearing. '

Councilor Kvistad said after Tri-Met’s rebuttal, the Council would either close the public
hearing and decide the application, or may continue the hearing to a date certain. Should the
hearing be continued, a schedule will be established for further submittal of testimony, and may -
limit the issues for additional testimony. Should the hearing be closed due to need or change of
findings, the matter may be continued on this day’s agenda or to a future date certain allowing

- adequate time for changes to be prepared. With that, he read the resolution into the record.

7.1 Resolution No. 99-2853A, For the Purpose of Adopting a Land Use Final Order
Amending the Light Rail Route, Light Rail Stations and Park-and-Ride Lots, Including their
Locations, for the Portion of the South/North Light Rail Project Extending from the Steel Bridge
to the Exposition Center.

Councilor Kvistad stated that the resolution provides for the adoption of the LUFO amendment
and the adoption of land use findings of fact in support of the LUFO amendment.
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Motion: Councilor Kvistad moved to adopt Resolution No. 99-2853A.

!

Seconded: - Councilor Washington seconded the motion.
Councilor Washington thanked all involved in this process.

Mr. Richard Brandman, gave a brief report and visual presentation. The resolution sets the
footprint for the route, stations and terminus. A steering committee chaired by Councilor
Washington unanimously recommended this LUFO to Tri-Met and Tri-Met unanimously
recommended its application to the Metro Council. The proposed LUFO and facts have been
attached to the resolution (which may be found in the permanent record of this hearing). The ten
criteria have been addressed. The findings show how the Max route, stations and lots comply
with the LCDC criteria. The criteria have been listed. Tri-Met evidence and the Metro staff
evidence have been considered relating to the applicable criteria and this has been included in the
staff report to the Council. Metro staff’s position is that the ev1dence demonstrates that the
proposed project has met the legislative criteria.

Mr. Brandman stated that Metro now has a final environmental impact statement signed by the
Federal Transit Administration and has been sent to Washington, D.C. for acknowledgment. A
public comment document accompanied the statement. A shorter summary of the final
environmental impact statement is available to be provided upon request. He tumed the -
presentation over to Mr. Ross Roberts.

Mr. Ross Roberts, IMAX Planner, made a visual presentation of the alignments and stations for
the proposed IMAX. He pointed out the changes to the alignments and stations. There were no
highway improvements included in this project, and mamtenance facility expansion consisted of
expanding the exxstmg Ruby Junction facility.

Presiding Officer Monroe opened a public hearing on Resolution No. 99-2853A He stated that
each person testifying would have three minutes. ‘

Mr. Brandman clarified that Tri-Met needed to present their application.

Neil McFarland, Tri-Met Executive Director of Capital Improvement, thanked the Metro
Council for their leadership, and Metro staff for their hard work on this project. It was hoped that
by the next business day the completed LUFO, the City/Tri-Met Intergovernmental Funding

. Agreement committing local shares from the City of $30 million and Tri-Met’s financial
commitment would be sent to the federal government.

Mr. McFarland stated the issue of the location of the Expo Station has been of special interest to
some Councilors. He presented a letter from Mr. George Passadore and Mr. Fred Hansen of Trl-
Met.

Presiding Officer Monroe opened the public hearing.

" Rick Williams, Chair of the North Light Rail Citizen’s Advisory Committee, 111 SW Columbia,
Suite 1380, Portland, OR" 97201. He urged the Council to go forward with this project. The
report in front of the Council outlined the issues and concerns the Committee had at the
beginning of the process. The main issues concerned fundmg, friendly condemnations and that
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the money be used to support the goals and needs and wants of that community. Another issue,
that of parking, was divided into the categories of parking around the Expo Center, neighborhood
mitigation and on-street parking. The Committee felt bicycling was critical, but did not know if
Interstate was the place to put the bikes. He asked Tri-Met and Metro to study the alternatives.
Community involvement needed to be increased. He urged the Council to go forward.

Amanda McCloskey, Community Development Network, 2627 NE Martin Luther King Jr.
Blvd. #202, Portland OR 97212, said they were an association of non-profit housing developers
and community development corporations working in the Portland area. Their concerns involved
social impact on housing affordability in the area. Bringing light rail to one of the last remaining
supplies of affordable housing in the area meant improvement and increased property values, but
for the low income renters, an increase in their rent. She asked that these affordable housing
concerns be considered by using non-profit housing, community land trusts and housing
cooperatives, and inclusionary zoning.

Jim Worthington, 3232 SE 15314 Rd., Portland OR 97236, said he had been told by the City of
Portland that this light rail would not cost a thing. This was not private money. Second, there
seemed to be very little park-and-ride planned. He said Tri-Met had promised north/south bus
lines instead of park and rides at 148th, 162nd and 172nd, He said there were no park and rides
and still no north/south lines. He encouraged more park and rides and more housing, suggesting
housing was a problem. It had not been a positive situation along the light rail.

Lenny Anderson, Chair, Swan Island Business Association Transportation Committee c/o
Freightliner Corp CIA-BLD 4747 N Channel, Portland OR 97217, read a letter into the record
signed by Wayne Cozad, II, President of the Association (a copy of which may be found in the
permanent record of this meeting.) He said that the addition of the shuttle from Swan Island to
the Rose Quarter Max, had above average ridership for Tri-Met. He pointed out that this transit
project and connections to Swan Island created roadway capacity for the movement of freight by
giving those employees options to driving alone. He encouraged the Council to go forward.

David Eatwell, Executive Director of the Kenton Action Plan, 2601 N Willis Blvd., Portland OR,
urged support of this proposal and its funding and asked consideration of the proposed siting of
an amphitheater at the Expo Center, the temporary terminus of the IMAX line. He asked that any
facility be brought forward as part of a master plan project and any proposed amphltheater be
sited to take full advantage of the light rail station.

Art Lewellan, 3205 SE 32“d,' Portland, OR, a Brooklyn Neighborhood resident, said earlier this
year he had opposed this alignment. However, he had changed this opposition. He thought that
the most important work that had come out of Metro was the regional center plan, the 2040 plan.
He did not think it could occur without the expansion of light rail. He submitted a letter for the
record (a copy of which may be found in the permanent record of this meeting). He supported
this proposal, and hoped for redesign of the south end of the line so it would be more acceptable
to those who opposed it.

Richard Ellmyer, 9124 N McKenna, Portland, OR, said in 1981, he served with State Senator
Bill McCoy in the Legislature. In 1983 he worked for Commissioner Gladys McCoy and
supported the north light rail line to Vancouver. He strongly supported this project and hoped
that the Council would continue to give their support. This light rail system currently ends at the

-
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Expo Center. There was a lot of development and planning gomg on at the Expo Center. He
urged continued good planning for both Metro and the community. :

Peter Teneau, 2715 N. Terry, Portland, OR 97217, read his letter into the to record (a copy of.
which may be found in the permanent record of this meeting).

Councilor Washington thanked those that testified from his district.

Presiding Officer Monroe called a short recess for Trl-Met to prepare their rebuttal He closed |
the public hearmg

Presiding Officer Monroe announced the contirmance of Resolution No. 99-2853A. He called
Mr. McFarland to rebut. '

Mr. McFarland indiea’ted he had no rebuttal.

Mr. Brandman acknowledged the hard work of all involved. If the LUFO was approved, the
next step would be for this project to be recommended in the President’s budget for funding. By
February, 2000 the decision would be made. By early summer, a contract could be signed with
the Federal Transit Administration.

Councilor Washington thanked Mr. Brandman and Mr. Roberts for their dedication. He also
acknowledged Mr. McFarland’s openness and effective communication skills.

Presrdmg Officer Monroe thanked all those that testified. He said that the Council had before
them Resolution No. 99-2853A for approval, or the public hearing could be contmued He
opened discussion to the Council.

Councilor Kvistad recommended a vote of approval at the current time. He thanked Mr.
Roberts and his crew, among them: Sharon Kelly, John Cullerton, David Unsworth, Randy
Parker, Jeanna Cernazanu, John Gray, Skye Brigner, Jodie Kotrlik, Shawn Wood, Susan Finch
and Jan Faraca. He also thanked Fred Hansen and Neil McFarland from Tri-Met. Finally, he
thanked Rick Williams and his Committee. He recommended an aye vote on the Resolution.

Presiding Officer Monroe asked if any Councilor wanted to continue the process. There was no
response. He closed the hearing to written and oral testimony.

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed.

Presiding Officer Monroe announced that the council would consider the Solid Waste
Ordinances next on agenda.

9. ORDINANCES - SECOND READING

Presiding Officer Monroe opened a public hearing on Ordinance Nos 99-823A, 99. 824A, and
99-825A.

i
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Jerry Rust, 3417 N Russet St., Portland, OR 97217, he is affiliated with St. Vincent de Paul of
Lane County. He read his letter of opposition into the record (a copy of which may be found in
the permanent record of this meeting.)

Jackie Dingfelder, 2124 NE 54th Ave., Portland, OR, said she testified previously in support of
the Dakota Plan. She supported reinvesting in recycling and solid waste programs and supported
existing natural resource programs that are currently underfunded. The plan also provides
partnering with Metro in protecting fish and wildlife habitat. She urged support of this Plan.
Public accountability must be made.

Jane Cromlin, Executive Director of Three Rivers Land Conservancy, 3125 SW Carolina St,
Portland, OR referred the Council to her previous testimony. She supported the Dakota Plan’s
incentives programs providing resources to local jurisdictions. She supported keeping the solid
waste savings, but only with a pre-determined plan. She urged support of Councilor Bragdon’s
Dakota Plan.

Councilor Atherton asked Ms. Dingfelder and Ms. Cromlin how they would propose these
programs be funded after the that ten year window. What kind of dependencies would be created
- and what would the long-term funding be.

Ms. Cromlin responded that an excellent example would be the Greenspaces Bond Measure of
$135 million and the good that could be done with a short term program. Also, the Restoration
* Grant Program. These programs do not need to fosfer a dependency, unless the voters decide to
continue them.

Ms. Dingfelder agreed and said Metro was at an essential point in the planning processes with
programs that were not going to be funded. The Greenspaces Program suffers from lack of
masterplanning. Jurisdictions are understaffed regarding technical resources necessary for the
planning of Title 3 and Goal 5 implementation.

Councilor Atherton asked if there were other opportunities to do capital investment.

~ Ms. Dingfelder said this was a possibility for long term. When the bond measure was passed,
long term planning, restoration and maintenance was not included. This savings provides an
opportunity to use part of these funds to repair some of the past damage.

Councilor Atherton said it ended in ten years and thai was the problem.

Ms. Cromlin said she thought the long term management and maintenance could be built in at
the beginning of the program.

Councilor Atherton said he heard what they said, his suggestion was to pay off the debt early
and use the interest on the savings to seed an endowment to provide in the long term.

Ms. Cromlin said she was not familiar with that particular plan and could not comment on it.

Rachel Bloom, 0606 SW Nevada, Portland, OR, founder of Portland Supported Employment to
support disabled persons in environmental areas. She received from Metro, through Clackamas
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County, a grant to recycle at the Clackamas Town Center Mall. The project has been successful
and encouraged the Council to contintie to provide that type of funding.

Presiding Officer Monroe closed the public hearing. He remarked that this had been a long
process. Councilor Washington had held numerous public hearings. Much testimony had been
heard from all sectors. He said the Council heard and supported the fact that these savings would
not be used to grow a larger bureaucracy, that citizens wanted stable solid waste rates so when
the ordinances are past, 40% of this money would be allocated to stabilize the rates for 3 years
and an extra $1 million had been allocated to enhance recycling. If more opportunities were
found, more funding would probably be available. Also, appropriate uses for these funds could
be natural resource development and development of the purchases made with the $135 million
open spaces bond measure money, habitat restoration and protection of fragile areas, assisting
local jurisdictions with planning grant money and making the zoo more accessible to children.
Because of the needs that have been brought forward, he appointed a budget subcommittee to

" commence immediately to review all of the testimony and needs. He appointed

Councilor David Bragdon to chair the subcommittee, with Councilors Park and Washington as
members. ' '

Presiding Officer Monroe closed the public hearing. He remarked that this had been a long
process. Councilor Washington had held numerous public hearing,.

Presiding Officer Monroe appointed a budget subcommittee to report back to the full council,
which acts as a budget committee of the whole, no later than Jan 1, 2000 or sooner if possible.
He asked Councilor David Bragdon to chair the subcommittee with Councilors Park and
Washington as members. He urged them to get to work as quickly as possible and assigned John
Houser, Senior Analyst to be the primary staff assistant. He further stated that all of the staff in
the Council office and in the Executive office were eager to work with the subcommittee to
develop a specific plan for determining where the needs are, how much money was needed to .
stabilize various funds that have been depleted and where investments should be made to best
serve and best return to the voters of this region the benefits of this negotiation.

9.1 Ordinance No. 99-825A, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Code Section 5.02.025
to Modify the Disposal Charge at the Metro South and Metro Central Transfer Stations.

Motion: Councilor Bragdon moved to adopt Ordinance No. 99-825A.
Seconded: Coﬁncilor McLain seconded the motion.

Councilor Bragdon said he thought everyone was familiar with this ordinance regarding the
tipping fee.

Councilor McLain said she would be supporting this ordinance. The major debate was on the
tipping fee; why it should be kept at $62.50 or lowered, and what the ramifications would be to
recycling and other issues. She said that there was proof that returning the money would not be
effective, efficient or valued from comments the Council heard in’testimony. Another thing that
she said was expounded on at the last meeting, but perhaps not emphasized enough, was that
keeping the rate constant was a signal that Metro values recycling. She said it was important to
support this ordinance because of the thorough conversation on these elements, but particularly
because lowering the rate would harm recycling.
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Councilor Atherton said this debate ‘was not about the $62.50; it was about flexibility and the
creation of a very large tax. He noted that he and Councilor Kvistad had voted against this tax at
the last meeting. He said he was very much against creating a task force; Council was a seven
member deliberative body and should take this large complex issue, break it down into
manageable pieces and work through them to find agreement. Another issue that should be

' agreed on was protecting the core enterprise, the Solid Waste Management Fund, its operation
and recycling. He said that there was a legal challenge that created a great deal of uncertainty to
flow control. Metro has a state mandate to recycle; that was not being met. He said it was
premature to create a tax without a better understanding of how it will be spent. The Solid Waste -
Advisory committee recommended looking out 7 years in testimony before the Council, and from
his business experience he recommended looking out at least 10 years in order to stabilize the-
system. . He said that Council also should examine its liabilities: Metro has extensive debt, not
only in the solid waste system, but also in the agency. With this level of uncertainty Council
should do one thing really well before starting a hodgepodge of other enterprises that cannot be
done well. He recommended a no vote. ' :

Councilor Kvistad said that it hard to know where to start. Out of a group of 7, 3 were picked as
a special committee because the process was such a mess that we cannot make a decision —
unbelievable. This ordinance would increase taxes by raising the tipping fee by 50 cents, but also
increasing the excise tax within it from $8.35 to $9.00. He said that was a tax increase and even
worse, Council was raising taxes before deciding how it would be spent. The process should be
1. Look at priorities, 2. Figure out where the money was needed, 3. Figure out how to spend the

" money and 4. Find the tax revenue to pay for it. He said he disagreed with all of this and would
vote against it. ' :

Councilor Park said the easiest thing would be to give the money back, however the issues were
more complex. If, after all the testimony the Council believes those who know the recycling
system and said lowering the tipping fee would undo the economic underpinnings of how this
system works, then the conclusion must be to leave the fee at $62.50. If, however, someone

. believes all of this testimony was untrue, people have not told the truth, or has hidden agendas,
then any conclusion can be reached. He said he chose to believe the evidence he heard from
people in the industry. He felt it was ironic that if the recycling rate goes down and the Council
does nothing, leaving the tipping fee approximately the same on a percentage basis, Metro would
increase revenues. Even if the money was given back this year, next year it would need to be
raised and in the mean timé the recycling system would be destroyed. He said that the important
questions are, what does it do to the tipping fee, the recycling rate and the conflicting goals of
Metro and the region, not to mention the state mandate of 50% recycling.

Councilor Bragdon said he would be supporting this ordinance in spite of some ambivalence
and hesitation, as in effect Council was not just asking people they are buying a pig in the poke ,
but telling them that they are. This ordinance would create a windfall that does not belong to any
of the seven councilors, but to the people. He said the burden was on the Council to describe and
account for every penny of where the money goes. If it passes everyone should take the burden
seriously and he believed that everyone has expressed that belief and should move on to track
and spend this money in the most responsible way possible. He said he would vote yes with the
understanding that this next step would happen.
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Councilor McLain said another reason she was voting for this was because people said that the
didn’t want 2-1/2 cents, or 50 cents, $8 or wait around for 10 years for $80, but would rather
have it invested in the community in the items listed in the charter. She said that was common
sense and makes sense to her. '

Councilor Washington said again that it has been quite a process and the easiest thing to do
would be to give it back and not worry about it. However, he said, he guaranteed that if that
happened the Council would be criticized for that; this was one of those no win situations. He
did not see this process as an attempt to circumvent the will of the Council; if he did, then he
would not do it. He asked everyone to bear with the Council as they work to do the right thing.

Presiding Officer Monroe commented that subcommittee was a part of Council life, all of the
work was done in subcommittee and always has been except for the budget, which was
traditionally done by the Council as a whole. There are 3 member committees dealing with land
use, transportation and solid waste, so a time-certain budget subcommittee was not all that
different. Three people can often ferret through the issues and come up with recommendations.
Council subcommittees have no power unto themselves, but can only recommend. All decisions ’
remain with the full Council. He also said that if these measures pass today, they will take effect
February 1. Prior to one penny being collected there will be a complete plan. That plan may
include more money than the $1 million for recycling, it may include additional reserves, it may
include checks to everybody on an annual basis as'one Councilor has suggested, or it may include
any of the other needs that have been suggested, especially in the Dakota plan.

Vote: The vote was 5 aye/ 2 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed with Councilors
Kvistad and Atherton voting no.

9.2 Ordinance No. 99-824A, For the Purpose of Amending Mefro Code Chapter 7.01
to Modify and Adjust Excise Taxes and Making other Related Amendments.

Motion: - Councilor Washington moved to adopt Ordinance No. 99-824A.
Seconded: Councilor McLain seconded the motion.
Councilor Washington felt that everything had been said.

Councilor McLain pointed out that on page 5 of 99-824A-the excise tax credit schedule was
important to note. If people did not want to pay excise tax and could continue to improve their -
recycling rate, they would pay less excise tax. They could get as much as $1.50/ton excise tax
credit for between 40-100% recycling. She said that on pages 6-7, the Forest Grove situation, i.e.
a privately owned transfer station, was addressed and included their tax not starting until June 30,
2000. It also provided an opportunity not to pay excise tax on out-of-district waste. She said the
Council welcomed the opportunity to make sure the arrangement was equitable to all sides.

Motion to , _
Amend: Councilor Kvistad moved Kvistad Amendment #3.

Seconded:  Councilor Atherton seconded the amendment.
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Councilor Kvistad reviewed his amendment as a policy amendment that dealt with the way in”
which facilities are taxed. He said it would shift the excise tax currently collected at the Oregon
Zoo ($700 thousand) and at the MERC facilities ($1.2-1.4 million) leaving those dollars with
these facilities for a renewal and replacement fund. He believed that funds collected were best
kept at the facility that generates the revenue, that Metro’s tax policy should be clear and
consistent across the agency, and utility based if it was a utility-based tax. The Hotel/Motel
industry, the Visitors’ Association and many of MERC and the Zoo’s partners supported it. He
believed that this was an opportunity to make a policy change in the way this government
operates and funds itself and the way in which the operation managed by Metro are run,
particularly MERC and the Zoo.

~ Councilor Park asked if, in this form would any funds be returned to the ratepayers?

Councilor Kvistad said the rate stabilization would return the funds to the ratepayers through
stabilizing the rates for'a much longer time.

Councilor Park asked if he had a projection of how far out it would go?

Councilor Kvistad said it would go out for the 9-years plus of the contract. He asked Mr. John
Houser, Council Analyst, for the figures. '

Mr. Houser said the Council has talked about carrying the existing rate, $62.50, using existing
reserves out about 3 years. He said that in the fourth year $3.6 million additional funding would
be needed to hold that rate. Then about $4.3 million the next year and $4.9 the year after that. If,
as Councilor Kvistad suggested you began setting aside up to $4.2 million a year in addition to
existing reserves in all likelihood Metro could probably carry that rate out for the remaining life
of the contract with the 10 years. B

Councilor Park said he was trying to relate the fact that the hotel/motel tax was only paid by
those businesses that are within Multnomah County while Metro was a regional facility and solid
waste was gathered by region. He said he was looking for the incentive at what time do we get
regional funding for those regional facilities and if this helps or hurts in the effort.

Councilor Kvistad said that the Zoo belongs to the region; the regional facilities, while they may
‘be located within Multnomah County, are for the region as a whole. Metro has regional priorities
and focus in areas beyond a commitment to green spaces. What this amendment says was that
Metro was entrepreneurially based and leaves the revenue with the agency that generated it rather
than siphoning it off into Metro general government.

Councilor Atherton reminded the council that the Solid Waste Advisory Committee has talked
about stabilizing the rates for 7 years as well as stabilizing other Metro core businesses, the Zoo,
Expo and Convention Center facilities. He agreed it would leave fewer funds available for
flexible sources, but thought that this was an advantage. He urged support of the amendment.

Councilor McLain said Councilor Atherton had made a very good comment she wanted to
address. The Council wanted a beginning of stabilized rates for 3 plus years, but this review

~ would be happening every year, because this fund would come in every year. This was not $60
million arriving here this year, it was over a 10 year period. If this agency went forward this year
or next year that 7 years of funding can still be reached. There was a stabilization account in
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place that could be used'or added to, in fact the committee has agreed it was a fund that would be
added to. ! :

Councilor Bragdon said he could not support this amendment for he perceived it as a tax shift.
He believed that making the general funds of this agency entirely dependent on solid waste and
move away from diversification would be a mistake at this time. The government structure
between this council and MERC seemed very odd to him, he would like the structure resolved in
a larger discussion of where the authority and accountability resides. He closed by saying that he
was supportive of these facilities and was not speaking against the fac:lmes per se, just in terms
of how they figured into the mix at this time. :

Councilor Kvistad said he did not want to leave the impression that the way this would operate
would free visitors from paying for the facilities they enjoy, rather the tax money would be
returned to the facility that crated it for improvements and repair. It would be a healthy decision
for the Council to make. The decision as how MERC should operate in the future was irrelevant
to the.fact that these facilities belong to Metro and are under its care and control. He beheved the
best and healthiest thing to do would be to pass this amendment.

Vote to
“Amend: The vote was 2 aye/ 5 nay/ 0 abstam The motion failed with
Councilors Kvistad and Atherton voting yes.

Councilor Bragdon said to the main motion he would vote for it with reluctance as before as the
amendment directs a certain percentage into the general fund. He said he would do that unless he
was sure that it will be defines as to exactly what it means. He felt it had been approached in a
backward manner and should be rectified as soon as possible. If it passes he would like to make
some additional comments.

Vote on the |
Main Motion: The vote was 5 aye/ 2 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed with Councilors
Kvistad and Atherton voting no. ,

9.3 - Ordinance No. 99-823A, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Code Chapter 5.02
to Modify Charges for Direct Haul Disposal, to Modify Metro System Fees, to Create
Additional Regional System Fee Credits, and Making Other Related Amendments.

Motion: _Councilor Washington moved to adopt Ordinance No. 99-823A.
Seconded: Councilor McLain seconded the motion.

- Marv Fjordbeck, Serior Assistant Counsel, reviewed. the ordinance; it modifies certain solid
waste fees, the regional system fee and the Metro facility fee. Additionally it includes a regional
~ system fee credit of $9 per ton and retains the current regional system fee credit system that the

Council approved in modifying the ordinances in 1998.

Vote: The vote was 5 aye/ 2 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed with
Councilors Kvistad and Atherton voting no. : : '
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Councilor Bragdon said in regard to his new duties that this committee assignment will probably
disappoint 70% of the people and anger the other 30%. People have said that he, Councilor
Bragdon, wants money for green spaces or natural resources planning, and that was true, but the
result he wants most was to know what the money gets spent on, how it gets spent and that it gets -
spent in a responsible way. That was what he understands this subcommittee was about and he
expects it to be conducted the way all subcommittees he has observed at Metro, with fairness and
impartiality, just as JPACT was conducted, whether or not people agree with one another. He felt
that one of the first steps was to establish criteria and asked each Councilor for their criteria, not
programs. Councilor Atherton mentioned taking care of existing needs which was an important
criteria for the subcommittee to know.

Presiding Officer Monroe said that like all meetings at Metro, the Special Budget subcommittee
meetings are open and anyone was welcome to come and iisten to the deliberations.

- Councilor McLain said she didn’t want to leave the audience going away thinking that this
subcommittee was just starting to prioritize and give signals to the Executive for this year’s
budget and programs. There are some things that have been generally agreed to by the Council:
1. Keep a stable rate, 2. Funds like the Capital and Rate Stabilization Operations should be
supported, 3. Business grants are important, 4. In recycling there are particular areas e.g. organic
programs and construction debris, etc. that should get review and support, because they were the
areas where the waste stream still was, 5. Started with 3 years plus, but continue to look at
stabilization of rate as industry change was reviewed, 6. Agreed on $1 million for Contingency,
7. Agreed that current charter related programs would not be decimated; i.e. Goal 5 and water

-issues would be finished, the affordable housing task force would finish their work, 2040 and
RTP work in planning and functional growth compliance would be finished, a Green Spaces
Master Plan would happen so that land Metro has acquired would not stay land banked. This task
force will use the work of all seven Councilors as a base since Councilor Washington started
deliberations in January. ' :

Councilor Kvistad said he had calmed down, although he was still angry that a committee was
arbitrarily sprung on the Council without talking to all of the Councilors in advance — that was a
really bad precedent to set. He had a real problem with some of the Council being in the loop
while others were not. Secondly Metro makes decisions on running a $200 million dollar utility
all the time, but when revenue becomes available that was labeled “discretionary”, or “extra” it
becomes a free-for-all and focus was lost. Perhaps the charter should be reevaluated and
fundamental changes made to it.

Councilor Washington said he didn’t set the committee up on his own. He said Councilor Park
and Councilor Bragdon didn’t set the committee up on their own either. They were asked to do it
by Presiding Officer Monroe who had a responsibility to preside over the Council.

Councilor Park said he wanted to apologize but he wasn’t sure exactly what he was apologizing
for. He wasn’t aware that the other councilors weren’t aware of the task force. He planned to
work with the Council to improve communications and avoid similar problems in the future.

He agreed with Councilor Washington that it was within the purview of the Presiding Officer. '
He didn’t want to give the public the impression that Metro had unlimited tax and spend
authority. He said observers might have thought that Metro could tax and spend forever. He said
Metro had already been given their Ballot Measure 547 or 50. In 1992, when voters approved the
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Council’s Charter, Metro was unique, because it was the only elected regional government in the
nation. He said the agency was also unique because it had a spending cap set on its general fund.
In 1992, voters capped Metro’s general fund at a maximum of $12.5 million dollars.” That figure
was indexed to the inflation rate and that was it, period.

He said that if Metro’s solid waste facilities or any other agency operations generated an excise
tax in the hundreds of millions of dollars, the agency wouldn’t have been able to spend it. He
said it was important to remember that Metro has been working with funding mechanisms and
budget constraints that voters placed on Metro several years ago. He said he would hate if the
public got the impression that Metro had an unlimited amount of money and an unlimited ability
to spend it. He said Metro doesn’t. He praised those who created Metro’s Charter for including
taxing and spending restrictions. He said it would be nice if voters could accompllsh that at the
state level. But he said that was another discussion.

Councilor Bragdon sdid he also wasn’t aware that all his colleagues didn’t know about the
committee meeting. He said it certainly wasn’t his intention to surprise anybody. He added that
one of the most important features of the draft resolution he wrote codified something that he
thought a majority of the councilors said Tuesday. The resolution directed the Executive Officer
to develop his budget for the next fiscal year and assume that the contract renegotiations and
savings for Metro never happened. In other words, the Executive Officer was asked to develop a
no new revenue budget and put it in writing for the Council to consider next week.

8. ORDINANCES — SECOND READING - QUASI- JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS

8.1 Ordinance No. 99-816, Denying Urban Growth B.oundary Locational Adjustment Case
98-7: Jenkins/Kim, and Adopting the Hearing’s Officer’s Report Including Findings and
Conclusions. ' '

Dan Cooper, General Counsel, said it was a continuation of the Council’s discussion, which
was at the point where they had already heard from the hearings officer and the record had been
closed. The hearings officer made his report and recommendations, and the Council heard from
both the proponents and opponents. The applicant and other people interested in the issue
testified regarding the hearings officer’s report and recommendation. Now it was back in front of
the Council for further discussion.

In the meantime, the hearings officer prepared a memo to for the Council that outlined what he
understood they were discussing to give councilors some sense of what further choices were in
front of the Council. He repeated what he said at an earlier hearing that the Council’s options
were to either (1) approve a motion to adopt the hearings officer’s original report and
recommendation, (2) adopt a motion to direct him to have a modified order, findings of fact and
conclusions to support denial for different reasons, or (3) direct him to prepare for the Council an
ordinance that would approve the application and prepare findings and conclusions, and a report
that would support that approval. Those were the Council’s three choices.

He said that if the Council hadn’t had the hearings officer’s memo they should have gone straight
to their further discussion and consider their vote on which, if any, of the motions they wanted to
adopt. He would then come back to the council with whatever the council directed to be
prepared, assuming it was different than what the Council had in front of them. At that time,
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everybody would get an opportunity to comment on what those revisions were. Mr. Epstein
however, put that in front of the Couricil. It was probably very appropriate that he gave a very
short description of it and that he gave the Council the chance to ask him any questions. Then
Mr. Cox, who represented the applicant in all fairness, ought to have had a chance to briefly say
what he thought about it. He said hopefully the Council would then have enough information to’
have made a decision and have moved forward from there.

Mr. Larry Epstein, Hearings Officer, drafted a memorandum to assist the Council in the
reconsideration process. He said the Council had options to adopt. The first page explained it,
and the first half basically explained what Mr. Cooper said. He said the Council had the choice
to adopt the ordinance or affirm that they were going to adopt the ordinance without any changes
to the draft order. The Council could adopt the ordinance with changes to the draft order or they
could adopt a different ordinance — one that would approve the locational adjustment with
substantial changes to the draft order.

What he gave the Council was a list of a dozen issues that he understood were under discussion at

~  the last hearing. He tried to identify what it was he said in the original final order, what the issues

were, and what both sides of the issue were. He understood what the Council would do, whether
‘they reached consensus or a majority was reached on each issue, and he gave Metro language to
adopt to replace the findings that were in the hearings officer’s original order, depending upon
how the Council evaluated each issue. What Mr. Cooper asked him to do was prepare two
decisions - one for approval and one for denial. But he had a lot of trouble doing that because
there were some sub-issues. He said the Council may have decided differently than he
recommended on some of those sub-issues and still may have come up with the decision to deny.
To find for approval the Council had to conclude that all of the findings that he made to support
denial were wrong. ‘

He gave the Council a memorandum with findings that they could have adopted, either to have
modified his decision or to have reversed it, or to have modified their decision or to have .
reversed it. There were two modifications: one on page 5 and one on page 7. One dealt with
sanitary sewer service that needed to be corrected because it incorrectly reflected the facts. So,
he recommended the Council make that change. It was item B on page five of his memo. On
pages 6-7 there was some discussion of parks and open spaces. He said the Council might
remember there was some question about whether parks and open space, as it’s used in 3035Ccl,
whether it included private open space. He believed there seemed to be consensus on the Council
that it was meant to apply only to public open space. If the Council wanted to make that change
to reflect that decision then they would make the change that was described on page 7. He said
there was one other change that the Council might made and that was whether land inside the
urban growth boundary that was used for agricultural purposes was relevant to the evaluation of
whether the locational adjustment would conflict with nearby agricultural uses.

He said in his opinion the Council couldn’t do that. He said the adopted Metro code is clear on
that issue, but the Council adopted the code and they would get to construe it. He said then all
Mr. Cooper would have to do is defend the Council. He didn’t recommend that change because
of the meaning of the words that were in the Metro code.

He just wanted to identify those three in particular. He thought all of the issues that the Council
raised or were raised by the exceptions and by their discussions were inthere. He said he was
‘happy to answer any questions the Council had or he could walk them through the memo.
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However, he said he had not planned to walk the Council through it, but instead to let them
discuss the contents of the memo. '

Councilor McLam asked in his original if he said it was relevant or 1rrelevant

Mr. Epstein said it was relevant The question was whether the locatlonal adjustment would
adversely affect existing agricultural uses. The Metro code said when a proposed adjustment
would allow an urban use in proximity to existing agricultural activities the justification in terms
of this sub-section must clearly outweigh the adverse impact of any incompatibility. He found
that the agricultural activities that adjoin this property, which were occurring on land inside the
boundary were relevant under that standard and that the use would be incompatible with that
agricultural activity on land inside the boundary. He also found that it would be incompatible
with land outside the boundary, which was used for agricultural purposes. So the Council could
still find that the applicant or petitioner failed to comply with this standard based only on
agricultural activities outside the boundary.

Presiding Officer Monroe said that was the question that Councilor Park was most interested.in.

Councilor Kvistad asked if the Council was in the questions and rebuttal phase or d|scussmn‘7
- He said followmg the rebuttal he was going to make a comment or motion.

Councilor Atherton asked Mr. Cooper a question. He thought he heard Mr. Epstein say that the
Council had to find that all of the condmons were violated. He thought that the Council had to
find only one.

Mr. Cooper said to support an approval, the Council must find that all of the reasons Mr. Epstein
found for denial were ones they disagree with. Now, since the way the code was written the
Council could cumulate some of these things and balance and weigh and add up multiple impacts.
The Council may simply find that some of the things Mr. Epstein found tipped the balance one
way, weren’t quite that bad and since the Council may disagree on some other ones then that
effect is a superior urban growth boundary. But he said, in general, this was a case were to
approve you have to have found they have met the criteria.

Mr. Cox said what he put in front of the councilors spoke to the issue of whether or not a
political boundary is or was an appropriate means by which to divide property when the Council
brought it into the urban growth boundary. What he presented to the Council was a document
dated 1979 the CRAG Urban Growth Boundary Findings Supplement submitted under the
auspices of the Metropolitan Service District. He took from selected sections of it. He instructed
the Council to look at page 9, under the envelope area 3.2.2. It said map 3 also showed lands,
which were in sewer districts. The lands were clear candidates for an urban designation because
some commitment had been made to urban use. Properties within sewer districts were assessed
taxes by the district even though they may not have had sewers. Concerning the boundary
features on 3.3, the last sentence on the first paragraph said commonly accepted legal features,
such as city limits and property lines, were also appropriate for a UGB. The UGB coincided with
existing administrative or political boundaries. The record also showed that other documents in
the Council’s history indicated that over 10 percent of the boundaries were located primarily
because of the sewage possibilities. In this case, USA followed the Multnomah and Washington
County boundaries. People in Washington County are serviced by sewer and that was one of the
initial reasons why the boundary was placed where it was. In addition, the county boundary there
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was chosen and is also available. I think the statistics showed that the majority of the various °
ways that the bound was solved was éither by urban service district, which in this case was USA
and by city boundaries. Those two made up the predominant of about seven different factors that
went into it. The reason he presenting this was merely to contest the concept or to help explain
the concept that a political boundary was not a satisfactory boundary under the UGB. In fact, that
was one of the basic reasons the UGBs were selected.

He also wanted to point out that in the discussion by Mr. Epstein of this proximity he was correct.
The Metro code said that proximate agricultural activities or agricultural activities in proximity,
to the extent that that indicates that the Council has then considered those, even if they were not
in the UGB, seemed also to be an incorrect interpretation of the Council’s policy. He said it
might have been an interpretation of the word proximity. He referred to the Council’s policy as it
goes back to when CRAG/Metro was first set up. He referred to the land use elément of the
CRAG regional Plan under the Metropolitan Service District. This was also dated and revised in
December of 1977 and November of 1978. He wanted to remind the council that it says, “All
areas within urban growth boundaries on the regional land use framework map are urban areas.”
Urban areas included land forecasted to meet urban population needs for a minimum of 20 years.
It was intended that most population and employment growth in the region would occur within
urban areas. The presumption was that it was urban land. The Council couldn’t, in effect, have it
both ways because if the Council carried that concept they use land inside the urban growth
boundary to its logical conclusion, the Council could defeat every piece that was inside the UGB.
He also said that while there was discussion that you had to meet all or none of it, he would go

" back to the controlling language. Metro Code Section 3.01.035 provided that a locational
adjustment shall result in a net improvement in efficiency goes on. The word net was a balancing
act. It was a balancing word. It was not saying that you had to meet every one of these elements.
It was a net balancing act. '

" There were a couple of other things that he had to point out. There were a couple of

" presentations made that he didn’t believe were supported by the record. Those were the
representations made in some of Mr. Epstein’s statements. Specifically, it said that the UGB did
not otherwise facilitate needed development on existing urban land. The petition did not
specifically argue the issue and Council did not discuss it. Therefore, changes of finding did not
need to be made. He said he did argue that the whole purpose was in effect a connectivity
argument for all the utilities, all the roads, etc. To have said he didn’t argue that was too much of
a summary statement. :

. He also wanted to point out other areas of Mr. Epstein’s memo where he disagreed. On page 8 it
said, “There is no substantial evidence that including the subject property will necessarily
enhance transportation efficiency.” He said he thinks Mr. Epstein failed to recall that in the
record was a letter from Washington County’s Transportation Department that said it will
increase the efficiency of the transportation system out there. Regarding the question about
retention of agricultural land, Mr. Epstein seemed to focus only on one service issue, the sewer
issue. Mr. Cox said it was services, and it went back to his connectivity argument. He said the
last time he spoke to the Council he talked about a balancing act. The more that Mr. Epstein’s
original position has changed, the less weight it has been given. He believed that he dealt with all
the-issues, and his client has established sufficiently that he has a right and the proper evidence to
produce the proper findings to allow the land to be included as a locational adjustment.
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Councilor Atherton asked if Mr. Cox said he (Mr. Cox) and his client have a rightto a
locational adjustment. !

Mr. Cox said if he established that he had met the standards, he believed he had established the -
right to a locational adjustment.

Councilor Atherton asked if there was a right to a locational adjustment.

Mr. Cooper said in quasi-judicial proceedings, in general, where the Council has applied specific
criteria to the facts, if they find that all of the evidence in the record showed that the applicant
had met all of the criteria and there was no other evidence that was credible that would controvert
it, then the Council must approve. If the Council failed to approve, they would be subject to
being reversed on appeal and being directed to approve it. That was quasi-judicial in general. -He
said he thought it was fair to say there was controverted evidence. So the Council would get to
pick and choose betweén what evidence they wanted to believe is most credible. He thought it
was appropriate for Mr. Cox to advocate on behalf of his client that he had a right to it. He
thought the Council was in a position, depending on which evidence they believed was most
credible, to make a decision either way.

Councilor Atherton said because of this balancing act, this weighing, this does not imply a right.
Mr. Cooper said Metro had never had a case where the Council had turned down a locational

adjustment and had been reversed on appeal, but there are land use cases where that had
happened.

Motion: " Councilor McLain moved for denial with different 'fmdings.
' Seconded: No seconder of the motion.

Mofion: Councilor Atherton moved to édopt Ordinance No. 99-816.
Seconded: | Councilor McLain seconded the motion.

Councilor Atherton said he believed the Council had a full testimony of the hearings officer’s
arguments and they were adequate to support his recommendation to accept this ordinance.

Councilor Kvistad said that Mr. Cox had made a compelling case and should the motion fail he
would offer another. ' ’

Councilor Park said he understood the motion to accept the ordinance as was originally
presented.

Presiding Officer Monroe said it originally passed at one time and was reconsidered.

Councilor Park said one of the reasons he asked for reconsideration was because some of thé
findings that Mr. Epstein found were very confusing. For example, agricultural activities inside
the UGB could be used to deny additional acreage coming in. Knowing what he knew about land
use laws, and farming and right to farm laws and so forth, it didn’t make any sense to him. He.
couldn’t accept that fact. The legislature had denied right to farm inside the UGB. He sited the



Metro Council Meeting

October 28, 1999

Page 21

* part about gravity feed in terms of sewers. Probably the crowning issue for him was the similar
situated land. He couldn’t support thé ordinance because of those particular issues. He said he
did think that the county line made a difference. He mentioned Urban Reserve 5 last time and
different tax issues in terms of other findings that the council had done. He said that there is a
line there. He said he would vote no.

Councilor McLain said because the lack of second on her motion, and because of her inability to
go against the hearing officer’s report that was in front of the Council, she thought it followed to
the T the criteria that Metro had in their code. She said it was unfortunate that she still had to do
- that because she believed that accepting this particular motion and the way it was formed would
require Metro to go against it’s own code to reach agreement with the individual coming forward.

She talked about areas on page 18 in the draft order where the hearings officer found the petition
does not include all similarly situated property and that if it did the locational adjustment would
exceed 20 acres contrary to MC3.01.035B. If as little as 26 feet on the land north of the subject
site was similarly situated and therefore included in the petition, the petition would include more
than 20 acres. She said she knows that Metro hasn’t had over 100 acres of locational adjustment,
but said this flied in the face of the Metro Code, which says Metro didn’t want to inch out the
boundary. That’s why the Council put in the original similarly situated as an important criterion.
She would be negligent in reviewing the Metro code if she accepted anything other than the
motion that she was allowed on the floor. She wanted on the record that she believed that
changes that the hearing officer made on sewer, public parks and open spaces, and the use of
agriculture outside the urban growth boundary only, already accepted by the Council, would
improve the document.

Motion to
Amend: Councilor McLain moved to amend Ordinance No. 99-816 to accept the
additional language on page 5 on the sewer issue, on page 7 on the public parks and open
spaces issue, and on page 15 on agricultural use inside versus outside the urban growth
boundary.

Councilor Washington asked for a point of order. He requested that audience members either
turn their cell phones off or leave the Council Chamber.

Councilor Atherton requested a further clarification to understand what the Council was trymg
to do. He asked that Councilor McLain reframe and clarify her amendment.

Seconded: Councilor Atherton agreed to a friendly amendment concerning the
additional language on page 5 only.

Councilor McLain provided the clarity, one item of the amendment at a time.

Councilor Kvistad asked for a point of order. He said when dealing with an amendment, the
amendment is taken in parts, but the amendment was made in total. He said discussion on the
actual amendment itself was in order if it was to discuss the individual portions of it that were
supposed to be made in the amendment making not in the acquiescence to the amendment.

Presiding Officer Monroe ruled the process of changmg one item of the amendment at a time by
- friendly amendment was in order.
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Councilor Atherton asked Mr. Cooper what the relevance was to trying to write code through a
hearing process and adoption of findings. o

Mr. Cooper said the courts had recognized that most, if not all, laws particularly local
ordinances had some inherited ambiguities from time to time. When a body that had the power to
write the rules interprets its own rules, the courts gave deference to those interpretations. The
better practice was to hire more lawyers to write more precise language. But the Council has not
followed his advice so they must interpret their own rules. Once the Council interprets the rules,
if they find themselves interpreting something regularly, it is probably better to go back and clean
it up and write it the way you had been interpreting it. That way the Council wouldn’t find
themselves in the same problem in the future. It was appropriate as the Council deemed
necessary to have made those interpretations.

Councilor Atherton said he would vote no on the amendment. -

Councilor McLain said she would go forward with the friendly amendment that was accepted.
She would also put those two amendments back up for consideration independently if that was
what the rest of the Council wanted.

Councilor Kvistad clarified that the ordinance before the Council was an existing ordinance.
For it to be amended in any way required a vote for that amendment not a friendly amendment to
an ordinance. It was already on the table.

Mr. Cooper said Councilor Atherton’s motion was originally to adopt the ordinance that was
there. He had now amended his motion so that his original motion was now a motion to adopt the
original ordinance with the one modification indicated on page 5 of the hearings officer’s memo.’
So that was now Councilor Atherton’s motion. '

Presiding Officer Monroe said the seconder agreed so the Council was in order on that motion.
Councilor Washington asked for a clarification about what constituted a yes vote and a no vote.

Presiding Officer Monroe said a yes vote meant the Council accepted Mr. Epstein’s original
denial with one change and the reasoning. A no meant the Council rejected Mr. Epstein’s
original denial and other motions were in order. A yes denied the locational adjustment. A no
~ kept all options open on the table.

Councilor Atherton said this was the inappropriate venue for amending the Metro code and
‘making serious policy considerations. The net effect was it still did not meet the locational
adjustment criteria. He recommended a yes vote to deny the application and accept the
ordinance.

Vote: The vote was 2 aye/ 5 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion failed with Councilor
McLain and Atherton voting aye. o

* Motion: Councilor Kvistad moved to direct the Office of General Counsel to
develop an ordinance and an order to approve the locational adjustment application.
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* "Seconded: Councilor Bragdon seconded the motion.
{
Councilor McLain talked about similarly situated land. The passage of the motion was in direct
disagreement with the Metro code and the arguments in Mr. Epstein’s memo were not
compelling. They were talking in 3.3 about a boundary feature not a locational adjustment.
These were original boundaries that they talked about. The location adjustment asked the
Council to remember two things that the motion couldn’t prove. They were on net improvement
inside the urban growth boundary and similarly situated land that they could show a difference in
“the dirt. Just because one said Multnomah County on one side on an official map and one side
said Washington County. She said that flew in the face of Metro’s code. The similarly situated
land issue was extremely important, especially to the agricultural protection. It was extremely
important especially to the reasons that had been listed on elevation, slope and soils based on the
SCS classifications. Mr. Cooper may have been put in a situation of demonstrating that within 26
feet where it is not similarly situated. She said Mr. Copper probably wouldn’t be able to do that.
She asked if metro didn’t take these issues into consideration because the region had a sewer
company, USA, that served more than one jurisdiction and that those county lines meant nothing.
She said her vote in this particular situation was to accept the reasonable interpretation of the
Metro code. ‘

Councilor Park. .. very difficult to weigh, in some ways, easy in others. Councilor Atherton’s
_ motion to repeat last time’s ordinance did not solve anything. He said last time he requested a
reconsideration because the Council was not sending clear signals as to its criteria for allowing
certain things to happen. He thanked Mr. Epstein for the good job on the rewrite, and said he

" appreciated the extra effort to help the new Councilors. He said the hard part was the fact that the
Council could only take the evidence that was presented to it, and future actions or intentions
could not be considered. If the land adjacent to the property in question was not inside the UGB,
then he would have to favor the denial. However, the adjacent land was currently inside the
UGB, the county line did exist, and legally he could not take into consideration the next-door
land owner’s intent to remove his land from the UGB, under recently passed law. Therefore, he
had to vote in favor of Councilor Kvistad’s motion.

Presiding Officer Monroe said he need to ask Mr. Cooper one clarifying question because he
was not sure how to vote on the motion. He said he thought Mr. Cooper had said that if the
Council found that even one of the points made by Mr. Epstein was valid, that the Council should
vote to deny. C :

Mr. Cooper clarified that the criteria set forth all had to be satisfied, but many of the criteria
were written as cumulations of particular factors, and so the ultimate criteria was, would the new
~ boundary created by approval superior to the existing urban growth boundary? So if the Council
found that one of the criteria that was an “and” was unsatisfied, then the Council should vote for
denial. But each of the sub-criteria did not have to be specifically satisfied because they
cumulate and they end up with balancing and net improvement. As Mr. Cox said, the question
was, was there a net improvement in the efficiency of the urban growth boundary? He said if the
Council was concerned about a specific criteria, Mr. Epstein could probably say in which
category the criteria fit. :

Presiding Officer Monroe said the most compelling issue for him was adjacent land being of
like type, and whether or not the fact that it was in another county made it different in some way,
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when even an earthworm crossing that line would not know the difference. He said he found that
compelling, and he would vote against the motion.

Councilor Kvistad said if that earthworm paid property taxes, there was a big difference. He
said he found the applicant’s case to be made, he found it compelling, and he felt the new
boundary line would be superior and would make a good ad_]ustment for the urban growth
boundary. He recommended an aye vote.

Vote: . The vote was 3 aye/ 4 nay/ 0 abstam The motion failed with Councilors
Bragdon, Kvistad and Park voting aye.

Motion: Councilor Kvistad moved to table the ordinancé to next week.
Seconded: _Councilor Park seconded the motion.
Vote: The vote was 3 aye/ 4 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion failed with Councilors

Kvistad, Washington and Park voting aye.

Presiding Officer Monroe called for a five-minute recess. v
Motion: Councilor Washington moved to reconsider the vote by which
Councilor Kvistad’s motion failed.

Second: Councilor Kvistad séconded the motion.

Vote: - The vote was 4 aye/ 3 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed with
Councilors McLain, Atherton, and Monroe voting nay.

Presiding Officer Monroe called for further discussion of Councilor Kvistad’s motion. There
was none. Presiding Officer Monroe asked Councilor Kvistad to close.

Councilor Kvistad recommended an aye vote.

Vote: The vote was 4 aye/ 3 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed with
Councilors McLain, Atherton, and Monroe voting nay.

Mr. Cooper said once he had a document prepared, he would furnish the Council with a copy so
that notice may be given to everybody. He said it would come back to the Council for further
opportunity for public comment and comment by the applicant, and then it will come before the
Council for final action.

10. RESOLUTIONS

10.2  Resolution No. 99-2857, For the Purpose of Granting a time Extension for Compliance
with Titles 1, 2, 4 and 6 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan for the City of
Sherwood and Requiring Action to Assure Coordination among the Comprehensive Plans of the
Cities of Sherwood, Tualatin, Tigard, Beaverton, and Washmgton County Concerning Title 4 of
the Functional Plan.
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~ Councilor McLain asked Presiding Officer Monroe to move Resolution No. 99-2857 to the
Growth Management Committee. ‘'

Presiding Officer Monroe moved Resolution No. 99-2857 to the Growth Management
Committee.

11.  COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION
There were none.
12.  ADJOURN

There being no further business to come before the Metro Council, Preéiding Officer Monroe
adjourned the meeting at 5:40 p.m. '

Clerk of fhe Council -

~ Document Title

Remarks, Metro

Document Document TO/FROM RES/ORD
Number Date
102899¢-01 10/28/99 Metro Council Session Openspaces
' : _—Oct. 28, 1999: Acquisition
Thank you to Bob Acknowledgme
Traverso for 130-acre nt
land donation .
»102899¢-02 10/14/99 Minutes of the Metro  TO Metro Consent
» A Council Meeting, * Council/ FROM Agenda
, October 14, 1999 Chris Billington
102899¢-03 10/21/99  Minutes of the Metro  TO Metro
' Council Meeting, Council / FROM
October 21, 1999 . Chris Billington
102899¢-04 10/28/99 Resolution No. 99- TO Metro Resolution No.
' 2843: Portland area Council/FROM 99-2843
. Conformity Andrew '
Determination Cotugno,
Transportation
: : Director
- 102899¢-05 10/28/99 South/North Light * TO Metro Resolution No.
Rail Project, Council/FROM 99-2853A
. Resolution No. 99- Councilor
2853A: Opening Washington
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102899¢-06

102899¢-07
(attached to item
102899¢-06)

102899¢-08
(attached to item
102899¢-06)

102899¢-09
(attached to item
" 102899¢-06)
102899¢-10
(attached to item
102899¢-06)

102899c¢c-11

102899¢-12

102899¢c-13

10/1/99

10/25/99

10/26/99

10/28/99

10/28/99

© 10/28/99

10/19/99

10/28/99 .

Council LUFO
Hearing

Interstate MAX
Advisory Committee
Final Report, October
1999

Regional funding for
Interstate MAX

Interstate MAX/Expo
Stations (attached to
item 102899¢c-06)

Testimony at Portland
hearing on “North”
light rail.

Written testimony
from Peter Teneau,
2715 N Terry,
Portland, OR 97217

South-North Land Use
Criteria
Exhibit C: Proposed

" Findings of Fact and

Conclusions of Law,
South/North LRT

- Land Use Final Order

Amendment, Interstate
MAX

News Release: Metro

Council Oks Interstate
Max Line

TO Tri-Met/
FROM
Interstate MAX
Advisory
Committee

TO Tri-Met
Board of
Directors and
Metro Council /
FROM Wayne
E. Conzad, II,
President, Swan
Island Business
Association
(SIBA)

TO Councilor
Kvistad / FROM
George
Passadore,

- President, Tri-

Met Board of
Directors, and
Fred Hansen,
General
Manager, Tri-
Met

TO Metro
Council / FROM
Art Lewellan
TO Metro
Council / FROM
Peter Teneau,
2715 N Terry,
Portland, OR
97217

FROM Beth
Anne Steele,
Council Public
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102899c-14 - 10/28/99 Amendment #3 TO Metro Ordinances
- - Council / FROM Nos. 99-825A,
" Councilor 99-824A,.99-
3 Kvistad 823A
102899c¢-15 10/22/99 Financial Projections =~ TO Metro
‘ ) for Amended Councilors / -
“Dakota” Ordinance =~ FROM Terry
Peterson,
Interim Director,
Regional
Environmental
. Management
102899¢-16 10/28/99 Metro Council TO Metro
Hearings — Solid Council / FROM
Waste revenue issues  Jerry Rust, St.
Vincent de Paul
of Lane County
102899¢c-17 10/28/99 Resolution No. 99- Resolution No.
. 2857 99-2857
102899c-18 10/28/99 Resolution No. 99-
: 2863
102899c-19 1/1/79 CRAG Urban Growth FROM -
' ' Boundary Findings Metropolitan
Supplement (To the Service District
December 28, 1978
Submission),
Submitted Under the
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. ANNUAL REPORT
. METRO COMMITTEE FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT
: JUNE 1999

" This was the first year that the Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement (MCCI) has changed
from a calendar year to a fiscal year. This only affects the election of officers and changing term
limits to end with the June 30 date rather than December 31* of each year.

It has also been the first year of restructuring our committees and their program focus. The
change has been to meet with the designated department once a month on either the first
Wednesday before the Steering committee or on the third Wednesday before the Regular
Committee Meeting. This change of format has been very successful in building a working
relationship with the department staff and our citizen members. The main purpose for this change
was to begin our Chartered mandate at the beginning of the process and effect a better citizen
involvement strategy to be more inclusive of the diversity of the community.

Each of the Subcommittee Chairs has prepared reports, as attached, for the year 1998-99 and the
following comments are a paragraph summary, as I perceive the results.

The Budget/Council Subcommittee has presented the first formally constituted budget for MCCI
that has been worked up by members of MCCL The Charter says “we shall” and “we have” and
to our satisfaction you accepted it as presented. Thank you! Jerry Penk chaired the Budget
Subcommittee. '

The Nominating Committee had a major responsibility to change expiration dates for the
members and fill a number of slots left open due to a higher than usual turn-over of long term
members. Most of these have been long serving members and replacing them was not an easy
task. However, during the year it became apparent that we needed to do a more thorough job of
screening the applicants so we began interviewing those who returned applications. We have
recently presented several for your approval and have several more to submit shortly. Aleta
Woodruff chaired the Nominating Committee.

The Growth Management Subcommittee has had an intense but informative and satisfying year
working with the staff. The subject matter has been difficult, but the citizens have responded to
our work plans for each project and have helped make the process productive. We got offto a
rocky start with recommendations for Affordable Housing Committee citizen members, who
ended up not being appointed. However, we have continued as best we could under the present
format to press forward wherever possible to open the process to citizens. We participated on
pre-work for the Goal 5 Riparian Area Study outreach and also attended, as a field trip, one of

- the open houses that was part of this process. Throughout the year, concern arose regarding the
outreach budget and MCCI supported this need to the Council in the form of a request for some
of the REM savings funds or other available funds to be restored to the department. Kim
Vandehey chaired the Growth Management Subcommittee

"The Parks & Greenspaces Subcommittee, in some ways', is the least controversial and most
pleasurable. Also, this committee and department interact with the public more regularly and on



a less confrontational ground. The Natural Resource Protection Plan brochure worked on by this
committee shows the distinct relationship that citizens and Metro share in planning and
protecting livability in the region for the future. Bob Bothman chaired the Parks Subcommittee.

The Transportation/REM Subcommittee has taken the lead, as you may know, in working with
departments to write how-to books for Metro such as Transportation Planning Public '
Involvement Policy and Transportation Planning Local Public Involvement Policy. This year,
with many new members, much time was spent getting briefed on the various projects underway
and those coming to completion. Several projects were taken to the community and the
groundwork laid in the past paid off as the citizens responded with well thought out and
community supported work. REM has little or no public involvement in place but we were able
to discuss that, helping them see where it could be useful to them and beneficial all around. In the
process, we took time to learn about REM programs and review several ad campaigns. Ray
Sherwood chaired the Transportation/REM Subcommittee. -

Citizen Involvement is a never-ending process, but I believe MCCI members are better informed
and able to contribute positive and supportive suggestions as the work plans are formulated with
this working strueture. '

It has been a pleasure and privilege to serve you, the Metro Council, as Chair of MCCL. I wish
you both much success in the future.

Submitted by Kay Durtschi _
MCCI Chair January 1998 — June 1999



METRO COMMITTEE FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT
Nominating Committee Annual Report

Members: Chair Aleta Woodruff, Don MacGillivray, Bob Bothman, Kay Durtschi and Bill
Merchant

The MCCI Nominating Committee accomplished a great deal of work over the last 18 months.
Following the passage of new bylaws for MCCI, we began working on Membership
Development Procedures to outline processes for recruitment and nomination, orientation of new
members, training and recognition. We reviewed the contents for packets to be sent to interested
persons and handbooks to be given to new members.

Some new materials were identified and created as key ingredients for the member handbooks: a
Short History of MCCI, an MCCI member job description, communications guidelines, an
MCCI organizational chart and meeting ground rules.

In addition to the above, the Nominating Committee also created a set of supplemental
application questions and interview questions for use in the recruitment and nomination process.
We are considering a new application form as well.

Over the course of the year several positions were filled as members resigned or moved from
their Councilor District. June 30, 1999 marked the end of 1/3 of our member’s terms, leaving
nine positions open in addition to other existing vacancies. Some members whose terms expired
were delighted to serve again but several were term limited to six years and could not. After
advertising, accepting and reviewing applications and interviewing, four nominees were passed
to the Council for approval.

Though nine vacancies still remain on the committee, we are looking forward to working with
and discovering the talents of our new members.

The Nominating Committee will continue to strive to keep all positions filled while taking into
consideration our long-term struggle in District 4 which seems to have spread to other outlying
areas. We may strategize about new ideas and may even consider options such as limiting the
number of representatives from each district if we cannot keep vacancies filled throughout the
year. We are also looking at other tools, such as member profiles and ways to allow interested
persons to participate at a less-than-member level in order to increase interest and potential
membership.

The Nominating Committee would welcome any suggestions the Metro Council may have with
regards to its work. , .



- 1998-1999
Annual Report

BUDGET/COUNCIL SUBCOMMITTEE

The Budget/Council Subcommittee was formed followmg the Annual Retreat of .
1997-98.
Except for the general guideline of the Subcommittee’s name, the detailed functions were -
left to be defined by the committee members, subject to the approval of the Steering
Committee.

The Sub-Committee’s membership consisted of Juanita Crawford, Jerry Penk,
chair, Nancy Rangalia, and Bob Wiggin in 1998-99.

The Sub-Committee’s first 1998-99 meeting (July 1, 1998) was with Craig
Prosser, Metro Financial Planning Manger. The process of the budget dévelopment and
the time-lines were discussed. The committee determined at this time that an important
part of its function would be to serve as the budget experts for the entire MCCL

The committee also took the lead in generating information for the next MCCI
budget request. A form for making special requests to be included in MCCT’s budget
were distributed to the several other sub-committees.

“The Sub-Committee met in October with Jennifer Sims, Administrative Services

- Director. Sioms informed the committee of the over-all structure of the budget and some
of the constraints that were expected in terms of revenue shortfalls. Penk emphasized the
need for the other sub-committees to submit special budget requests ASAP if they are to
be included in the budget request.

The Sub-Committee reviewed the MCCI budget request and recommended its
approval to the committee as a whole. Several scenarios with regard to both increases
and decreases in the funds available for the budget were discussed.

Juanita Crawford was assumed to have left both the Sub-Cofnmittee and MCC],
as she has not attended any meetings since the general election.

In January, the Sub-Committee began considering whether to couple evaluation
and performance measures with the budget analysis. Terri Ewing had presented
information on performance analysis, and the committee planned to invite Dennis
Strachota from REM who is reported to have considerable expertise in the practlce of
performance measurement.

The Sub-Committee did not meet in March. The work plan for the April meeting
was to brainstorm activities for evaluating citizen participation in depanmemd budget
hearings.



" In April, the Metro Council advanced a budget which reflected a 7 percent
decrease in spending. Because the cuts could be covered through personnel attrition,
there were no plans to make cuts in the MCCI budget.

At the April General Meeting of the MCCI, Penk made a brief presentation on the
_ sources of revenue and the expenses of Metro. He also reporterd that the budget
~ committee had been requested to take a role in examining the departmental budget
expendltures in support of citizen pamclpatlon

In May, Nancy Rangilia submitted her resignation from the Sub-Committee and -
from MCCI. She indicated a desire totake a more active role in her neighborhood
association. This reduced the Sub-Committee’s membership to Penk and Wiggin. It was
the Sub-Committee’s opinion that either more members would have to be assigned to
budget matters or the function of the Sub-Committee would have to be re-examined.

In June, the Sub-Committee developed a check list that could be used to identified
both over-head expenses and specific costs in departmental citizen participation
activities. The checklist was viewed to be only a starting point. It was further felt that the
checklist could be and would be modified by the departments as they employed it.

The Sub-Committee’s year could be summarized as there having been a run or
two, a couple of hits, and several errors.

For the Budget Sub-Commiittee,

Jerry Penk
7/5/1999



To; Metro

From; MCCI Growth Management Sub Committee Chair
16 June 1999

The two main dungs we have conéentrated on are Goal 5 and Affordable Housing. Goal Sisa
foderally mandated program and receives some money 10 help pay for public nput.

The sub-committee attended the second open house and reviewed it with gowth management '
departmeant head Sherry Oeser. We think that the Education portion of the meeting went well and helps to
enlighten the citizens to create the dialogue for the topic presented. The open houses cost moncy and we
feel that the Metro Council should not only reinstate the money cut from the GM budget but add some as
the planning for the future is Metro’s number one mission. ' :

We think that this first yér has went well foc the Growth Management sub committee and the

Department as we have gotten to know one snother and become better acquainted with the way things get
accomplished. ‘ o

We have tried to input our ideas and Sherry has been very reoepti\@ to most of the suggestions. Our
requests for more informatlon have been met and we have tried 10 come up with suggestions that can help
the Department and Metro accomplish their goals. o

The quarterly evening meetings are a great oppertunity for the Metro councillors and the citizens to get
together after the regular work day and taik about the issues that concem the citizens of that area. Italso
Jets the councillors see other areas of the region in a different light. We hardily endorse this program.

The committee medibers have attended and offered information to the citizenry at local meetings,
such as the land use workshops at Sunset, Tigard, and , Hillsboro.

The deadlines on Affordable Housing have not been as close as those for Goal 5 s0 we have not done
very much in that regard. We intend to do more as this new year comes about. '

The committee intends to keep reviewing the Growth Management Departments actions and helping
them wherever we can. - ‘

Sincerely

Kim A Vandehey



REPORT MCCI PARKS/ADMINISTRATION/Z0OO SUB-COMMITTEE

METRO COMMITTEE FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT
1998-99 ’ .

Bob Bothman, Chair

ﬁftez meeting with the Executive Officer and department Liaisons.
in June 1998, the Sub-Committee meet -separately with Pairks &
Gre§nspaces, Administration (Creative Services), and Zoo staff to
review their public¢ involvement, discuss the Metro Principles of
Citiz;n Involvement and Metto Public InvoIVement'Planning Guide,
and discuss the sub-committee expectations for public involvement.

Department staff completed and presented Project Public Involvement
Plan Forms for their projects.

The sub~committee felt the Zoou was involving the public adequately
in Zoo activities but did suggest a wider involvement to gain
support for the Zovo programs in the future. Particularly adjacent
neighborhuods should be involved with Zuo activities.

The sub-committee focused upon the Parks Department during the yea:
due to the major activities involving Parks including the Regional
Parks Master Plan and Blue Lake Master Plan. The sub-comnittee was
briefed regularly by Ron Klein. The sub-committee monitored the
Parks Maste: Plan Planning process and assisted with developing a
presentation and flow chart tou present the varied efforts connected
with the Natural Resource Protection Plan to the public. It took
some time for the sub-committee just to understand all the efforts
conhected with the plan.  The public will need good explanations
for sure.

The sub-committee reviewed the RFP for the consultant contract and
the process for developing the Blue Lake Master Plan public
involvement. Involvement of a tregional public: in addition to
adjacent neighbothoods was tecommended for this regional patk.

Early and continuous public involvement on a regional level was
continuously recommended to Parks staff.  Concern was expressed
that adequate funding for staff involvement with regional level
public involvement was nhot included in the Parks Program.

The sub-committee met jointly with the Growth Management Sub-
Commnittee to coordinate the work effort of these two Metro
Depattments working on Parks, Open Space and Growth issues (Goal 3
and Goal 5).

Ron Klein present the CPR concept to the sub-committee including
the workshop formats which members participated. Reduced budgets
did prevent pte-event mailings for the workshops tresulling in
participants not having an oppottunity to prepare for the
workshops. .

The large public involvement process in the fall qf 1999 yill be
very important as these efforts move to a region wide public.
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SUBCOMMITTEE APPROACH

Particularly since February, 1998, members of MCCI have sought ways of placing greater . .
emphasis upon evaluating, rather than simply encouraging, Metro’s efforts to involve citizens in it’s decision-
making processes. The subcommittee joined the rest of MCCI in this effort, and has begun to develop a
method designed to assist in it.

The subcommittee’s approach has been to synthesize the resources and tools available into a
method which will be useful in encouraging and evaluating the Transportation Department’s and REM’s citizen
involvement efforts. The approach includes:

(a) identifying all of the activities in which the respective Departments engage;
®) distinguishing between Departmental activities which are conducted simply in the
course of business and those which constitute, contribute to, or result in "actions and
policy decisions that significantly affect the public or alter public policy beyond the
normal course-of-business activity” (Metro Public Involvement Planning Guide, Sec-
tion 3);
© reaching agreement with the Departments as to which Department activities are
" subject to Section 3 of the Planning Guide; _
@ - requestmg timely Public Involvement Plans (PIPs) for those activities whlch are
described in Section 3 of the Planning Guide;
(e) monitoring the Departments to determine or assess:
i) the timely completion of PIPs;
it) the apparent adequacy of each PIP to achieve the purpose of in-
formed citizen involvement (analysis of the steps proposed);
o - i) the execution of the steps proposed in each PIP;
(h) making recommendations to the Departraents both with respect to the content (steps
: to be taken by the Departments) and to the implementation (execution) of the PIPs;
® making periodic subcomrmnittee reports which evaluate, by activity, the Departments’
citizen involvement efforts, and offering the Departments the opportunity to comment
upon the reports;
(h) encouraging the Departments to make their own evaluations of the effectiveness of
their efforts with respect to each appropriate actmty for inclusion in, among other
© places, the subcommittee’s annual report;
@@ compiling an annual report furnishing an evaluation of the Departments’ efforts, both
by activity and generally, during the course of the reporting period, and offering the
Departments the opportunity to comment.

Steps () through (c), immediately above, are intended to be accomplished primarily through
discussions with Metro Departments’ MCCI liaisons. As mmally proposed with respect to step (d):

(1) Subcommittee mémbers will select Depamncnt activities, or pamcular elements of them,
to monitor based upon the members’ expressions of personal interest in the subject matter;
(2) Each month, each subcommittee member will contact the Department’s MCCI liaison (or
other Metro staff, in coordination with the liaison) to inquire as to the activity, and particular-
ly as to the Department’s citizen involvement efforts with respect to it;

(3) Each month, the member will mdependently exert his best efforts to attend relevant
proceedings and to heed developments concerning the activity;

(4) Each subcommittee member will render a summary report to the subcommittee regarding -
citizen involvement efforts, if any, which the Department engaged in during the month
respecting the activity, or the particular sub-element of it;

(5) Where necessary or convenient, MCCI staff will assist in reducmg such monthly summa-
ries to writing, for inclusion into MCCI records;

(6) Monthly summaries will be combined to form interim, periodic reports to MCCI regard-
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ing the activity; ' :

(7) These periodic reports will be combined for purposes of completing the subcommittee’s
annual report to MCCIL; S '

(8) When a Department activity concludes, prior reports will be combined to assist in MCCI’s
evaluation of the Department’s efforts with respect to the activity;

(9) MCCI will employ the resources and tools it has at its disposal to analyze and assess
Metro’s citizen involvement efforts with respect to the activity.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS
1) Member recommendations cone;mirig citizen involvement efforts proposed by each
- Department. : _ o
e Member recommendations as to other or additional citizen involvement efforts of

_potential value.
3) Member attendance at Transportation/REM - related proceedings, and oral reports to
subcommittee concerning them. )
4) Communication to Department liaisons and Metro staff of community concerns.
5) - Written requests to both Departments for initial written activities lists asking that lists
> be updated each month (in order to ascertain when a particular activity has come to
an end; or when another has just come into being, with the purpose of allowing early
: citizen involvement from the earliest moment and at all "key decision points”).!
(6) Receipt of first written Transportation Department activities list.
) First draft of "action plan” outlining monitoring activity.
8) Discussion of "action -plan” at subcommittee meeting: initial selections by subcommit-
tee members of Department activities according to members personal interests.
©)] Establish members’ capacity o make written reports on regular basis with MCCI staff
assistance. .
(10) Receipt of second (updated) Transportation Department activities list.
(11)  Compilation and distribution of first ‘Department Activities and Subcommittee
Monitors’, matching members to activities of interest.
12) First set of written questions submitted to Transportation Department as part of
' monitoring approach.?
(13)  Receipt of first activities list from REM
(14)  First submission of written subcommittee reports to MCCI (March and April, 1999)
(15)  Initial subcommittee member report regarding previous month (Woodruff)
(16)  Receipt of written response from Transportation Department to written monitor
' questions (outlining specifically where citizen involvement influenced decisions in the
Priorities 2000 [MTIP] process): oral response to written questions concerning
Columbia River Channel Deepening, averring no Metro connection
(17)  Additional subcommittee member reports regarding previous month.

! In due course, cach department provided a beginning list for the subcommittee’s initial examination (but compare responses to request lettens).
The lists were taken from the Departments’ own work plans. Since opinions may vary as to whether any particular activity has policy implications, it was
ot expected that the initial lists farnished would preciscly mect the requests. Rather, it was the purpose of this exercise that, over time, give-and-take
between the Departments and the subcommittee would produce a realization upon the part of the Departments that certain activitics did have policy
implications (where none were seen before), or that the subcommittee would be persuaded that other activities which appeared to have policy implications
were in actuality "course-of-business” matters.

2 1t was anticipated that, in beginning the process, members would make oral inquirics so that the process would not be burdensome for members
and so that no significant amount of Metro staff time would be spent. :

The purpose of this nitial list of questions, submitted in writing, was to illustrate, to both subcommittee members and to the Departments,
the range which could be explored in the monitoring process. Simple questions could be asked about 2 project central to Metro’s concerns and already
idcntified as having a PIP (c.g, the RTP). Ot difficult questions could be asked about a regional development apparently remote from Metro's purview
(¢ Columbia River Channel Deepening). The point sought to be made was that members ought to feel free to ask questions freely upon topics of
interest to them and which they belicved might affect Metro at some juncture, and even upon matters which Metro had not specifically announced
be of direct interest to Metro. .
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LIMITATIONS AND UNCERTAINTIES

(1) The Transportation/REM Subcommittee was created in April, 1998. A general
subcommittee workplan was furnished to the subcommittee in June, 1998. The subcommittee workplan was to
correspond to Metro Department workplans. Department workplans to be reviewed by the subcommittee were
not available to the subcommittee through much of the period covered by this report. The subcommittee
acknowledges that the unavailability of firm Department workplans was due, in the case of each Department, to
the uncertainties each faced with respect to the continuation or discontinuation of major Department activities
in existence, and with respect to announced, but unquantified, funding limitations.

(2) During the reporting period, MCCI and the subcommittee have both experienced a lack
of full membership. Limited membership, combined with attrition through resignation, irregularity of
membership attendance-due to participation in other citizen groups, and health problems of subcommittee
members have delayed subcommittee undertakings.

(3) Unanimity may not exist as to the value of the "monitoring” process among subcommmee
members. Further, the time commitments required of individual members for successful lmplementanon may
be insupportable. Concern exists that the monitoring process may be too ambmous a venture in a voluntary

"organization of limited membership and resources.

4 Unfamxhanty with the subcommittee approach may cause hesitancy on the part of
members to engage fully in it.

(5) Metro liaisons may be hesitant to embrace the subcommittee approach, partly due to its
novelty and partly due to concerns about its unknown future demands upon the time of Metro staff.

(6) The approach is not common to all MCCI subcommittees, nor are methods of reporting
uniform. While the latter aspect of the approach was chosen for the purpose of freeing individual members to
pursue topics of interest to them at their own pace, the lack of guidelines may prove to be a hindrance, instead.



MCCI Transportation/Regional Environmental Management Subcommittee

June 16. 1999 Page 4

Annual rt_to MCCI (1998-1999) .

TIMELINE

February, 1998

April, 1998

June, 1998 -

July —
September, 1998

December, 1998

February, 1999

March, 1999

April, 1999
May, 1999

June, 1999

Previous subcommittee sfructure'(Nominating, Advisory, PIP, Development)

Kennedy School Retreat: " A re-organization of the committee structure was allowed to
occur in a voluntary, free-form exercise, clearly evidencing the inclination of committee
members to structure themselves so as to be able to examine and evaluate Metro’s citizen
involvement activities. This exercise resulted in the formation of committees named
Evaluation, Communicétions, Budget and . Initial workplan formulation began.

Restructuring of cominittees at suggestion of MCCI Chair, Metro Executive Officer into
current structure (Transp/REM: Growth Management/Parks-Greenspaces/Budget-
Council): approval of restructuring by full MCCI.

New MCCI ‘workplan/calendar’ to fit April restructuring:
Subcommittee workplans to correspond to respective department workplans:
Rely on Department work plans, forwarding of tentative work plans to subcommittees

Metro Department work plans not yet complete (July):
General presentations by departments to subcommittee:
Initial presentations of partial Department workplans

New co-chairs appointed to replace departed subcommittee chair

Written request to Departments for Departments’ "activities lists"™
MCCI Retreat :

First written subcommittee report to MCCI:

Second written request to REM for "activities list™

Transportation Department furnishes first written activities list:

Draft of "action plan” regarding subcommittee monitors mailed to members for April
discussion "

Transportation Department furnishes updated (2d) activities list and ‘Regional Transpor-
tation Communications timeline/plan’:

Second written subcommittee report to MCCL:

Subcommittee discussion of monitors list: initial choices of projects to monitor

REM provides chart outlining "activities list™ oral presentation explaining chart:
Production of written proposed "monitors list" :

First submission of written questions to Transportation Department:

First monitors’s reports (Woodruff) .

Resubmission of written questions to Transportation Department:
Transportation Department provides written answers to May question regarding citizen - -
involvement influence upon MTIP process: oral response to May questions relating to
Columbia River Channel Deepening by stating Metro has no participation in or connec-
tion to this matter whatsoever: '
Second set of monitor’s reports (Woodruff, Sherwood):

Annual report to MCCI
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Department _Activities and Subcommittee Monitors

TRANSPORTATION
Activity
'Regional Transportation Plan

(a) as impacting water
®) lxght-rml transit
i. N/S (and Interstate Avenue MAX)
-"listening posts” element
ii. Clackamas extension/service
iii.Portland Airport light-rail
iv. Gatcway/Opportumty Gateway
(c) Bus service
i. regional rapid bus
ii. frequent bus
ifi.primary bus
iv. Tri-Met’s Transit Choices for
Livability
v. Improved Local Transit
(d) Transportation Demand Management
i. generally
ii. telecommuting
(e) analysis of Department PIP
(f) freight mobility (and ‘Transportation 2000’)
(g) planning
i. generally
ii. 2040 goals
iii.OPB Pilot
iv. impacts of Strategic Investment Plans
(h) RTP/MTIP process (2004-2008)

Transportation Improvement Plan
(a) hearings process
(b) specific TIP projects
(reserved, pending final selection
of projects by Council/JPACT: members
to express interest following selection)
(c) local plan coordination
(reserved, pending final selection
of projects by Council/JPACT: members
to express interest following selection)
(d) analysis of Department PIP
(e) as affecting water quality/sources
(f) RTP/MTIP process (2004—2008)

South Willamette River Crossmg Study
(a) generally
(b) analysis of Department PIP

Traffic Relief Options Study
(a) express (HOV) lanes
(b) congestion pricing
(c) Washington County commuter rail/
high capacity transit
(d) analysis of Department PIP
(e) anticipated developments (2004-2008)

North/North Light Rail

May S, 1999

Subcommittee Monitor PIP Required?

. Phil Dreyer

. Stan Lewis

Ray Sherwood
Larry Bissett
Larry Bissett
Aleta Woodruff

Bob Pung
Bob Pung
Bob Pung

Bob Pung
Bob Pung

Larry Bissett
Bob Pung
Stan Lewis
Ray Sherwood

Ray Sherwood

- Ray Sherwood

Stan Lewis
Don MacGillivray
as listed above

Ray Sherwood

Stan Lewis
Phil Dreyer
as listed above

Dan Small
Stan Lewis

Larry Bissett
Don MacGillivray
Dan Small

Stan Lewis

as listed above

Stan Lewis

PIP Stats
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Depantment_Activities_and Subcommittee Monitors

Activity

e

I-5 Trade Corridor Study

(a) generally

(b) analysis of Department PIP

(¢) I-5 Corridor
i. related elements :
ii.(problem analysis/non-transportation

solutions)

ifi.sub-phases ) .
iv."blue ribbon" advisory committee

Highway 217 Corridor Study
(a) generally
(b) as affecting water
(c) I-S/Highway 217 interchange/related
(d) analysis of Department PIP
(e) 217 Corridor
i. growth impacts
ii. problem analysis/non-transportation
‘ solutions ‘
iii.related elements
iv. sub-phases

Commercial Transpoftation Study
(a) generally ]
{(b) analysis of Department PIP

%

TIP projects

(a) Transit Oriented Design (TOD) projects -

(b) as affecting water quality/sources
Local Plan Coordinafion
Alternative Mode Implementation
Regional Freight Program
Commuter Rail
Schools Program/Education/MILT '
Commercial Transportation Study

seee

Metro Advisory Committees
(a) nominating process
(b) selection process

(c) citizen member effectiveness

LEX ]

May 5, 1999 Page 2

Subcommittee Monitor

PIP Required?

Ray Sherwood
Stan Lewis

TBD

Don MacGillivray
TBD

- Ray Sherwood

Dan Small
Phil Dreyer |
Aleta Woodruff
Stan Lewis

Don MacGillivray
Don MacGillivray

TBD
TBD

Ray Sherwood
Stan Lewis

Don MacGillivray
Phil Dreyer

Don MacGillivray
Ray Sherwood

Dan Small

Stan Lewis

Ray Sherwood

Aleta Woodruff -
Larry Bissett
Stan Lewis’

Stan Lewis

Larry Bissett

PIP Stahs
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Department_Activities and_Subcommittee Monitors

Activity

WRPAC - Metro Transportation/REM
citizen involvement impacts/issues-

Metro notices, announcements, communications,
mailings, etc. relating to monitored activities:

communications team activities

Updated Department Activities List
(monthly)

Budget Constraints/citizen involvement
budgeting

Partner’s Forum

Subcommittee Monitor

Phil Dreyer

Aleta Woodruff
MCCI Staff .

MCCI Staff
MCCI Budget subcommittee

Kay Durtschi (MCCI Chair)

Page 3

PIP Required? PIP Stats
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Repgional Environmental Management (REM)

Activity

Service Provision Plan
(Regional Transfer Stations Project)

Waste Reduction Project . :
(Waste Prevention Campaign)

Education Projects

Updated Department Activities List
(monthly)

Contracts
Regulation/regulatory matters

Budget Constraints/citizen involvement
budgeting

. Others (TBD upon receipt of activities list)

Subcommittee Monitbr
Dan Small

Aleta Woodruff

-, Stan Lewis

MCCI Staff

Aleta Woodruff

MCCI Budget subcommittee

TBD

PIP Required? PIP Statis
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TRANSPORTATION/REM_Subcommittee

Larry Bissett (239-7994, [w] 239-7450]): Phil Dreyer (231-8587): Kay Durtschi [MCCI Chair] (244-9467):
Stan Lewis (224-6502): Don MacGillivray (234-6354): Bob Pung (491-9600): Ray Sherwood (282-1345):
Dan Small (771-7368, [w] 401-4099): Aleta Woodruff (252-8564) Staff: Karen Withrow (797-1539)

Metro Transportation Department

MCCI Liaison Gina Whitehill-Baziuk (797-1746): Pamela Peck (797-1866): Marci LaBerge (797-1894):
Marilyn Matteson (797-1745): Susan Finch (797-1872): Jeanna Cernazanu (797-1865)

Initial inquiries in the monitoring process to be directed to Gina Whitehill-Baziuk, with possible subsequent
reference to others, as identified in the April 7, 1999 Transportation studies and projects update.

To reach the following, dial 797- (and the oorrwpond.ing number):

Activity Project Manager Public Involvement Contact
RTP : Tom Kloster (1832) P. Peck
Transportation Improvement ‘

- Plan ' Terry Whisler (1747) P. Peck
S. Willamette River Crossing Chris Deffebach (1921) M. LaRerge
Traffic Relief Options Bridget Wieghart (1775) M. LaBerge
S/N Light Rail - * o G. Whitehill-Baziuk
1-5 Trade Corridor Study Chris Deffebach (1921) G. Whitehill-Baziuk
Highway 217 Corridor Study Bridget Wieghart (1775) M. LaBerge
Commercial Transportation ' : : '

Study Chris Deffebach (1921) G. Whitehill-Baziuk

1. This proposed monitor roster is based upon past expressions of interest by subcommittee members in particular
areas as disclosed by inquiry and by comments made in subcommittee and MCCI meetings. Members are not being
*assigned" to any activity, and may offer corrections to the roster. Trades may be arranged. Members may identify
other or additional Department activities they would like to monitor. .

2. This roster attempts to associate known Department activities with the "studies and projects” lists furnished by
the Departments (initially, from Transportation’s written list, and REM’s oral presentations) as a starting point.
The result is an imperfect match, since the Departments’ and the subcommittee’s views of whether citizen
involvement is called for with respect to a particular activity may not correspond precisely. ‘

" 3. One of the purposes of the monitoring project is to clarify, for both the Departments and for MCCI, which
activities ought properly to be viewed as involving "actions and policy decisions that significantly affect the public
or alter public policy beyond the normal course-of-business activity”, as referred to in Metro’s adopted Public
Involvement Planning Guide and which, therefore, do require citizen involvement as a matter of Metro’s own
principles. Accordingly, activities may be listed in the roster which may or may not be by identifiable through a
strict interpretation of external requirements (e.g., ISTEA or TEA-21 citizen involvement components as conditions
for federal funding), although the degree-of citizen involvement actually achieved may have some pertinence to the
latter.

4. Each month, monitors will contact the appropriate Department to ascertain what citizen involvement activities,
if any, have been conducted with respect to each listed Departmental activity. Monitors will report these citizen
involvement activities to the subcommittee (MCCI Staff will assist in transcription of oral reports from monitors
if necessary). Itisintended that monthly reports will be aggregated and summarized to furnish the subcommittee’s
portion of MCCI’s annual report on citizen involvement to the Metro Council. It would be helpful, therefore, if
monitors would frame their reports, insofar as possible, to fit into the outlines of MCCI’s annual work plan, so that
the Transportation/REM -subcommittee’s report will be consistent with those of other MCCI subcommittees.

5. Monitors are encouraged to be acquainted with Metro’s Public Involvement Planning Guide as they make their
inquiries of the Departments, as Departments are charged with the responsibilities appearing there.

6. Monitors will, over time, assess and report whether any particular Departmental activity ought to viewed as
affecting the public or public policy (see #3, above) and whether citizen involvement, therefore, is called for with
respect to it; and whether the Department is providing for it (particularly at any ‘key decision point’ [see PIPG]).



Transportation/REM Subcommittee Report to MCCI March 17, 1999

Generally:

. (1) We asked each department to furnish the subcommittee with a list of department activities, divided
into three categories (derived from the language of the Public Involvement Plan Guide developed by MCCI):
(a) (Department) actions and policy decisions that significantly affect the public or alter public
policy beyond the normal course-of-business activity;
(b) Normal course-of-business activity .
(c) Actions and decisions about which uncertainty may exist in the Department as to their
significance in affecting the public or altering public policy.

Transgoi-tation provided a list divided into the following three categories:
(2) studies and projects with existing public involvement plans
(b) new studies and projects - public involvement plans to be determined

(c) (other) studies and projects - where there is no PI component or Metro makes no decision
and holds only a support role

- We wxll be comparing the lists to see to what degree the Department’s list responds satisfactorily to our request,
but we were favorably impressed by the promptness of the initial effort.

- Transportation said they would furnish an updated list each month. These lists may not change enormously from
month to month, but they will show both current activities and (1) activities that come on to the list at any
particular time, and (2) activities that drop off the list, and when they do. For ‘example, the Regional
Transportation Plan and the Transportation Improvement Plan projects are coming to an end, as is the .S.
Willamette River crossing study. But new projects, such as the important I:5 Trade Corridor and Highway 217
Corridor studies would be revealed as they emerged. Whether or not even this sort of a list will truly disclose
Department directions in a truly timely may be a matter of debate, but we feel that Transportation’s efforts are a
step in the right direction.
- Addmonally, Transportation said that they could furnish a skmny PIP for covered prolects as they are bemg
eveloped, with a final PIP when each project is fully formed. The Department notes that it drafts its plans to meet
the requirements and goals of the Department, with very complicated work plans that are created subsequently.
These vary during the course of further work. Suiting the descnptlon of a project to a target audience (i.e., to a

citizen involvement perspective) is difficult, and translation is required. Still, "skinny" periodic PIPs could outline
Department plans at any particular moment.

REM was not present at the last subcommittee meeting.

(2) We will be kicking around the idea of having subcommittee members (and other MCCI members who
may be interested) choose particular elements of projects or activities to "monitor”, to see whether principles of
citizen involvement are being observed. The monitor would make a brief written report each month, and all the
reports would be aggregated together -at the end of the year to provide the subcommittee’s portion of MCCI’s
report on Metro’s citizen involvement practices. The "elements” or projects reported on may range from the very
broad (such as commenting on citizen involvement in the Priorities 2000 Project) to the very narrow (such as
inquiring of citizen members of the advisory committees as to whether they feel their partlcnpatxon is having some
actual effect so that citizens’ views are taken seriously, or whether their expressions of opinion do not seem to carry
appropriate weight in committee deliberations).

(3) Budget: Work sessions on department budgéts are scheduled on March 24 (for transportatlon
planning) and April 14 (for REM). We will be able to get a prospective look at what the departments plan in the
- way of expenditures for citizen involvement as the budgets are settled. We may be able to obtain some idea of the
importance the departments attach to citizen involvement activities by seeing the percentage of thetr budgets they
intend to devote to citizen involvement activities.



Recognizing that there is a certain diffusion of expenditures among departments, and that there
is a general "communications group” overlapping departments at Metro, so that precise department expenditures
may not always be identifiable prospectively, we have been talking to our MCCI budget subcommittee to see
whether they can monitor the departments and furnish current expenditure reports periodically and, more
importantly, to review department expenditures at the end of the year retrospectively, to see what actually was spent
on citizen involvement activities. We believe this information would give us great insight both as to (1) actual
activities carried out, (2) the importance of citizen involvement to the departments as measured by the percentage
of their budgets which they devote to citizen involvement. Determination of the actual amounts spent at the end
of the year would also furnish MCCI with a tool in deciding whether a "reasonable” effort had gone into citizen
involvement, considering all factors - including budgetary restraints. In making our yearly report, we would have

some hard facts to point to in supporting whatever conclusions we reach about the adequacy of Metro’s citizen
involvement activities.

Respecting substantive activities
Transportation

Priorities 2000 is active. The department is trying to decide between hosts of projects submitted by the
various jurisdictions competing for a limited amount of funding. Lists of the projects are available, and at least two
.public meetings will have (Feb. 23 and tonight, March 17) been held in which citizens (or special interests) could
speak openly in support of or in opposition to proposed expenditures. Close of public comment is March 22.
Additionally, public hearings have been scheduled by the Metro Council and JPACT on April 6 and May 4 (where
additional comments may be made formally). ‘ -

As other committees will be aware, we do not exist in a static environment. It would seem as though
recent developments with respect to the Endangered Species Act and potential superfund listings (and other events)
may have impacts on regional development. These, in turn, may significantly affect plans for transportation
facilities; improvements or funding directed to serve them. Roads tend to follow rivers and streams, and it may
well be that their protection may knock some ‘long hoped-for (or at least expected) projects into a cocked hat.

We'll report on other Transportation activities, including the I-5 Corridor study and the Highway 217
‘Corridor study as more information becomes available. ' :

 REM

~ REM's principal worry, at last report, was whether two additional transfer stations are warranted. Haulers
want them to reduce travel cost and wait times. However, current stations satisfy capacity requirements, and Metro
policy as written discourages construction of additional transfer stations. REM is supposed to be in the process
of producing a PIP covering this project. Our understanding is that they are currently contacting jurisdictions.

"stakeholders” and others in an opinion survey, but we haven’t sufficient information on these efforts to provide
more now.’ ‘ ’

A thought which might enter a citizen’s mind upon this subject, however, is that the greatest amount of

Metro’s gencrai fund is derived from transfer station revenues. Revenues from two additional stations might be

attractive quite independent of the need for the stations themselves. Again, since we are without sufficient
" information concerning this matter at this time, we will await further Department reports.



Transportation/REM Subcommittee Report to MCCI April 21, 1999

- Generally:

(1) In February, we asked each department to furnish the subcommittee with a list of department
activities, divided into three categories (derived from the language of the Public Involvement Plan Guide developed
by MCCI): _

(2) (Department) actions and policy decisions that significantly affect the public or alter public
policy beyond the normal course-of-business activity; :

(b) Normal course-of-business activity

(c) Actions and decisions about which uncertainty may exist in the Department as to their
significance in affecting the public or altering public policy.

In March, Transgoriation provided a list divided into the following three categories:
(a) studies and projects with existing public involvement plans
(b) new studies and projects - public involvement plans to be determined -

(¢) (other) studies and projects - where there is no PI component or Metro makes no decision
and holds only a support role

- We will be comparing the lists to see to what.degree the Department’s list responds satisfactorily to our request,
but we were favorably impressed by the promptness of the initial effort.

In April, Transportation provided an updated list.

In Apnl REM agreed to compile a list of activities, and indicated it will work to provide the subcommittee
with something in  the near future.

(2) We have made an initial, loose assignment of subcommittee members to monitor particular activities
of the two Departments, with members being able to select the activities they wish to watch. We will need to
review the entire list of Departmental activities to make sure we are not missing something of great importance to
MCC], and fill the gaps if necessary. We are inviting other members of MCCI to participate in the monitoring
activities. If anyone has a particular interest in any activity of Transportation or REM, and wishes to follow it
along, we’d be happy to have your help. -

Subcommittee members are working up a series of questions to be answered each month relating to citizen
involvement in Department activities. We have not established a uniform list of questions, leaving it to
subcommittee members to ask the questions which they believe to be the most important in the initial stage of the

"monitoring” process. We expect to benefit from this approach as we learn what types of questions other members
of the subcommittee would pose to the Departments. Thereafter, we may be able to develop an adequate,
comprehensive list for easy use and uniform application. ‘

In keeping with the approach being developed in the Budget subcommittee (and as evidenced from the
minutes of the Growth Management subcommittee, we expect to develop questions relating to what is spent in
terms of money upon citizen involvement as a component of each activity. We also believe it would be a good idea

to develop questions relating to the amount of time spent by staff as another indication of the 1mportancc attached
to citizen involvement.

It would appear that the "monitoring” approach will furnish an adequate method to help satisfy the
requirements of MCCI's Work Plan for the year. The monitoring process seems to match some of the goals
enunciated in the Work Plan.



Respecting_substantive activities
Transportation

Priorities 2000 is active. The department is trying to decide between hosts of projects submitted by the
various jurisdictions competing for a limited amount of funding. A final public hearing (Council/JPACT) is
scheduled for May 4, 1999. Extensive written materials are available for review.

We'll report on other Transportation activities, including the I-5 Corridor study and the Highway 217
‘Corridor study as more information becomes available.

REM

REM’s principal worry, at last report, was whether two additional transfer stations are warranted. Haulers
want them to reduce travel cost and wait times. However, current stations satisfy capacity requirements, and Metro
policy as written discourages construction of additional transfer stations.



Transportation/REM Subcommiftee Report to MCCI June 16, 1999

Generally:

(1) The subcommittee prepared and submitted its annual report (on June 16). The report reflected
the subcommittee’s efforts over the past year to identify a method which is useful in evaluating Metro’s citizen
involvement activities, in addition simply to encouraging them. The report described the subcommittee’s
approach in outline form, as follows:

(a) - identifying all of the activities in which the respective Departments engage;

(b)  distinguishing between Departmental activities which are conducted simply in the
course .of business and those which. constitute, contribute to, or result in "actions and
. policy decisions that significantly affect the public or alter public policy beyond the
normal course-of-business activity" (Metro Public Involvement Planning Guide, Sec-
tion 3); .

(© reaching agreement with the Departments as to which Department activities are
subject to Section 3 of the Planning Guide;

(d) requesting timely Public Involvement Plans (PIPs) for those activities which are
described in Section 3 of the Planning Guide;

(e monitoring the Departments to determine or assess:
i) the timely completion of PIPs;
if) the apparent adequacy of each PIP to achieve the purpose of in-
formed citizen involvement- (analysis of the steps proposed);
iii) the execution of the steps proposed in cach PIF;

(h) making recommendations to the Departments both with respect to the content (steps
. to be taken by the Departments) and to the implementation (execution) of the PIPs;

(® making periodic subcommittee reports which evaluate, by activity, the Departments’
citizen involvement efforts, and offering the Departments the opportumty to comment
upon the reports;

(h) encouraging the Departments to make their own evaluations of the effectiveness of
their efforts with respect to each appropriate activity for inclusion in, among other
places, the subcommittee’s annual report; -

@) compiling an annual report furnishing an evaluation of the Depa.rtments efforts, both
by activity and generally, -during the course of the reporting period, and offenng the

- Departments the opportunity to comment.

(2) REM furnished a chart which lxsted its departmental activities. Although the chart itself
is in somewhat cryptic a form, the Department liaison provided an explanation of its clements at the June
subcommittee meeting. It appears that the chart will offer a good starting point for the subcommittee in
moving through steps (a) through (d) of the subcommittee’s "monitoring” approach, which is described above.
The Transportation Department had previously provided an activities list (in March), and also an updated list
(in May) as per the subcommittee’s continuing request for.updated monthly departmental activities lists,
although an updated list was not provided in June. It would appear that the subcommittee has been successful,
then, in beginning the process which it hopes to accomplish through its adopted approach.

(3) Of particular note is that the Transportation Department, in response to written questions
submitted in May regarding Priorities 2000 (or MTIP [Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program], an
activity by the Metro Council and JPACT determine how available state and federal transportation funds are to
be distributed in the region), provided a written summary of how citizen involvement had influenced decisions
about which local projects should be funded and which should not. Summaries of this sort ought to be very
helpful to the subcommittee if provided with respect to other activities, and the subcommittee will continue to
ask for them. They should be useful during the evaluation efforts of both steps (e) iii and (h) of the
subcommittee’s monitoring approach. The fact that Transportation responded in this way is very encouraging.
Additionally, Transportation responded orally to another set of questions concerning the Columbia River
Channel deepening project, denying any Metro interest or participation in this area. Although it would seem




that both Metro’s growth management and transpdftaﬁon policies would eventually be impacted by this
undertaking, Metro is taking no current steps with respect to it, according to the Transportation Department.

Particular _items of interest:

(1) REM

(a) As may be noted from the MCCI regular meeting packet for June, a public process is now underway to
determine how nearly $70 million ought to be spent by Metro.  The funds arise from the renegotiation
of contracts with Waste Management and STS. A schedule has been released outlining the process,
which includes public hearings. The potential use of the funds does not appear to be limited to solid
waste disposal purposes. Other interest groups have made pitches for its use in other Metro projects

and programs, such as urban-reserve planning, green-space acquisition, and cnoouragmg particular
kinds of private enterprise.

®) The Department is undertaking activities to determine the need for additional regional transfer
stations, apparently at the suggestion of haulers and potcntml operators of such stations. Public
involvement at this stage appears to consist of surveying "stakeholders”. It should be noted that the
suggestion has been made that privatization might te an option for solid waste disposal. It would

appear that this would constitute such a major change in policy direction that a PIP is merited, and full
carly citizen participation warranted.

(© REM has oénducted a survey of citizens in the region, in part asking about Metro’s purposes and what
citizens feel Metro ought to be doing in certain areas. The results of the survey may be of some
interest to MCCI members, although the survey did not cover a broad range of topics.

(2) Transportation

()  The MTIP process for the current period is practically complete. What is of interest now to MCCI
members (other than keeping an eye out to insure proper implementation of the current process - i.e.,
the proper use of the allocated funds), is tiiat the process for the next cycle (2004-2007) will be starting .
at the local level nght away. Metro’s Local Public Involvement Policy (July, 1995) applies to the local

* processes. Since this is the best opportunity for early public mvolvement, MCCI should use its best
efforts to make the public aware of this.

®) The Highway 217 project is in its "study” phase. Since studies are conducted in order to identify
problems and propose initial solutions, they can involved "key decision points" for purposes of citizen
involvement, since they tend to shape subsequent discussions. The subcommittee encourages MCCI to
be alert to the importance and implications of "studies” and "surveys”, and to consider methods which
will allow citizens to play significant roles at these early stages of what turn out to be Metro projects

and activities. The Transportation Department’s most recent activities list mdxmtts only that public
~ involvement plans are "TBD", to be determined.

© The I-5 Trade Corridor Study involves a prom which is underway and is referred to as the ‘Port-
land/Vancouver I-5 Trade Corridor Freight Feasibility and Needs Assessment’ process. Sound appetiz-
ing? A "policy committee” has appointed a "léadership committee” to study freight movement and
problems in the Portland-Vancouver arca. Attendance at a "leadership committee” meeting at ODOT
on June 3 suggests that solutions to problems perceived by the trucking and rail industries may include
"a big fix" - essentially a new or reconstructed I-5 bridge to Vancouver and major changes in the
Columbia railroad bridge. Commuter rail, light-rail and river channel deepening all figure into the
over-all picture, with potential impacts on Metro growth management and transportation planning and
subsequent projects. Metro provides a member of the leadership committee’s Technical Advisory
Committee. The Oregonian has described the leadership committee as being a "business and civic -
committee”. The "policy committee” is apparently comprised of ODOT and WDOT, although it is not
fully apparent who the prime movers are at this point. -



Date: April 7, 1999

To: MCCI Transportation Sub-committee members
From: Gina Whitehill-Baziuk 4

Re: Monthly studies and projects PI update

- Contacts and Codes:
GWB . Gina Whitehill-Baziuk 797-1746 // whitehillg@metro.dst.or.us

PP Pamela Peck 797-1866 // peckn@metro.dst.or.us
MLB Marci LaBerge 797-1894 // labergem@metro.dst.or.us
MM Marilyn Matteson 797-1745 // mattesonm@metro.dst.or.us
SF Susan Finch . 797-1872 // finchs@metro.dst.or.us

JC ~ Jeanna Cernazanu 797-1865 // cernazanuj@metro.dst.or.us

Studies and Projects listed i.n the Unified Work Program:

PI Contact Project Manager
Studies and Projects with PI Plans :
Regional Transportation Plan PP Tom Kloster x 1832
Transportation Improvement Plan PP . Terry Whisler x 1747
South Willamette River Crossing Study MLB Chris Deffebach ~  x 1921
Traffic Relief Options Study ©  MLB Bridget Wieghart x 1775
South/North Light Rail . GWB =
New Studies and Projects — PI Plans TBD )
I-5 Trade Corridor Study _ GWB Chris Deffebach ~ x 1921
Highway 217 Corridor Study "= ---.-- - MLB Bridget Wieghart = x 1775
Commercial Transportation Study GWB . Chris Deffebach x 1921

Other Studies and Projects w/no PI component
TIP local projects '

Local Plan Coordination

Alternative Mode Implementation

Regional Freight Program

Commuter Rail

Schools Program
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MCCI (Transportation/REM subcommittee) questions concerning endorsement by "the
region” of Columbia River Channel Deepening
Submitted to the Metro thansmrtation Department - May S, 1999

What public hearings have occurred at Metro respecting dredging of the Columbia River (as
proposed in legislation currently before Congress?

What, if any, other forms of public involvement have occurred at Metro with respect to this
matter? : :

What public hearings have occurred (in any venue) respecting dredging of the Columbia?

The Portland Mcfropolitan Area Federal Transportation Position Paper (2/2/99) states, with
respect to Columbia River channel deepening:

"The region endorses the request for a ‘Contingent Commitment’ for the channel deepening
project in the Water Resources Development Act which is scheduled for reauthorization. This
‘Contingent Commitment’ authority is provided by Congress subject to satisfactory compliance with
environmental regulations. The Columbia River Channel project is now in the DEIS comment
period (until February 7) and the federal record of decision is expected by August. A contingent
authorization from Congress is requested for inclusion in this bill. The estimated cost is $192.9

million, of which 50 percent will be sought from the Federal Government.”
Please describe the formal steps taken by which "the region" endorsed this request.
Please describe the citizen involvement component(s) which went into these formal steps.

Has Metro taken any official action endorsing the channel deepening project in the Water
Resources Development Act? - ‘

Please identify the Resolution or method by which such action was taken.

What formal citizen involvement preceded Metro’s endorsement of the channel deepening
project?

What participation did Metro undertake during the DEIS comment period?
What citizen involvement activities did Metro undertake during the DEIS comment period? ‘

What action has Metro taken, and what action does Metro contemplaté taking, during the
period prior to the federal record of decision in August, 1999, respecting this matter?

What plans does Metro have for citizen involvement with respect to these actions?
As a threshold policy matter, what citizen involvement is contemplated for the process of
deciding whether "the region" should seek federal funding for a channel deepening project,

or whether it should not?

What role might Metro have in seeking federal funding for a channel deepening project?



What citizen involvement is contemplated in determining whether Metro should undertake
such a role?

What role might Metro have in the receipt, allocation or distribution of federal funds in
connection to a channel deepening project? :

What citizen involvement is contemplated by Metro relative to this role?

If fifty percent of the estimated cost of the channel deepening project is sought from the
federal government, what is the anticipated source of the remaining fifty percent?

What role would Metro expect to have in identifying and obtaining non-federal funding for a
channel-deepening project? .

What citizen involvement is contemplated by Metro relative to this role?

Is it antlcxpated that, if accomplished, the deepenmg of the Columbia River Channel may
have significant impacts upon the growth of the Metro region and, if so, upon Metro’s
actions and policy decisions affecting growth management?

Is it antmpated that, if accomphshed the deepemng of the Columbla River Channel may
have significant impacts upon Metro’s current and future actlons and-policy decisions
relating to reglonal transportation needs? :

If the answer to either or both of the preceding questions is "yes", what citizen 1nvolvcment
is contemplated by Metro at this ‘key decision pomt’1 (a) as it affects Metro and Metro’s
actions and policy decisions relative to supporting or opposing deepening of the Columbia
River Channel, and (b) considering and influencing any Metro "actions and policy decisions

that sngmficantly affect the public or alter public policy beyond the normal cnursc-of business
activity" 2 in these areas?

What citizen involvement is contemplated by Metro at the Metro level insofar as deepening
of the Columbia River Channel is being considered as part of the ‘Portland/Vancouver I-5
Trade Corridor Freight Feasibility and Needs Assessment’ process, in which Metro is a
participant? (Please see, also, a separate series of questlons submitted under this heading.)

What decisions have been made with respect to channel deepening in the last thirty days?
What are the operative assumptions concerning such deepemng which currently affect Metro
actions and policy decisions? Have these decisions or assumptlons been influenced by
citizen involvement activities and, if so, how?

What citizen involvement activities relating to channel deepening have been conducted by
Metro in the past thirty days?

1 Metro Public Involvement Planning Guide, Section 3

2 hid.



MCCI (Transportation/REM subcommittee) questions concerning the Regional Trans-
portation Plan (RTP) [re: light-rail "listening posts", freight mobility, planning], and
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Plan (MTIP)

Submitted to the Metro Transportation Department - May 5, 1999

RTP (Regional Transportation Plan)‘

Does this activity involve actions or decisions that significantly affect the public or alter
public policy beyond the normal course-of-business?

Does this activity have a Public Involvement Plan?

With respect to this activity, were any- ‘key decision points’ (see Metro Public Involve-
ment Planning Guide) reached in April, 1999?

What decisions were made?
What citizen involvement activities were conductcd in April 19997

How did citizen mvolvemcnt at the Metro level influence any decisions which were

. made?

Metro Listening Posts

(a) Please summarize the gene31s of (reasons for) this act1v1ty, and how it was
conducted.
(b) Please summarize the tenor of comments received from citizens.

(c) A mailing from the City of Portland announcing a series of Interstate MAX Open
Houses reads: : ‘ :

"Why a new light rail proposal? After voters turned down property tax support for light rail last
November, Metro held a series of listening post meetings asking citizens how to proceed with
transportation plans for the South/North corridor. Community and business leaders asked whether a
route could be built with no property tax support, no displacements and serve the Expo Center."

Was the specific inquiry made by "community and business leaders" actually raised
at any of the listening post meetings?

Who are the specific "community and business leaders" who made the inquiry?
Did any of them attend the listening post meetings?

Did comments received from other citizens at the listening post meetings demon-
strate consensus on the matter, or did they differ from this specific inquiry in any
significant ways?

(d) Are the ‘Open Houses’ Metro or Tri-Met (or City of Portland) activities?

(e) What further public involvement will be conducted by Metro in this matter?



" MTIP_ (Metropolitan Transgortation lmprovément Plan) ‘Priorities 2000’
Does this activity involve actions or decisions that significantly affect the public?

Does this activity have a Pubiic Involvement Plan?

With respect to this activity, were any ‘key decision points’ (sec Metro Public Involve-
ment Planning Guldc) rcached in April, 1999?

What decisions were made? _
What citizen involvement activities were conducted in April 1999?

How did citizen involvement at the Metro level mﬂucnce any decisions which were
made? If earlier citizen involvement played :a role, reference to this may be made as well
(including a description of the compilation of ‘Priorities 2000 Projects: Blended Technical

and Administrative Project Rankings’, and references to public support and comments
therein). .

What citizen involvement activities were conducted (in April, 1999 or previously)

to establish that public support existed (as indicated in these ‘Blended...Rankings’) for
the several Transit Improvement Projects, specifically for Washington County Commuter
Rail (WTrl) and for Light-Rail to the Portland Airport (RTr1)?

Metro had established a ‘Priorities 2000 Cut List’ (150% Cut List) for the funding of

- proposed transportation projects by the beginning of April, 1999. In April, a proposed
100% funding recommendation was compiled. In what specific way or ways did public
involvement (as opposed to simple lack of abillty to fund all proposed projects)

significantly alter or affect the Departmenf’s pro;ect rankings or funding recommenda-
tions?

I-5 Trade Corridor Study/Commercial Transportation Study/Regional Freight Program -
‘Portland/Vancouver I-§ Trade Corridor Freigl_it Feasibility and Needs Assessment’

Do these activities involve actions cr decisions that significantly affect the public or alter
public policy beyond the normal com'se-of business?

Do these activities have Public Involvement Plans?

. With respect to these activities, were any ‘key decision points’ (see Metro Public Involve-
ment Planning Guide) reached in April, 1999?

What decisions were made?
What citizen involvement activities were conductcd in April, 19997

How did citizen involvement at the Metro level influence any decisions which were
made? .



Date: June 2, 1999

To:  MCCI members :

From: Gina Whitehill-Baziuk P{4d®

Re:  Brief Summary of MT}P Priorities 2000 Recommendations

At an earlier meeting you had asked for a brief recap of projects that were most
significantly influenced by the public process associated with the MTIP. It is important to
note that all projects that come through the local jurisdictions to Metro for funding must
have had thorough local public review. (See Metro Transportation Planning Local Public
Involvement Policy, July 1995: This document describes Metro’s public involvement
policy for local jurisdictions submitting projects for regional funding or other action.

Also see, ISTEA Public Involvement Provisions: “There must be adequate opportunity
for public official (including elected officials) and citizen involvement in the
development of the transportation plan before it is approved by the MPO.”)

The following represents a good sampling of projects that were identified for funding out
of the Priorities 2000 process, whose status was significantly influenced by input from
the public:

Sunnyside Rd/Mt Scott Creek: Was on the 150% list even though its
ranking was quite low. Stayed on list due to
_ concems with endangered species (salmon)
‘(both environmental and perrmt/pohcy

questions.
SE Foster Rd/Kelly Creek: (See as above)
Hwy 213/Beavercreek Rd: Was on 150% list even though its ranking

was quite low. Received significant
community and local agency comment.

223" Over Crossing: Although this was originally left off the
150% list, it was a priority for the Bike
community and also had significant support
from freight interests regarding access to the
Troutdale industrial area.

Johnson Creek Blvd 36"/45": ~+  Received significant comments from the
local community, including a petition. The
comments reinforced the need for the City
of Milwaukie to work more closely with the
community in identifying and resolving
issues.



Main St. 10"/20" — Cornelius:

" Capitol Hwy, Bertha/Beav. Hills. Hwy:

Morrison Bridge Ped/Bike Access:’

Fanno Creek Trail Phase 2:

Red Electric Line/ Will Park/Oleson:
E. Bank Trail- Phase 2:
NE 47" Environmental Renovation:

TMA Assistance Program:

2040 Initiatives:

Originally ranked low, however, major input
from the public and the community at large
as well as significant support from the
Governor’s Strategic Investment Team,

- impacted the project’s positioning.

Strong support from the Hillsdale
community, highlighting the projects links
with previously funded ped improvements
and the relationship to the development of
the library impacted the project’s
positioning.

Project was not originally recommended in
the staff 100% list, due to the recent
completion of the Hawthorne Bridge .
improvements and the need for additional

. site/PE work. Significant outpouring of

support for the project resulted in partial
funding by MTIP and partial funding by the
City of Portland and Multnomah County.

Although it ranked low, this project and the
following project were cited as jointly
needed to preserve the ROW. There was
strong multi-agency and bike/ped
community support that impacted the
project’s positioning.

(See above)

(See above)

(See as above)

This program and the following program
received strong support from all public’
agencies as well as employer/business

community and community at large.

(See above)



22-May-98
23-Jun-98

16-Oct-98

Oct - Feb

8-Feb-99

23-Feb-99

27-Feb-99

17-Mar-99

22-Mar-99
26-Mar-99

6-Apr-99.

8-Apr?99_

20-Apr-99 -

30-Apr-99

4-May-99

13-May-99

27-May-99

3-23-99/PP

Priorities 2000 Project Selection Schedule

Public notification to kick-off process

Public hearing on draft criteria’

Deadline for local governments .to submit projects
Technical ranking of projects

Public comment period beéins :

Public workshop with ODOT (in Portland): Comment on technical and

-administrative factors

Open house (in Hillsboro) — distribute information to public

Public workshop with ODOT (in Oregon City) — Comment on technical and
administrative factors

Publlc comment perlod ends

TPAC: review/approve 150% cut list

JPACT/T ransportation Planning Committee public hearing on 150% cut list
5:30 p.m., Council Chamber, Metro Regional Center,

600 NE Grand Portland

JPACT/Metro Council Review/Approve 150% cut list

Transportation Planning Committee review

TPAC Approval of Program Recommendation

JPACT/Transportation Planning Committee public hearmg on program
recommendation — 5:30 p.m,, Councnl Chamber, Metro Regional Center, 600
NE Grand, Portland

JPACT consideration of program approval

Metro Council consideration of program approval




Cver gy e o - v SCHEDULE OF 1999 UNIFIED WORK PLAN MANAGEMENT TEAMWORK

CONTACT TASK APR May JUN JuL AuG SEP oct Nov DEC
DA 1. "Remedial” waste reduction action plan
LL 2. Assessment of Regional System Fee Credit Program
DS ‘ 3) Consensus on Metro's transfer station ownershlp and the > >

future role of Metro in transfer operations

DA ‘ 4. Consensus on provision of transfer station services,
including the policy towards self-haul
LL’ 5. ‘Revision of Designated Facnhty Agreement and Non-System
' License
TP 6. Initiate discussion with Washington County on landfill rate
_regulation
LL 7. _Full implementation of regulatory and inspection program
DS 8. Recommendations from Clark County task force
JW 9. BFl/Allied merger
DS 10. Management of the 10%
DS 11)) Long-term Metro funding alternatives
LL t Adoption of new fees and excise tax to reflect contract
savings and other changes
JO ‘Survey to determine how we are currently perceived by the
' public
JO 14. REM Communication Plan
15. Maintain and i improve good working relatlonshlps with local
__government partners
JW 16. Consensus on Metro's role in abandoned regional landfills
and a decision on KFD
DA /_3 Aggresswe hazardous waste plans
187 Role of REM in regional salmon recovery
TP 19. Legislative restrictions on disposal of hazardous waste

20. Disaster Management Plan

21. Standardized performance plans for all REM managers and
supervisors .

report on performance measures

22, Continue tracking performance measures and write annual

T SHARE\BRONOYKEVADM! X




Agenda Item Number 10.1

Resolution No. 99-2850, For the Purpose of Changing the Representatives of Cities of Multnomah
County and Changing the Alternate for the Cities of Washington County on the Affordable Housing

Technical Advisory Committee.

Metro Council Meeting
Thursday, November 4, 1999
Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO-COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF CHANGING THE RESOLUTION NO. 99-2850
REPRESENTATIVES OF CITIES OF
MULTNOMAH COUNTY AND
CHANGING THE ALTERNATE FOR THE
CITIES OF WASHINGTON COUNTY ON
THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Introduced by Executive Officer
Mike Burton -

N N N N N N

WHEREAS, the Metro Council adopted a Chapter to the Metro Code (3.07) creating an Affordable
Housing Technical Advisory Committee; and '

WHEREAS, Ordinance 98-769 subsequently confirmed the appointment of voting and non-voting
members and Resolution 99-2759 completed the appointment of members; and

WHEREAS, it is the responsibility of the Metro Council to confirm members of the Affordable Housing
Technical Advisory Committee; and

WHEREAS, the Affordable Housing Technical Advisory Committee (H-TAC) has adopted Bylaws on
October 19, 1998 stating that when vacancies exit, the appointee organization shall nominate new
member and H-TAC members shall nominate their alternates, and all names shall be submitted for
appointment by the Metro Executive officer and confirmation by the Metro Council; and

WHEREAS, Resolution 99-2759 confirmed that alternate members shall serve only during the term of
their advisory committee member; and can vote only in the absence of their advisory committee
member; and

WHEREAS, the representative of the Cities of Multnomah County, Mayor Roger Vanderharr has
indicated his wishes to resign from the H-TAC; and

WHEREAS, per letter from Charles J. Becker, Mayor of Gresham, indicated the nomination of
Councilor Chris Lassen of Gresham to fill the vacant position of East Multnomah County cities, and
‘nomination of Councilor Vicki Thompson of Gresham to replace Andree Tremoulet as the alternate for
East Multnomah County cities; and -

WHEREAS, per memo from David Lawrence, representative 'of the Cities of Washington County, a
request was made to change the alternate position from Pat Ribellia to Gail Brownmiller to facilitate
attendance; now, therefore

BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the Metro Council confirms the appointment of Gresham City Councilor Chris Lassen to serve
as the representative of the Cities of Multnomah County and Councilor Vicki Thompson to serve as



the alternate on the Affordable Housing Technical Advisory for the current term for these positions
ending October 2000.

2. That the Metro Council confirms the appointment of Gail Brownmiller to serve as the alternate for
the Cities of Washington County for the current term for this position ending December 2000.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this _ day of 1999,

Rod Monroe, Presiding Officer

Approved as to Form:

‘Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

ogu )
i\gm\long range planning\projectsthousing\Council\H-TAC -changed members



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 99-2850 FOR THE PURPOSE OF CHANGING THE
REPRESENTATIVES OF CITIES OF MULTNOMAH COUNTY AND CHANGING THE
ALTERNATE FOR THE CITIES OF WASHINGTON COUNTY ON THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Date: October 1, 1999 Presented by: Elaine Wilkerson
Gerry Uba

PROPOSED ACTION

This resolution would make the following changes to the Affordable Housing Technical Advisory
Committee (H-TAC). ’

Recommended for appointment to H-TAC to complete the remaining term of the representatives of the
cities of Multnomah County ending October 2000 are:
1. Councilor Chris Lassen of Gresham, representative of the Cities of Multnomah County; and
2. Councilor Vicki Thompson of Gresham, alternate of the Cities of Multnomah County

Recommended for appointment to H-TAC to complete the remaining term of the alternate of the Cities
of Washington County ending December 2000 is:
1. Gail Brownmiller, alternate representative of the Cities of Washington County.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The Council establi.;,hed H-TAC on November 20, 1997 (Resolution 97-2583B) and included it in the
Regional Framework Plan, adopted by the Council on December 11, 1997 (Ordinance 97-715B).

H-TAC was formerly organized via Metro Code (Ordinance 98-769) and Resolution 99-2759 which
adopted the membership list of entities and persons to serve on H-TAC. Bylaws were developed and
adopted by H-TAC 'on October 19, 1998 stating that when vacancies exit, the appointee organization
shall nominate a replacement and that members shall nominate their alternates for approval by the
Metro Executive Officer and confirmation by the Metro Council.

The representative of the Cities of Multnomah County, Mayor Roger Vanderharr of Fairview resigned
from the H-TAC in June 1999. His two-year term expires in October 2000. Mayor Charles Becker of
Gresham sent a letter nominating Gresham City Councilor Chris Lassen to fill the vacant position, and
Gresham Councilor Vicki Thompson to serve as alternate (see attachment).

Additionally, Mr. David Lawrence, representing the Cities of Washington County nominated Ms. Gail
Brownmiller, a staff of the City of Hillsboro, to replace Mr. Pat Ribellia and thereby facilitate
att.endance (see attachment).

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION
The executive officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 99-2850.




ATTACHMENT TO STAFF REPORT

1. Letter from Mayor Charles J. Becker of Gresham
2. Letter from Mr. David Lawrence of the City of Hillsboro



City of Gresham ' ' Mavyor Charles J. Becker

1333 N.W. Eastman Parkway
Gresham. Oregon 97030-3813
(503) 618-2306

Fax (503) 665-7692

Metro Growihinig .

JUL 30 1999
July 28, 1999 :

Mr. Gerry Uba

Metro

Growth Management Services Department
600 NE Grand Avenue

Portland, OR 97232

Dear Gerry:

. M '
This letter is to officially inform you that Gresham City Councilor, Chris Lassen
will represent the East Multnomah County cities of Gresham, Troutdale,
Fairview, and Wood Village on the Affordable Housing Technical Advisory
Committee.

Gresham City Councilor, Vicki Thompson will serve as alternate.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Charles J. Becker,

Mayor

ClB/clo



CITY OF HILLSBORO

August 30, 1999

Mr. Mike Burton, Executive Officer
Metro -

600 NE Grand Avenue

Portland, OR 97232-2736

'Dear Mr. Burton, . -

As the current H-TAC representative for “Cities of Washington County”, |
respectfully request a change in the designated alternate for this position from
Mr. Pat Ribellia to Ms. Gail Brownmiiller. '

As a City of Hillsboro employee, Ms. Brownmiller has assumed the
responsibilities of monitoring the H-TAC activities and has been actively
participating on both the Cost Reduction Subcommittee and the Land Use/
Regulatory Subcommittee. She would be fully prepared to participate on H-TAC,
should | be absent. ' S

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Deputy City Manger
‘City of Hillsboro

CC: Diane Linn, H-TAC Chair
Gerry Uba
Gail Brownmiller
Pat Ribellia

123 West Main Street, Hillsboro, Oregon 971.23-3999 ¢ 503/681-5113 » FAX 503/681-6232
AN EOQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



Agenda Item Number 10.2

Resolution No. 99-2863, For the Purpose of Directing the Executive Officer in the Preparation of the

2000-2001 Budget and Creating a Task Force to Recommend Allocation of Certain One-Time
Expenditures.

Metro Council Meeting
Thursday, November 4,1999
Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF DIRECTING ) RESOLUTION NO 99-2863
THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER IN THE ) ,
PREPARATION OF THE 2000-2001 ) Introduced by Councilor Bragdon
BUDGET AND CREATING A TASK ) y

FORCE TO RECOMMEND )

ALLOCATION OF CERTAIN ONE-TIME

EXPENDITURES

WHEREAS, Metro has renegotiated its solid waste, transportation and disposal contracts
for a net savings to the region of approximately $40 million over the next décade; and

WHEREAS, this money belongs to the people of the region with Metro serving as their
fiduciary agent and this money i§ extraordinary, non-recurring revenue that should not be relied
uplon as a stable on-going funding source; and

WHEREAS, cutting the fipping fee would have hampered recycling; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council has ordained that the most prudent priority for these
funds is within the solid waste area itself, in order to responsibly sustain the system and
incentivize recycling, and |

WHEREAS, recognizing that even after that, a certain sum will be left over that can be
used for other purposes in the public interest; and

WHEREAS, expenditure of these funds shouid be accounted for and explainable to the
public now, therefore,

- BEIT RESOLVED THAT:

1. The Metro Couﬁcil directs the Executive Officer to prepare the FY ‘00-’01 Proposed

Budget and all subsequent budgets on a “no new revenue” basis, as if the contract renegotiations

mentioned above and the savings resulting therefrom had never occurred.



2. The Metro Council directs the Executive Officer to identify these funds accrging from
aforementioned savings as ohe lump-sum “undesignated savings revenue” in his proposed
budget, along with an identical lump-sum amount labeled “Undesignated Savings Expendituré
(to be allocated)”. |

3. The Executive Officer’s budget submission shall otherwise be balanced stricfly with
revenues other than those savings and Sh;lll show the calculation by which the savings in that
year have been quantified. |

4. The Council will create anci the Presiding Officer shall name a three-member task
force to report and disband no later than December 31,1999.

5. The members.of that task force shall include Councilors Bragdon, Park and
Washihgton. |

6. The task force shall identify:

e principles and criterié for expenditure (if any) of these funds in a disciplined and

coherent manner that is t'ranspgrent to the public |

e methods of tracking and explaining all expenditures from- the undesignated savings

line item

e evaluation of adjustments reqhired to the 99-00 (currént) ﬁscal year budget

e guidance to the Executive Officer on most likely “add” packages, ifany to the FY

© *00-01 budget |
7. Options to be evaluated by the task force are both within and without the Metro

budget, and they include, but are not limited to the Dakota Option, Kvistad proposals



regarding excise tax, Atherton proposals for debt restructuring at solid waste facilities,
and rebates to ratepayers. Expenditure options may include grants to local governments.
8. The task force is directed to include MPAC, local governments and the previous

public comment in its deliberations.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this dayof 1999.

Rod Monroe, Presiding Officer

APPROVED AS TO FORM:-

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

BARESOLUT MST



Agenda Item Number 11.1

~ Resolution No. 99-2846, Authorizing an Amendment to the Contract between Metro and OTAK Inc. for
Design and Engineering Services at Oxbow Regional Park and Howell Territorial Park.

Contract Review Board

Thursday, November 4, 1999
Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING AN ) - RESOLUTION NO. 99-2846
AMENDMENT TO THE CONTRACT BETWEEN )
METRO AND OTAK, INC. FOR DESIGN )
AND ENGINEERING SERVICES AT OXBOW )
REGIONAL PARK AND HOWELL )

)

TERRITORAL PARK

Introduced by
Mike Burton

'WHEREAS, Metro executed Contract No. 920810 with Otak, Inc. in August of
1998; and

WHEREAS, the RFP and Contract scope of work included the design and
engineering for all elements included in both Master Plans with an estimated design
cost of $1,400,000; and

WHEREAS, the Contract was executed for the amount of funding in FY 98-99
budget ($356,760) with those funds to be expended by the Contractor upon written
task orders for design and engineering as project priorities were established and
funding was appropriated; and

WHEREAS, funding has been appropriated for design and construction of
parks capital projects at Oxbow Regional Park and Howell Territorial Park in the
adopted FY 99-00 budget; and

WHEREAS, the Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department has established
that Otak, Inc has performed the work as specified and satisfactorily within the terms
of the contract; and : :

WHEREAS, Metro Council as Public Contract Review Board may declare that

it is in the public’s interest for this work on the parks capital projects to move forward
in the most expedient manner; now, therefore,

Page 1, Resolution No. 99-2846



BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Metro Contract Review Board authorizes the execution of
Amendment No. 2 to Contract No. 920810 with Otak, Inc. pursuant to the terms of
Metro Code Sections 2.04.053 (a)(2) and (3) by increasing the contract value by
$1,018,500.

ADOPTED by the Metro Contract Revuew Board this day of ' ,
1999.

Rod Monroe, Presiding Officer

Approved as to Form:.

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

Page 2, Resolution No. 99-2846

J:\berit\ocers982712.doc



AMENDMENT NO. 2
CONTRACT NO. 920810

This Agreement hereby amends the above titled contract between Metro, a
metropolitan service district, and OTAK, Inc hereinafter referred to as "Contractor.”

This amendment is a change order to the original contract as follows:

Paragraph 2. Scope of Work as follows:

Incorporate by reference to the Exhibit A Scope of Work a Notice to Proceed which
describes the specific design and engineering services required and specifies
Council approved budget for the project. .

Paragraph 3. Payment aé follows.

Metro shall pay the Contractor for services performed and material delivered in the
amounts, manner and at the times specified in the Scope of Work for a maximum
sum not to exceed One Million Four Hundred Thousand Dollars ($1,400,000).
Metro will not be responsible for any payments for services, materials, expenses, or
- other costs other than those specifically included in the Notice to Proceed and
funding in the approved Council budget. ‘ ’

Except for the above, all other conditions and covenants remain in full force and
effect.

In Witness to the above, the following duly authorized representatives of the parties
referenced have executed this agreement. ‘

OTAK METRO
‘SIGNATURE DATE SIGNATURE DATE
NAME  NAME

TITLE TITLE



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 99-2846 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
AUTHORIZING AN AMENDMENT TO THE CONTRACT BETWEEN METRO AND
OTAK, INC. FOR DESIGN AND ENGINEERING SERVICES AT OXBOW REGIONAL
PARK AND HOWELL TERRITORIAL PARK

Date: October 13, 1999 _ Presented by: Charlie Ciecko
PROPOSED ACTION

Resolution No. 99-2846 seeks approval to amend the existing contract (Contract No.
920810) between Metro and Otak, Inc. for design and engineering services associated
with the development of capital projects at Oxbow and Howell Parks.

BACKGROUND

In 1997 Metro Council approved a mas}te.r'plan for Howell Territorial Park including
capital improvements estimated at $1.7 million and a master plan for Oxbow Regional
Park including capital improvements estimated at $5.4 million.

In May 1998 Metro Council approved a competitive selection process (RFP #98R-25-
PKS) to provide design and engineering services associated with the development of
these capital projects at Oxbow Regional Park and Howell Territorial Park. The RFP
allowed Metro to select one firm to provide full design, engineering and construction
inspection services necessary to implement master plan improvements at both parks, as
funding became available. In their successful proposal, Otak, Inc. estimated a total $1.4
million for complete design, engineering and construction inspection services for the
proposed park improvements.

In 1998 Metro Council authorized an initial contract with Otak, Inc. for the amount
-appropriated in the FY 98-99 budget ($356,760). Contract Amendment No. 1 (for
$24,740) was executed in March 1999. The department requests Metro Council (Contract
Review Board) approval to extend the.contract beyond this amount in order to continue
on capital projects at Oxbow and Howell parks. These proposed projects have been
reviewed and approved as part of Metro’s CIP process.

This amendment to Contract No. 920810 would increase the contract amount to include
the entire amount ($1,400,000) proposed in Otak Inc.’s RFP. Contractor will be given
Notice to Proceed for additional work tasks only after funding for construction has been -
appropriated by the Metro Council through approval of the department’s annual budget.
$1,405,488 was appropriated for FY 1999-00.



FISCAL IMPACT
$1,405,488 for design and ¢onstruction projects at Oxbow Regional Park and Howell

Territorial Park was approved in the FY 1999-00 budget.

i RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution No. 99-2846.



METRO OPERATIONS COMMITTEE REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 99-2846, FOR THE PURPOSE OF
AUTHORIZING AN AMENDMENT TO THE CONTRACT BETWEEN METRO AND
OTAK, INC. FOR DESIGN AND ENGINEERING SERVICES AT OXBOW
REGIONAL PARK AND HOWELL TERRITORIAL PARK ‘

Date: Noveinber 3,1999 : ‘ Presented by: Councilor Kvistad

Committee Action: -At its September 14, 1999 meeting, the Metro Operations
Committee voted 3-0 recommend Council adoption of Resolution No. 99-2846. Voting in
favor: Councilors Atherton, Kvistad and Washington.

Committee Issues/Discussion: Heather Nelson Kent made the staff presentation on
behalf of the Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department. Resolution No. 99-2846
amends an existing contract with OTAK, Inc. for design and engineering services
associated with the development of capital projects at Oxbow and Howell Territorial
Parks.

OTAK was the successful bidder in a May of 1998 Request for Proposal process for
design, engineering and construction inspection services at Howell and Oxbow Parks.
The estimated costs for these services were $1.4 million.

The existing five-year contract with OTAK, first executed in 1998, and based on the

- RFP is for $381,500, after one amendment. Resolution 99-2846 authorizes an increase
in the contract value of $1,018,500, for a total not to exceed $1.4 million. The effect of
this second contact amendment, authorized by this resolution, would be to allow the
department not to return to council for incremental increases in the contract, based on
additional work assignments. However, another avenue available for the Council to
retain oversight of this project, is through the annual Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
and budget process. '

Councilor Kvistad said that he was not entirely comfortable with approving the total
contract amount without some periodic council review. Ms. Kent responded that all
funding for the Howell and Oxbow projects was not in hand at this time.
Approximately $870,000 will be needed to fully fund and implement this contract. As
_ money becomes available in future years to implement this contract, it will not be able

to be spent before the Council authorizes the spendmg through the CIP and budget
“processes mentioned above



Agenda Item ‘Numberl 1.2

Resolution No. 99 2852, For the Purpose of Approving a. Sole Source Agreement with Creative
Informatlon and Transformation Education.

Contract Review Board

Metro Council Meeting

Thursday, November 4,1999
Council Chamber



'BEFORE THE METRO CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING A ) RESOLUTION NO. 99-2852
SOLE SOURCE AGREEMENT WITH )

CREATIVE INFORMATION AND ) Introduced by Mike Burton,
TRANSFORMATION EDUCATION ) .Executive Officer

WHEREAS, Metro has adopted the functional Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
(RSWMP) required ORS 268.390; and

WHEREAS, ORS 459.055 states thaf local government contracts, resolutions and
ordinances must be consistent with the RSWMP; and T

WHEREAS, the 1997 recycling rate for the region is 41.6% and not expected to rise
more than a 1% as it is determined for 1998; and . | .

WHERAS, the key concept and approach of the recommended practice for residential
waste reduction is described in the RSMWP as follows:

Because of the natural resources saved, waste prevention programs provide the
greatest environmental benefits of all waste management alternatives. Waste -
prevention education, especially for school age children, provides a strong base
upon which to build a resource and conservation ethic.

WHERAS, the roles and responsibilities are described in the RSWMP as followS:

Metro and Local Governments will cooperatively develop and conduct regional
education campaigns. '

WHEREAS, educational theater is recognized as a tool for change moving students from
~ contemplating a change in behavior to making a commitment to take action; and

WHEREAS, the play’s author, Deborah Rodney Pex, and Metro Regional Environmental
Management Department staff have written a 45-minute adaptation of the play, In the Sweet Buy
and Buy, that is developmentally appropriate for students in grades 6-12 and reflects Metro’s
mission to reduce waste, protect wildlife habitats and reduce traffic congestion; and

WHEREAS, the author has not made the original script, nor the right to perform the
adapted version of the play, In the Sweet Buy and Buy, available for sale to the public; and

WHEREAS, Creative Information and Transformation Education is the sole source for
productions the play, In the Sweet Buy and Buy; now therefore,



BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the Metro Contract Review Board hereby accepts the findings in the attached staff
report and waives the competitive bidding requirements of Metro in accordance with Metro
Code 2.04: ' : :

2. The Executive Officer is authorized to enter into this sole source agreement with CITE in a
form substantially similar to that set forth as Exhibit “A”.

ADOPTED by the Metro Contract Review Board this,___-__day of , 1999.

Rod Monroe, Presidihg Officer

Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

" SDelk ’ :
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EXHIBIT "A"

CONTRACT NO.

PUBLIC CONTRACT

THIS Contract is entered into between Metro, a metropolitan service
district organized under the laws of the State of Oregon and the 1992 Metro Charter, whose
address is 600 N.E. Grand Avenue, Portland, Oregon 87232-2736, and
whose address is , hereinafter referred to as the
"CONTRACTOR."

THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: |

ARTICLE I
SCOPE OF WORK

CONTRACTOR shall perform the work and/or deliver to METRO the
goods described in the Scope of Work attached hereto as Exhibit A. All services and goods
shall be of good quality and, otherwise, in accordance with the Scope of Work.

ARTICLE Il
TERM OF CONTRACT

The term of this Contract shall be for the period commencing
, 1998, through and including : , 2000. :

ARTICLE Il ,
CONTRACT SUM AND TERMS OF PAYMENT

METRO shall compensate the CONTRACTOR for work performed
and/or goods supplied as described in the Scope of Work. METRO shall not be responsible for
payment of any materials, expenses or costs other thanthose which are specifically included in
the Scope of Work.

ARTICLE IV
LIABILITY AND INDEMNITY

o CONTRACTOR is an independent contractor and assumes full
responsibility for the content of its work and performance of CONTRACTOR's labor, and
assumes full responsibility for all liability for bodily injury or physical damage to person or
property arising out of or related to this Contract, and shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless
METRO, its agents and employees, from any and all claims, demands, damages, actions,

" losses, and expenses, including attorney's fees, arising out of or in any way connected with its
performance of this Contract. CONTRACTOR is solely responsible for paying CONTRACTOR's
subcontractors and nothing contained herein shall create or be construed to create any
contractual relationship between any subcontractor(s) and METRO. '

ARTICLEV
TERMINATION

METRO may terminate this Contract upon giving CONTRACTOR
seven (7) days written notice. In the event of termination, CONTRACTOR shall be entitled to
payment for work performed to the date of termination. METRO shall not be liable for indirect or
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consequential damages. Termination by METRO will not waive any claim or remedies it may
have against CONTRACTOR.

ARTICLE VI
INSURANCE

CONTRACTOR shall purchase and maintain at CONTRACTOR'S )
expense, the following types of insurance covering the CONTRACTOR, its employees and
agents. .

A. Broad form comprehensrve general liability insurance covering
personal injury, property damage, and bodily injury with automatic coverage for premises,
and operation and product liability. The pollcy must be endorsed wnth contractual liability
coverage. ‘

B. Automgcbile bodily injury and property damage liability insurance.
Insurance coverage shall be a minimum of $500,000 per occurrence. If coverage is
written with an aggregate limit, the aggregate limit shall not be less than $1,000,000.
METRO, its elected officials, departments, employees, and agents shall be named as an
ADDITIONAL INSURED. Notice of any material change or policy cancellation shall be
provided to METRO thirty (30) days prior to the change.

This insurance as well as all workers' compensation coverage for
compliance wrth ORS 656.017 must cover CONTRACTOR'S operations under this Contract,
whether such operations be by CONTRACTOR or by any subcontractcr or anyone directly or
indirectly employed by either of them.

. CONTRACTOR shaII provide METRO with a certificate of insurance
complying with this article and naming METRO as an additional insured within fifteen (15) days
of execution of this Contract or twenty-four (24) hours before services under this Contract
commence, whichever date is earlier.

CONTRACTOR shall not be required to provide the liability insurance
described in this Article only if an express exclusisn rehevmg CONTRACTOR of this
requirement is contamed in the Scope of Work '

ARTICLE VI
PUBLIC CONTRACTS

All applicable provrsrons of ORS chapters 187 and 279, and all other
terms and conditions necessary-to be inserted into public contracts in the State of Oregon, are
hereby incorporated as if such provision were a part of this Agreement, including, but not limited
to, ORS 279.310 to 279.320. Specifically, it is a condition of this contract that Contractor and all
employers working under this Agreement are subject employers that will comply wnth ORS .

656. 017 as required by 1989 Oregon Laws, Chapter 684. :

For public work subject to ORS 279.348 to 279.365, the Contractor
shall pay prevailing wages and shall pay an administrative fee to the Bureau of Labor and
Industries pursuant to the administrative rules established by the Commissioner of the Bureau
of Labor and Industries.
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" ARTICLE Vil
ATTORNEY'S FEES ' .

In the event of any litigation concerning this Contract, the prevailing
party shall be entitled to reasonable attorney's fees and court costs, including fees and costs on
appeal to any appellate courts. - _

 ARTICLE IX
QUALITY OF GOODS AND SERVICES

~ Unless otherwise specified, all materials shall be new and both

~ workmanship and materials shall be of the highest quality. All workers and subcontractors shall
be skilled in their trades. CONTRACTOR guarantees all work against defects in material or
workmanship for a period of one (1) year from the date of acceptance or final payment by
METRO, whichever is later. All guarantees and warranties of goods furnished to
CONTRACTOR or subcontractors by any manufacturer or supplier shall be deemed to run to
the benefit of METRO. '

'ARTICLE X
OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS

, All documents of any nature including, but not limited to, reports,
drawings, works of art and phetographs, produced by CONTRACTOR pursuant to this
agreement are the property of METRO and it is agreed by the parties hereto that such
documents are works made for hire. CONTRACTOR does hereby convey, transfer and grant to .
METRO all rights of reproduction and the copyright to all such documents.

ARTICLE XI
SUBCONTRACTORS

' CONTRACTOR shall contact METRO prior to negotiating any
subcontracts and CONTRACTOR shall obtain approval from METRO before entering into any
subcontracts for the performance of any of the services and/or supply of any of the goods
covered by this Contract. o

METRO reserves the right to reasonably reject any subcontractor or
supplier and no increase in the CONTRACTOR's compensation shall result thereby. All
subcontracts related to this Contract shall include the terms and conditions of this agreement.
CONTRACTOR shall be fully responsible for all of its subcontractors as provided in Article IV.

ARTICLE Xl .
RIGHT TO WITHHOLD PAYMENTS

METRO shall have the right to withhold from payments due
CONTRACTOR such sums as necessary, in METRO's sole opinion, to protect METRO against
any loss, damage or claim which may result from CONTRACTOR's performance or failure to
perform under this agreement or the failure of CONTRACTOR to make proper payment to any
suppliers or subcontractors.

If a liquidated damages provision is contained in the Scope of Work
and if CONTRACTOR has, in METRO's opinion, violated that provision, METRO shall have the
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right to withhold from payments due CONTRACTOR such sums as shall satisfy that provision.

All sums withheld by METRO under this Article shall become the property of METRO and

CONTRACTOR shall have no right to such sums to the extent that CONTRACTOR has
-breached this Contract. ‘ S

ARTICLE Xill
SAFETY .

If services of any nature are to be performed pursuant to this
agreement, CONTRACTOR shall take all necessary precautions for the safety of employees
and others in the vicinity of the services being performed and shall comply with all applicable
provisions of federal, state and local safety laws and building codes, including the acquisition of
any required permits. : ' :

' . ARTICLE XIV :
INTEGRATION OF CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

All of the provisions of any bidding documents including, but not
limited to, the Advertisement for Bids, General and Special Instructions to Bidders, Proposal,
Scope of Work, and Specifications which were utilized in conjunction with the bidding of this
Contract are hereby expressly incorporated by reference. Otherwise, this Contract represents
the entire and integrated agreement between METRO and CONTRACTOR and supersedes all
prior negotiations, representations or agreements, either written or oral. This Contract may be
amended only by written instrument signed by both METRO and CONTRACTOR. The law of
the state of Oregon shall govern the construction and interpretation of this Contract. '

"ARTICLE XV
COMPLIANCE

. CONTRACTOR shall comply with federal, state, and local laws,
statutes, and ordinances relative to the execution of the work. This requirement includes, but is
not limited to, non-discrimination, safety and health, environmental protection, waste reduction
and recycliing, fire protection, permits, fees and similar subjects.

ARTICLE XVI .
YEAR 2000 COMPLIANCE

.Contractor warrants that all software, hardware or equipment with imbedded microchips shall be
designed to perform so that there shall be no abnormally and/or invalid and/or incorrect results
from the software, hardware or equipment with imbedded microchips at the year 2000.
Contractor must provide Metro with written certification.of year 2000 compliance.
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ARTICLE XVil
ASSIGNMENT

CONTRACTOR shall not assign any rights or obligations under or
arising from this Contract without prior written consent from METRO. '

METRO
By ; By
Print Name and Title : Print Name and Title
Date : Date
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Metro Contract No.
Exhibit A

Scope of Work

1. Statement of Wbrk._

Contractor shall perform the work described in

2. Modification of Contract"

3. Paymenf, Billing and Term.

~ Contractor shall provide the above services for a maximum price not to exceed
' AND __/100 DOLLARS ($ .00). '

The maximum price includes all fees, costs and expenses of whatever nature. Each of Metro's
payments to Contractor shall equal the percentage of the work Contractor accomplished during
the billing period. Contractor’s billing statement will include an itemized statement of unit prices
for labor, materials and equipment, will include an itemized statement of work done and
expenses incurred during the billing period, will not be submitted more frequently than once a
month, and will be sent to Metro, Attention Regional Environmental Management Department.
Metro will pay Contractor within 30 days of receipt of an approved statement.

In the event Metro wishes for Contractor to provide services or materials after the maximum
contract price has been reached, Contractor shall provide such services or materials pursuant to
‘amendment at the same unit prices that Contractor utilized as of the date of this Agreement,
and which Contractor utilized to submit requests for payment pursuant to this Scope of Work.
Metro may, in its sole discretion and upon written notice to Contractor, extend the term of this
contract for a period not to exceed 12 months. During such extended term all terms and
conditions of this contract shall continue in full force and effect.

S:\SHARE\Dept\CONTRACT\FORMS\contract.pub.doc
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PROJECT: Educational Theater — Phase Two .

PR6JECT TERM: October 5, 1999 — June 30, 2000

CONTRACTOR: CITE - Creative Information Transformation Education

3636 NE 63" Avenue .
Portland, OR 97213

PROJECT BUDGET: The amount of tﬁis contract will not exceed $20,000.

- CONTRACTOR’S RESPONSIBILITIES:

Contractor shall be responsible for:

1.

8.

9.

Provide for the use of the 45-minute adapted script for middlé and high school audiences of
the full length play, In the Sweet Buy and Buy. .

Providing music on tape and paying royalties for performing all songs including: Shopping is
My Destiny, Global Warming and She’s Just a Little Plane.

Providing the creation and transportation of the set, prbfzs and costumes for each

~ performance. :

Providing sound equipment.

Auditions and rehearsals under the direction of Judith Yeckel, artistic director of the
Interstate Firehouse Cultural Center. '

Training amateur actors from the EnviroCorps team on contract with Metro to perform the
play, and/or sub-contracting with 5 actors and other support personnel as needed.

Booking of performances including initial call, scheduling, confirmation letter and reminder
call.

) Managirig the performances in the schools.

Providing an evaluation survey to be distributed to participating teachers and principals.

10. A written evaluation of the project.

- METRO’S RESPONSIBILITIES:

Metro shall be responsible for:

1.

2.

Providing the educational points for the play.

Collaboration on the production of the 45-minute adaptation of the full length play, In the

Sweet Buy and Buy, written by Deborah Rodney Pex.



3. Approval of a preview performance.
4. Approval of the pérformance venues and a time line.
5. Providing teachers and students with supplemental resources and educational materials.

6. Payment of AmeriCorps members who are selected as cast members, stage manager(s) or
stage hands who perform the work on assignment with Metro in support of the pro_|ect such
as g1v1ng pre and post tests to students who view the performance

PAYMENT AND BILLING:
Metro will pay upon recelpt of invoice the amount $3,700 for development costs and $495 per
- performance.

The total amount of this contract will not exceed $20,000.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
RESOLUTION 99-2852
WASTE REDUCTION EDUCATION PLAY PRODUCTION CONTRACT

PROPOSED ACTION .

Adoption of Resolution 99-2852 makes findings to allow a sole source agreement with
Creative Information and Transformation Education (CITE), a nonprofit 501 ¢3
organization, under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code for commencing
production of the middle and high school adaptation of the play, In the Sweet Buy and

Buy.

- WHY NECESSARY C

Deborah Rodney Pex is the author of the full-length play, In the Sweet Buy and Buy,
and holds all legal rights to is use and production as the underlying rights owner.
Metro and Creative Information and Transformation Education (CITE), have adapted
the play, In the Sweet Buy and Buy, for middle and high school students who are
exploring waste reduction issues, and the production of the play is a continuation of
that creative process.

Metro has retained co-ownership of the adaptation and is allowed to produce the play
in Multnomah, Washington or Clackamas counties only with mutual consent of
Deborah Rodney Pex.

The rights to produce the adaptation are currently retained by Deborah Rodney Pex,
the author of the full-length play, In the Sweet Buy and Buy.

Creative Information Transformation Education is currently the only organization
producing In the Sweet Buy and Buy.

ISSUES :

The original production of the In the Sweet Buy and Buy in July 1999 received
excellent reviews from The Oregonian, parents, teachers and the public for its
message to invest in conservation because “There’s more to life than more!”

Metro’s waste reduction education program received multiple requests from teachers
and local government waste reduction staff to fund performances of the play for
middle and high schools in the region.

The author of the original play has collaborated with Metro on an adaptation of /n the
Sweet Buy and Buy that would be suitable for students in grades 6-12 and uniquely
reflect Metro’s mission to reduce waste, protect wildlife habitats and reduce traffic
congestion. - ‘

Metro benefits because CITE has access to the experience, set, costumes, actors,
director and props from the original production of, In the Sweet Buy and Buy.

Metro will enjoy direct access to Deborah Rodney Pex, the underlying rights owner
of the script for In the Sweet Buy and Buy, and the Executive Director of CITE, who
can quickly authorize any additional adaptations of the script or performances as
requested by Metro’s project manager. ‘

This contract allows Metro to continue its educational theater project that began as an
effort of the waste reduction education program last year to increase the number of



middle and high school students reached with the message to prevent waste through
resource conservation.

BUDGET/FINANCIAL IMPACTS
e The contract price for production, including 30 performances, is $20,000.
o The adopted FY 99-00 REM budget includes sufficient funds for this project.

SD:clk
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STAFF REPORT -

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 99-2852 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
APPROVING A SOLE SOURCE AGREEMENTS FOR CREATIVE INFORMATION
AND TRANSFORMATION EDUCATION

Date: October 1, 1999 , Presented by: Susan Duncan

PROPOSED ACTION

This resolution would approve entering into a sole source agreement with the production
company and author of a 45-minute adaptation of the play, In the Sweet Buy and Buy, for
students in grades 6 —12 that reflects Metro’s mission to reduce waste, protect wildlife habitats
and reduce traffic congestion. ’ '

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Metro successfully used educational theater as a tool to teach students in grade 6-12 to re-
evaluate their individual choices to use over-packaged and disposable products. The play
selected for the 1998-99 school year was Barbie, Get Real! written by Jennifer Gailus and Olivia
Martin who were winners in Baker’s Plays high school playwriting contest. The play was
licensed and royalties collected through Samuel French, Inc. of Hollywood, California. Metro
paid total royalties of $1,200 at a rate of $40 for each performance. The estimated actual cost to
“Metro for last year’s project (exclusive of Metro staff time) was a total of $9,460, or $1.80 per
student. The estimate for this contract indicates the cost per students will remain approximately
the same at about $1.90 per student. '

Metro provided schools with performances and teachers with lesson plans for academic subjects
with the themes of packaging, product lifecycles, source reduction and worldwide resource use.
The primary content standard defined by the Department of Education to which the educational
theater project taught was Science in Personal and Social Perspectives. This content standard was
written by the Department of Environmental Quality and Oregon Department of Education and
indicates that students will be able to:

Describe how the daily choices of individuals, taken together, affect global resource
cycles, ecosystems, and natural resource supplies.

The project also provided high school students with an opportunity to learn acting skills using
waste reduction themes. By using educational theatre, the waste reduction education program
increased the number of high school students reached by 95% from the 97-98 FY.

Based on last year’s success, the waste reduction education program has included educational
theater as a project for reaching the performance measure of again providing 30 performances for
5,000 students. Metro’s waste reduction education staff has collaborated with Deborah Rodney
Pex on a 45-minute adaptation of the full length play, In the Sweet Buy and Buy, for student in



Metro would benefit from entering into this sole source contract with the author’s production
company, CITE, because the author has already given rights to the company to perform the full-
length play. The author has a long term vision for producing the play though out Oregon and
nationally for both school and adult audiences.

Not substantially diminish competltlon

It would not be practical to engage in an open proposal process for this unique production
because the production of the play is a continuation of the creative process used to adapt the
original script for middle and high school audiences.

Because the production rights for the original version of the play, In the Sweet Buy and Buy,
have been retained by the author and owner of Creative Inforniation and Transformation
education, no competition exists for the production of the play. '

: Productlon of the 45-minute adapted version of the play, In the Sweet Buy and Buy, is currently
based on the mutual decision of Metro and CITE.

Provides Cost Savings ,
Producing the 45-minute adaptation of the play, In the Sweet Buy and Buy, with CITE saves
Metro time, money and resources. Performers who debuted in the original production and the
original director could possibly be retained to save rehearsal costs and teach amateur performers.
Because CITE was the original production company, they also have an established relationship
- with the songwriters and could advocate for adaptations of songs on behalf of the 45-minute
adaptation. CITE has already received in-kind music composition from the songwriters for
adapting three songs. CITE has already produced the costumes, props and sets pieces for the -
 original production that could be used in the 45-minute adaptation. CITE has already received
requests from schools to book performances. CITE has already begun promotion for the play.
CITE has already received coverage for the full-length production of the play in the Oregonian.

Unique Characteristics - Copyright

By entering into this sole source contract with the author’s production company, Metro and
CITE will have direct access to the underlying copyright owner of the play, /n the Sweet Buy and
Buy. Metro will work directly with CITE as a co-owner of the 45 - minute adaptation to provide
30 performance for middle and high school students in Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas
counties. The issue of licensing performances in the Metro region becomes moot. The productlon
of the 45-minute version of the play is only possible because of the original author’s perxmssmn
to adapt the script for the purpose of assisting Metro in providing high quality and engaging
educational theater for middle and high school students. Because of this, the play uniquely
reflects Metro’s mission to reduce waste, protect wildlife habitats and reduce traffic congestion.

EXECTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMNEDATION

The Executive Ofﬁcér recommends approval‘of Resolution No. 99-2852

SASHARE\DUNC\STAFF REPORT
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1211 SW Fifth Avenue, Room 800, Portland, Oregon 97204-3713 (503) 823-7202, FAX (503) 823-4562 Dean Marriott, Director
email: infa@bes.ci. .Or,uUs
- September 22, 1999
Susan Duncan
. Waste Reduction Outreach W
w .
Metro (20
600 NE Grand Ave. AL m
Portland OR 97232 a,’ zm
* -
- UOx
= go
Dear Susan: - N
A

The City of Portland Solid Waste & Recycling Program is preparing to enter into a contract with CITE
(Creative Information and Transformation Education) to perform educational assemblies in Portland
schools. The play, In the Sweet Buy and Buy, will be performed in 20 Portland middle and high
schools. It will serve to increase students’ awareness about the choices they make and how those
choices pertain to waste reduction, recycling, natural resource conservation and other issues.

I am encouraged that Metro is pursuing development of a contract with CITE to perform plays in
schools throughout our region. I look forward to working with you to coordinate this effort.

If there are any questions about our program‘s involvement with this valuzible project please call me at-
823-7772. - ' '

Sincerely,- -,

Bruce Walker
Solid Waste & Recycling Program Manager

An Equal Opportunity Employer . Printed on Recycled Paper ’ TDD 823-3520
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~ 3636NE63™Ave. ..
- ‘Portlaind, OR 97213 -

DebomhRodney-Pex .. o)

. " . On3uly 20, my severi-year-old son and twelvo-year-old daughter and Fweit fo soethe - -
. " premier performance of “Tn'tie Sweet Biry and Buy.” What a creative, comipelling production - -

Coitwasl ... oL T o T T L. e

 'We were delighted with the sibject matter, and also impredséd with all the production. .
elemerts that went into,the play. The music was wonderful — ity son is still singing “Buy . .

.- ... Now, PayLater” and “Shie’s Only A Litle Planet” Now miy kids are wondering if there 3§

- -, sofneway they could help make a cassette recording of the songsl! The talented and versatile” - -
_'- cast had fun with the material, the direction and stage managemeént wére inndvative without R
 being self-conscious and the writitig was a skillful blend of humor, pathos, informationand -~~~ " .-

« .josight. . . o ST L T T - SR

" Thé material in'the play is accessible to & wide tange of people, poking good-natired funat - .
- all ofus, and ericouraging us to look at our.own lives and begin to make changes forthe sake
. .- of our beaittiful Earth. You mariaged to take important ideas entertaining and palatable* . -
SR without being preachy, sclf-righteous or trité, and that is quite an accomplishment. =~ . -
- We think you and IFCC for creating and preseriting this énergefic, thoroughly erjoyable piece
" of theatre, and encotirage you'in your efforts $o find veues it which-to present it. As I o
‘mentioned previously, the:Buy Nothing Day Coalition is definitely ifiterested in hosting at -

least one production of the play in Navember, and possibly mioré:than one. Chrig 'Frost'will_'_. o :

. .call you about that. I will be in touch as other passible locations come to mind. ~ -

"You all-did & wonderful job, and we appreciate the vision ard créativity you've combised o
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To:  Deborah Rodrey Pex . | PPN ey
3636 NE 63rd g
Portland, Qregon 97213 o Deto

Dear Deborah, o : _ 47’5 A 47 0

I had the pleasure of seeing IthM_BgLand.Bux at the Interstate
Firehouse Cultural Center. You did an excellent job assimilating tons of

information into an entertaining format. I am the mother of two teenagers and .
- I’'m a middle school tcacher I felt that IhLSM_B_umd_BmL was an 1mportant
teaching tool for this age bracket. The play moved swnftly and covered topics
that contemporary teenagers and adults could easxly relate to. Just as teens are
asked to ‘say no to drugs and alcohol,’ so they need to see examples of saying
“yes” to conscious consumption and recycling. Since seemg The Sweet Buy and
Buy I bring my own sacks to the grocery store (or at least kick myself when I
forget!)
Thank you for making me a more conscious Earth citizen. I hope
thousands of others will have the pleasure and educational opportunity to see The
Sweet Buy and Buy.

) . _ ‘Sincerely, '
- %mmﬂorp\ﬂ\t&
x Stacy Anne Murphy
- 3508 NE Simpson Street

Portland, Oregon 97211
(503) 284-2965

P.S. My husband read this letter and believes I should have used more adjectives.
He thinks The Sweet Buy and Buy was wonderful, great and fantastic! '
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To: “duncans @metro.dst.or.us"™ <duncans@metro.dst.or.us> -
From: “Stapp, Eileen" <eileens@co.clackamas.or.us>

Subject: Overconsumption ' -

CC:

‘Date Sent: Friday, August 20, 1999 3:52 PM

Susan ' . .

The overconsumption-focused play, “The Sweet Buy and Buy”, featured in a
recent Oregonian article sounds like just the right vehicle to spread the
waste prevention message through not buying more stuff we really don't need.
Barbie Get's Real was a huge success especially with middle school
audiences, but this play sounds even better for driving home the effects of
overconsumption ie: the strain on our finite resources, mounting pollution
from increased manufacturing to satisfy our insatiable demands and the
eventual garbage glut, when the products we couldn't live without become -
obsolete, unfashionable or break. i heartily support your efforts to secure
Lhis p[gy as a Metro waste reduction outreach tool. It says what needs to

. be said. o

Eileen Stapp . o
Clackamas County Recycling Partnership
902-Abemethy Rd., Oregon City, OR 97045 -
650-3239 fax: 557-6355 -
eileens@co.clackamas.or.us
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To: "duncans @metro.dst.or.us" <duncans @metro.dst.or.us>

From: *Rankin, Jan" <Rankin@cl.gresham.or.us>
Subject:  In the Sweet Buy and Buy
-CCx

_ Date.Sent: Thursday, August 12, 1999 12:34 PM

Susan,

Looks to me that the play "In the Sweet Buy and Buy" (as featured in this

Tuesday's Oregonian "Living" Section) would be PERFECT as a waste reduction
learning tool for high school students!:

The *high school scene” is so heavily targeted by the media and influenced

by the *culture of consumerism* (take it from me as a mother of high

schoolers!) | feel one of the best ways to reach the masses and support

those individuals who are questioning the whole practice of "spend, spend,
spend!” is through entertainment with a message (fight fire-with fire, so to
speakl) There are MANY thoughtful students who don't buy into (sorry the

?un) the over-consuming philosophy who we-can encourage and support in their
ledging attempts to explore altemnative attitudes toward "stuff” and help
promote reasonable, responsible purchasing practices.

I'm quite sure that several of the schools in my service area (namely,
Centennial Leaming Center, Centennial High School, Reynolds High School,
Gresham High and Alpha High) would be intrested in booking the play if Metro
could provide the ppportunity! :

Thanks for whatever support you.and Metro can provié:le.

Jan
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL
FOR THE PURPOSE OF GRANTING A TIME RESOLUTION NO 99-2857-A
EXTENSION FOR COMPLIANCE WITH TITLES
1;:2; 4 end-6-OF THE URBAN GROWTH
MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN FOR THE
CITY OF SHERWOOD AND REQUIRING
ACTIONS TO ASSURE COORDINATION
AMONG THE COMPREHENSIVE PLANS OF
THE CITIES OF SHERWOOD, TUALATIN,
TIGARD, BEAVERTON AND WASHINGTON
COUNTY CONCERNING TITLE 4 OF THE
FUNCTIONAL PLAN

Introduced by Rod Monroe, Presiding
Officer and Mike Burton, Executive
Officer

WHEREAS, Metro estabhshed the desired urban form for the region when it adopted the -
2040 Growth Concept and Map into its 1995 regional goals and obJecnves, called Regional
Urban Growth Goals and Obj.ectives (“RUGGO”) which has been acknowledged by LCDC; and

WHEREAS, Metro has the authority to adopt functional plans on aspects of metropolitan
development, such as the desired urban form for the region, under ORS 268.390(2); and

WHEREAS, Metro is authorized by ORS 268.390(4) to “require cities and counties, as~it4
considers necessary, to make changes in any plan to aésure that the plan and any actions taken
under it conform to the district’s functional plans ... ”’; and

“WHEREAS, the Metro Council exercised that statutory authority wnen it adopted the

requ1rements in Urban Growth Management Functional Plan for early implementation of the
2040 Growth Concept on November 21, 1996 by Ordmance No. 96-647C; and

WHEREAS, compliance with Titles 1,2, 4, and 6 of the Functional Plan, including any
needed comprehensive plan and development code changes, was due in February, 1999; and

WHEREAS, the Urban Growth Manegement Funetional Plan in Metro Code

Section 3.07.820.C provides that Metro Council may grant extensions to timelines for

Page 1 - Resolution No. 99-2857-A (Sherwood)



compliance with the Functional Plan “if the city or county has demonstrated substantial progiese
or proof of good cause for failing to 'eomplete the requirements on time;” and |

WHEREAS, the City of Sherwood was previously gfanted an extension to ‘comply with |
ail of these titles of the Functional Plan but was unable to cdmplete work by the end of its time
extension deadline of September 30, 1.999; and |

WHEREAS, the City ef Sherwood has requested in Exhibit A an additional extension for
compliance with Titles 1,2, 4, and 6 of the Functional Plan unﬁl June 15; 2000 because staff
turnover and budget limitations have prevented completion; and

WHEREAS, the City of Sherwood has provided a “2040 Complianee Schedule and Task |
Outline” which describes the remainirig work to be completed for Functional Plan compliance in
Exhibit B; and |

WHEREAS, Title 4 of the UrBan Growth Management Functional Plen requires cities
and counties to change their plans to either i)rohibit retail uses larger fhan 60,000 square feet of
gross leasable area‘pervbuilding or busineés in the Erﬂployment on the 2040 Growth Concept
Map Areas or add a process to demonstrate that all current and future transportation facility
needs can be met; and

- WHEREAS, the cities of Tualatin, Tigard, Beaverton (2 of 3 distriets) stﬂets) and |
. Washington County have complied with Titie 4-by prohibiting these very large retail uses in

2040 Employment Areas; and |

WHEREAS, interest hgs been expressed in development of a retail use larger than 60,000
square feet of gross leasable area per bﬁilding or business in a 2040 Employment Area within a

City of Sherwood Light Industrial zone; and ' S
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WHEREAS, tixe Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) process required by the existing cify
code for reviewing an applicatioﬁ for this use addresses 6n1y fhe current transportation facility
needs of the proposed use itself; and | |

WHEREAS, this CUP process is insufficient to demonstrate that futﬁre transportation
facility needs can be met, thereby violating the Title 4 provision in Metro Code 3.07.420(B); and

WHEREAS, the City of Shérwood’s Functional Plan proposed Compliance Schedule and
Task Outline shows that the city anticipates prohibiting retail uses larger than 60,000 square feet
from its Office Commercial, Light Industrial and General Industrial zones to éomply with Title
4; and | |

WHEREAS, Without action by Metro the poésibility exists for- épplications for very large
retail uses to comply with the existing pérmit standards for the current zone despite violating
‘Title,4 of the Functional Plan for Sherwood’s 2040 Employment Areas; and

WHEREAS, Metro is required by ORS 195.025(1) to be resp;)nsible for coordinating all
planning activi'ties'affecting la;ﬂd uses within the district to assure integrgted comprehensive
plans fot 'the entire metfopolitan area; and

WHEREAS, the comprehensive plans of the Cities of Tualat.in, Tigard, Beaverton and
Washington County are not coordinatéd with the City of Sherwood’s comprehensive plan
6onceming Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan until the City of Shefwood
éomplétes its work plan in Exhibit B, including amending its comprehensive plan and land use
regulations to comply with Title 4; and

WHEREAS, regional_ coordination action is necessary to assure that planning activities

affecting land uses within the 2040 Employment Areas located inside the city limits of Sherwood
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are coordinated with the compréhensiv;e plan and land use regulations of its county and neigflbor
cities which protect the 2040 Employment areas in those jurisdictions; now, therefore,

BEIT RESOLVED:

1. That the City of Sherwood is hereby granted a compliance time extension for
Titles1-2; 4;-and-6 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plaﬁ ﬁntil June 15, 2000 based
on its demonstration of good cause for failing to complete the requirement;s on time due to gt;lff '
turnover and budget constraints.

2. That the time extension granted to the City of Sherwood is for Functional Plan
Titles152; 4;-and-6-and is approved subject to the; actions required in Resolved 5, 6, anq 7 herein
which are necessary to assure that actions taken under Sherwood’s existing plan conform to Title
4 of the Functional Plan during the time éx_tension; and |

3. That the Metro Council hereby determines that the City of Sherwood’s planning
activities are not coordinated with Washington County and its neighbor cities of Tuz-llé.tin,.Tigard
and Beaverton concerning the requirements of Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management
~ Functional Plan fo protect 2040 Industrial Areas and Employment Areas from the transportaﬁon
impacts of very large retail uses. o |

4, That é regional coordination action by Metro pufsuant to ORS 1 95.025(1) and
ORS 268.385 is necessary to assure coordination of planning activities affecting land uses wiﬂﬁn
the Industrial Areas and Employment .Areas identiﬁed on the acknowledged 2040 Growth
Concept Map which are locatéd iﬁ the City of Sherwood until that city amends its comprehensive
plan and land use regulations in a manner that complies with Title 4 of the Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan in coordination with the cities of Tualatin, Tigard, Beaverton and

Washington County.
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5. That the City of Sherwopd is hereby required to make a determination of
compliaﬂce with Title 4 of the Uri)an Growth Management Functional Plan prior to consideration
of api)roval of any application for any retail use larger than 60,000 square feet of gr'oss leasable
area per building or business on land in Industrial Areas and Employment Areas identified on the
acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept Map which are located in the City of Sherwood.

6. That the City of Sherwood is hereby required to obtain a demonstration of the
~ adequacy of both current and planned transportation facilities for the proposed use and all
planned land uses in the vicinity as required by title 4 in order to make a determination of
compliance. |

7. That the City of ‘Sher‘wood.is hereby required td deny any application for any
retail use larger than 60,000.‘square feet of gross leasable area per building or business on land in
Industrial Areas and Employment Areas identified on the acknowledged 2040 Growth Concept.

Map which are located in the City of Sherwood which do not demonstrate compliance with

Metro Code 3.07.420(B).
ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of 1999.
Rod Monroe, Presiding Officer
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

i:\docs#07.p& d\10reglco.ord\10sherwood\res 99-2857a2.doc
OGC/LSS/kvw 11/02/99
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EXHIBIT A , : —!l\

Cityof 7
Sherwood
Oregon )
October 20’ 1999 Home of the Tualatin River National Wildlife Refuge L’ . . v\.J
Marian Hull
METRO
600 Northeast Grand Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97232-2736

RE: City of Sherwood 2040 Compliance Program — Draft ‘Revise,d Timelines.

Dear Marian:

We have reviewed comments received from Metro regarding our compliance report and capacity
analysis (City of Sherwood’s Compliance Report dated August 19, 1998). Based on our review
and conversations with you and Lydia we have revised our scope of work and compliance -
schedule. Listed below is the tentative revised schedule and reformatted scope, together w1th
the estimated completion dates for the various components of the work program.

While we are proceeding with the work tasks, the Planning Commission and City Council has
not yet reviewed and approved the revised work program, schedule, and budget. Their review is
scheduled for a joint work session on November 30, 1999. So, we w111 not be able to officially
submit our program until the first week of December.

The City understands that this schedule fails to meet the compliance deadline of December 1999,
as set by the Functional Plan. Therefore we are requesting an extension to June 15, 2000 in order
to allow completion of the work program. However, regardless of the Metro Council’s action on
our request, we are proceeding with the scheduled work, to the extent our present budget allows.

As you know, the Clty of Sherwood is operating in a rapld growth environment with a severe
shortage of staff. To assist.-with the compliance work, we have hired the firm of Ragsdale Koch

Altman, LL.C (RKA). Ben Altman of RKA has prepared the revised Work Program and schedule
. in coordination with city staff. '

Please review our program and provide any comments and recommendations. Any comments
provided will be forwarded to. the Planning Commission and Council as part of the program
review and approval on November 30, 1999.

Sincerely,

City Planner

City Hall « (503)625-5522 » fax-(503) 625-5524
-20 N.\W. Washington Street ¢ Sherwood, OR 97140



EXHIBIT B . City of Sherwood
Functional Plan Comphance Timeline
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{

2040 COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE AND TASK OUTLINE
I. General Back Ground and Initial Public Engagement

A Define Geographic Framework — Set context through a series of public
workshops.

1. What are the desired and defining physical characteristics of
Sherwood?
'a) What defines it now?
b) How should that change, if at all?
2. What is the desired future for Old Town?
a) What is its look and feel? :
b) What is the appropriate land use mix and densities?
¢) What about access and circulation, to, from, and through?
d) What are the boundaries?
3. What about the Six Corners Commercial area?
’ a) What is its look and feel? :
- b) What is the appropriate land use mix and densities?
c) What about access and circulation, to, from, and through?
d) What are the boundaries?
4. What about the Industrial Areas?
a) What is its look and feel?
b) What is the appropriate land use mix and densities?
c¢) What about access and circulation, to, from, and through?
d) What are the boundaries? =~
5. What about Res1dent1al Neighborhoods?
a) What is their look and feel?
b) How do they relate to the other use areas?
c) What about access and circulation, to, from, and through? -
~d) What are the boundaries? '
6. What about Open Spaces, including the Wild Life Refuge?
a) What is their look and feel?-
b) How do they relate to the other use areas?
- ¢) What about access and circulation, to, from, and through?
~d) What are the boundaries?
7. What about Connecting Corridors?
a) Green corridors?
b) Local corridors such as Sherwood Blvd, Oregon Street,
Washington/Meinecke?
¢) Major transportation links such as 99W and
Tualatin/Sherwood Rd?
8. Public Review Process. _
a)  Based on citizen workshops, staff prepares comparative
match of Community Character to Metro 2040: 10-27-99 to 11-
29-99.
b) Planning Commission Review: 12-7-99 12-21-99, 1-4-
2000, and 1-18-2000.
c) City Council briefing: 1-11-2000 and 1-25-2000.



City of Sherwood
Functional Plan Compliance Timeline
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d) Draft Recommendations to.Metro: 1-31-2000.
B. Metro 2040 Design Types.
1. Based upon the conclusions from task set A define the boundanes
of the 2040 Design Types that fit Sherwood.
a) Town Center (Location?)
b) Main Street(s).
¢) Corridors.
d) Green.
e) Transportation.
f) Employment Areas.
g) Industrial Areas.
h) Neighborhoods.
Inner.
Outer.
2. Conclusion - Summary of Comprehenswe Plan Pollcles and Map
Issues. .
3. Public Review Process.
a) Based upon citizen workshops, staff prepares updated
analysis and findings: 11-17-99 to 11-29-99.
b) . Planning Commission review: 12-7-99, 12-21-99, 1-4-
2000, and 1-18-2000
c¢) City Council briefing: 1-11-2000 and 1-25-2000.
d) Draft Recommendations to Metro: 1-31-2000.
C. Refine and Reconcile vacant land inventory and population/employment
allocations with Metro.
1. Refine methodology for vacant land capacity analysis per Metro’s
‘comments. . .
2. Update the vacant land inventory and reconcile with Metro housing
and employment allocations, including mixed-uses centers.
3. Public Review Process.
a) Staff prepares updated analysis and findings: 10-18-99 to
11-26-99.
b) Planning Commission Review: 12-21-99 and 1-4-2000.
¢) City Council briefing: 1-25-2000. '
d) Draft Recommendations to Metro: 1-31-2000.
. D. Assess public facilities master plans to identify any significant service
capacity limitations relative to supporting the projected growth.
1. Sewer (coord. USA).
2. Water (C/C approved October *99 update)
3. Storm (coord. USA).
4. Parks (to C/C November ¢ 99 update).
5. Assess draft Transportation System Plan (April *98) relative to
Metro Title 6 design issues.
a) Street classifications. »
b) Optional performance standards relative to congestion
(Section 4.B).



City of Sherwood
Functional Plan Comphance Timeline

Pdge 4

‘

c) Assess current parking ratios compared to Metro’s
minimum and maximum criteria.
d) Note: Full State TPR compliance review may occur at a
separate time.

6. Assess City’s current growth management policy framework to

determine appropriate revisions, to address current UGB/City lelts
versus Urban Reserves.

7. Public Review Process.
a) Staff prepares updated analysis and findings: 10 18-99 to
'11-26-99. ,
b) Planning Commission Review: 12-21-99 to 1-4-2000.
¢) City Council briefing: 1-25-2000.
: d) Draft Recommendations to Metro: 1-31-2000.
II. Comprehensive Plan and Code Amendment Package. =
A. Amendment of City’s Comprehensive Plan.
1. Chapter 3 — Growth Management (Title 1).
a) Update the text and policies of the City’s Comprehensive
Plan to reflect the new planning horizon of 20 years.
(1) Growth assumptions:
' " (a) population allocation
(b) employment allocation
" 2. Chapter 4 - Land Use (Title 1).
a) Establish minimum residential densities particularly for
“high density districts. ) '
b) Develop a policy to prohibit Big Box retail uses in
identified Industrial and Employment areas.
¢) Develop a mixed-use policy, which permits limited multi- -
family housing in certain commercial areas, particularly in the
Old Town area.
d) Amend City’s Comprehensive Plan Map to 1dent1fy the
boundaries of the applicable 2040 Growth Concept design
types.
3. Chapter5 - Envuonmental Resources (Title 3).
a) Develop policies to implement contextual framework
identified for Corridors and Title 3.
(1) Review and adopt USA Title 3 package (Dec ’99).
(2) Refine policies.as needed to acknowledge and
protect open spaces, stream corridors, and the wild life
refuge, including new maps. : A
b) Evaluate flood management policies for appropriate
updates, including coordination with Washington County on
possible FEMA, Firm Map updates.
4. Chapter 6 — Transportation (Title 6). -
a) Evaluate whether optional Level of Service Standard (Title
6, Section 4.B) is needed for the designated Town Center.
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. b) Revise transportation policies in Chapter 6 to include a
reference to the design elements and performance standards in
the Functional Plan.
¢) Incorporate a new policy in Chapter 6 to recognize the -
Transportation Planning Rule and 2040 Growth Concept,
which calls for more compact urban development.

d) Develop a policy commitment to review and amend
parking regulations, if necessary, to meet the Regional Parking
Ratios Table and parking Maximum Map.

5. Chapter 7 - Community Facilities and Services (Title 1).
a) Identify any necessary amendments to City’s adopted
master plans (sewer, water, drainage) to assure that public

- facilities can be provided to accommodate the planned housing

and employment capacity within the planning period.
b) Identify appropriate Code amendments as necessary to
assure continued coordination between development and public
facilities and services.

- 6. Public Review Process - Comparatlve match of Community

Character to Metro 2040 Concepts and Design Types.
a) Based on prior citizen workshops and Commission
hearings, staff prepared recommended amendments: 12 7-99 to
1-17-2000.
b) Citizen Rev1ew Workshops (3): 1-26-2000 2-2 2000, and
2-9-2000. :
c¢) Planning Commission Review: 3-7-2000, 3- 21-2000 and
4-4-2000.
d) City Council briefing: 4-25-2000.
e) Draft Recommendations to Metro: 4-28-2000.
f) City Council Adoption 5- 9-2000 and 5-23-2000.

B. Amendment of City’s Zoning Code relative to applicable Titles of Metro
- Growth Management Functional Plan,

Title 1. Requirements for housing and Employment Accommodation.

. a) Develop minimum density standards based on 80% of the
maximum number of dwelling units per net acre perrmtted by .
the zoning designation.

b) Add a purpose statement specifying requirement of -
allowing partitioning or subdividing land inside the UGB
where existing lot sizes are two or more times that of minimum
lot size of the zone - Sherwood appears to already comply with
this requirement.

¢) Develop amendment to allow at least one accessory
dwelling unit within any detached single family dwelling unit
within all of the residential districts.

d) Select approach to identifying redevelopable lands to
complete the capacity estimate. The City needs to analyze the
Old Town area and Main Street areas and develop an approach
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to 1dent1fymg the redevelopable lands. The City will then be

able to complete the capacity analysis.

e) Review residential zones to look for opportunities to

increase housing capacity to meet the 2017 housing targets.

f) Consider methods of i increasing housing and jobs in Town

Center, Employment Areas and along Corridors.

2. Title 2. Regional Parking Policy.

'a) The completion of these items would commde with the

completion of the City’s Transportation System Plan.
(1) Establish process for considering variances when a
development application is received which may result

- in approval of construction of parking spaces either in
excess of the maximum parking ratios or less than the
minimum parking ratios.
(2) In mixed use areas, provide blended parking ratios
to account for cross-patronage and shared parking
benefits
(3) Establish maximum parking ratios per Table 2 of
the Functional Plan.
(4) Revise minimum parking standards in Code to
coincide with Table 2, Regional Parking Ratios Title 2,
Section 2.A.1.
(5) Count adjacent on-street parking spaces, nearby
public parking and shared parking toward minimum
standard.
(6) Rewrite Section 5.301.02 of the City’s Zoning Code
to read: “Two or more uses, structures or parcels of land
may utilize jointly the same parking and loading spaces
when the peak hours of operation do not substantially
overlap...”.
(7) Amend Section 5.301.04 of the City’s Zoning Code
to'read, “When several uses occupy a single structure or
parcel of land, the total requirements for off-street
parking...shall be the sum of the requirements for the
several uses computed separately with a reduction of
10-25% to account for cross-patronage of adjacent
businesses or services.”

- (8) Relative to storm water management measures in
parking areas, consider alternatives to hard,
impermeable surface treatments for infrequently
utilized parking areas, and on-site water retention in
large parking lots.

3. Title 3 -Water Quality, Flood Management and Fish and Wlldllfe
Conservation.

a) Coordinate compliance package through Unified Sewerage
Agency (USA). :
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(1) Adopt a balanced cut and fill for any development
occurring within the floodplain.
(a) Amend Flood plain regulations to include
1996 flood inundation areas.
(2) Require erosion and sediment control for all new
development regardless of size or location of site.
(3) Provide protection for steep slopes within Water
Quality Resource Areas defined by Title 3, including
provisions for increasing riparian vegetation cover
along Water Quality Resource Areas.
(4) Prohibit new uses of uncontained areas of hazardous
materials of hazardous materials defined by DEQ in the
Water Quality and Flood Management Areas.
b) Develop code amendment to flood plain regulations to
account to FEMA map revision process (CLOMR & LOMR).
4. Title 4. Retail in Employment Areas.

a) Prohibit retail uses larger than 60,000 square feet of gross
leasable area per building or business from the OC, LI and GI
zones. Request change to Title 4 map to remove employment
designation for rail district property. :

5. Title 5. Neighboring Cities and Rural Reserves.
a) Develop Code language to reflect Title 5 requirements to
recognize and protect Green corridors.

6. Title 6 — Regional Accessibility.
a) The completion of these items would coincide with the
completlon of the City’s Transportation System Plan.

. (1) Sherwood Boulevard from Gleneagle Drive to
Oregon Street and Oregon Street from Sherwood
boulevard to Lincoln Street have been designated on
Metro’s Boulevard design map as Main Streets. The
Transportation System Plan as'well as the
Comprehensive Plan should contain consideration of
the design treatments listed in Title 6, Section 2B (1-9)
for the two Main Streets.

(2) In the Comprehensive Plan, Part 2 Chapter 6C
Policies 2-6 reference Title 6, Section 2B (1-9).

(3) In the Comprehensive Plan, Part 2 Chapter 6D 2(a)
and Policy 11 should reference portions of Title 6,
Section 2B (1-9).

(4) Revise Section 6.304.01 and 6 304.02 of Zomng
Code to contain a reference of Title 6, Section 2B (1-9).
(5) Design Standards for Street Connectivity - The City
will decide through the Transportation System Plan
process whether to comply with Title 6 Section 3A
(Design option) or Section 3B (Performance option).



City of Sherwood
Functional Plan Compliance Timeline

- b) Title 6, Section 4.A. Alternative Mode Analysis - The City
shall establish mode split targets for the 2040 design types,
which will be used to guide transportation system
improvements.

c) Title 6, Section 4.B. Motor Vehlcle Congestion Analysis -
The City may establish optlonal performance standards and
deficiency thresholds intended to identify transportation needs =
through multi-modal system-level planning.
d) Title 6, Section 4.C. Transportation System Analysis - The
City shall establish the process to identify appropriate
recommended solutions to address those needs identified
-through multi-modal system level planning.
e) Title 6, Section 4.D.Congestion Analysis Outside of Mixed
Use Areas - Addresses congestion and capacity issues that
result from the implementation of the functional plan. In
Sherwood, these provisions would apply (a) areas outside the
town center boundaries, and (b) the Town Center area, if the
City elects not to use the alternative congestion standards
contained in Section 4.B of the Functional Plan.
7. Public Review Process - Comparative Match of Community
Character to Metro 2040 Concepts and Design Types.
a) Based on prior citizen workshops and Commission
hearings, staff prepared recommended amendments 12-7-99 to -
1-17-2000.
b) Citizen review Workshops (3) 1-26-2000, 2-2-2000 and 2-
9-2000.
¢) Planning Commission Rev1ew 3-7-2000, 3-21-2000, and 4-
4-2000.
d) City Council briefing: 4-25-2000.
e) Draft Recommendations to Metro 4- 28-2000 .
8. City Council Adoption 5-9-2000 and 5-23-2000.
~ C. Title 7. Affordable Housing.
1. This Title deals with affordable housmg and is currently advisory.
No action is required by the City at this time. There is no specific
work program task focused on this issue. However, any policy -
direction that may emerge from the public review process will be
incorporated into the amendment package.
D. Title 8. Compliance Procedures.
1. Draft copies of the various elements will be forwarded to Metro for
review and comment as noted in to above schedule. Formal notice of
adoption, of proposed amendments to comprehensive plan provisions
or implementing ordinances, shall be provided to METRO at the same
time notice is provided to DLCD, as required by their administrative
procedures. The notice shall include the city’s analysis demonstrating
that the proposed amendments are’in substantial compliance with the
2040 Functional Plan, and shall address any requested exceptions.

Page8



GROWTH MAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 99-2857A, FOR THE PURPOSE OF
GRANTING A TIME EXTENSION FOR COMPLIANCE WITH TITLE 4 OF THE
URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONAL PLAN FOR THE CITY OF
SHERWOOD AND REQUIRING ACTIONS TO ASSURE COORDINATION AMONG
COMPREHENSIVE-PLANS OF THE CITIES OF SHERWOOD, TUALATIN,
TIGARD, BEAVERTON, AND WASHINGTON COUNTY CONCERNING TITLE 4
OF THE FUNCTIONAL PLAN.

Date: Nov. 4, 1999 ' ~ Presented by: Councilor McLain

Committee Action: . At its November 2, 1999 meeting, the Growth Management
Committee voted 3-0 to recommend council adoption of resolution No. 99-2857A.
Voting in favor: Councilors Bragdon, Park and McLain.

Committee Issues/Discussion: Resolution 99-2857A grants an extension to the City of
Sherwood to June 15, 2000, in able for the City to complete changes to its existing
zoning code to come into compliance with Title 4 of Metro’s Urban Growth
Management Functional Plan. Sherwood is currently out of compliance with Titles
1,2,4,5 and 6 of the functional plan, based on an initial extension request, which
expired on September 30 of this year.

Larry Shaw explained that Resolution 99-2857A not only grants a time extension, but
also applies conditions that exercise Metro’s regional coordination authority, explained
further in L. Shaw memo dated October 26, 1999. :

The substantive amendments to this resolution reduce the application of this time
extension to only title 4 of the functional plan, while expanding application to industrial
lands as well as employment areas.



STAFF REPORT )

[

CONSIDERATION O,F RESOLUTION NO 99-2857-A
GRANTING A FUNCTIONAL PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
TIME EXTENSION FOR TITLE 4 TO THE CITY OF
SHERWOOD AND ASSURING COORDINATION
BETWEEN THE CITIES OF SHERWOOD, TUALATIN,
BEAVERTON, AND TIGARD AND WASHINGTON

COUNTY .
Date: November 1, 1999 ) Presented by: Mary Weber
- Prepared by: Mary Weber
PROPOSED ACTION b

Adoption of Resolution'No. 99-2857-A granting a tlme extension to lmplement the Titie 4
reqwrements of'the Functional Plan for the City of Sherwood.

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Metro Code 3.07.820.C (Title 8 of the Functional Plan) provides _tﬁat Metro Council may
grant time extensions to Functional Plan requirements if a jurisdiction can demonstrate
“substantial progress or proof of good cause for failing to complete the requirements on
time.”

Compliance Progress

Metro Council granted the City of Shewvood atime extensuon for Functional Plan
compliance in Resolution No. 99-2755. Due to budget constraints and staff turnover, the
City has been unable to complete any of the work tasks identified in its first Functional
Plan time extension. Allimplementation tasks were due to be implemented by September
30, 1999. The City is now out of compliance with titles 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6 of the Functional
Plan. Sherwood understands the urgency of completing Functional Plan compliance and
has hired a consultant to draft code changes and to manage the public involvement
process needed to implement the changes.

Prior work completed by City and Metro staff shows that Sherwood will meet its
employment targets, but may not meet its housing targets under existing zoning. The City
will explore methods to increase housing capacity as a part of its compliance work.

Sherwood planning staff has drafted a new work plan for Functional Plan implementation.
The new work plan and schedule will be presented to the City Council and Planning ‘
Commission for approval on November 30, 1999. The City will request an extension to
titles 1, 2, 5 and 6 after City Council approval of the proposed implementation approach.
In the meantime, the City has asked that Metro Council consider an immediate extension
to Title 4 of the Functional Plan. : :



Extension Requested

The City has requested an extension to June 15, 2000 to complete |mplementatlon of Tltle

4 of the Functional Plan. Sherwood has submitted the following timeline to draft, review

and adopt the code changes needed to implement Title 4 provisions.

Work Task _ Completed By
Draft Code Changes January 17, 2000
Conduct Citizen Workshops February 9, 2000
Planning Commission Review April 4, 2000

City Council Briefing April 25, 2000
Draft Recommendations to Metro April 28, 2000
City Council Hearing and Adoption May 23, 2000

BUDGET IMPACT -

Adoption of this resolution has no budget impact.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

Grant the City of Sherwoé'd a time extension to June 15, 2000 to comply with the
provisions of Title 4 of the Functional Plan subject to the conditions of the extension and

the regional coordination action prescribed in this resolution. See the attached memo from

Larry Shaw for a description of the regional coordination action. Any further requests for

time extensions or requests for Functional Plan exceptions made by Sherwood would be '
-determined as delineated in Metro Code 3.07.820, Sections B and C.

l:\gm\cbmmunity_deveIopment\projects\COMPLIANCE\Sherwood\an extension staff report.doc




TO: . Metro Council

Mike Burton, Executive Officer
FROM: Larr%w._Senior Assistant Counsel "
DATE: October 26, 1999
RE: . 'She;Nood Functional Plan Extension arid Conditions.

Effect of Functional PIah Extensions :

Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, adopted in November, 1996,
exercised functional plan authority to “require-cities and counties . . . to make changes in any
plan to assure that the plan and any actions taken under it conform to the district’s functional
plan ... " ORS 268.390(4). The Functional Plan requires changes in city and county
comiprehensive plans to the extent necessary to achieve Functional Plan performance
standards by February, 1999. '

Time extensions have been granted into late 1999 for many requirements, longer for
a few requirements. The lack of an extension for any requirement for any city and county
puts that jurisdiction in violation of that Functional Plan requirement.

For new developments that would violate a Functional Plan requirement which need a
comprehensive plan or zone change under the ¢ity or county’s existing plans, Metro
enforcement would be straightforward. Metro would point out the violation during the local
hearing on needed local change, put the Functional Plan (regional law) in the record and
successfully appeal to LUBA for violation of regional law if the plan or zone change were
adopted. - :

However, if no time extension for Functional Plan compliance is in place and no
action has been taken to change existing zoning code that directly violates a Functional Plan
requirement, there is no proposed city or-county plan or zone change to appeal. An
application for development approvable under existing zoning could be filed. Thatis an
application for a permit that the ¢ity or county must approve if the existing zoning code is
met. ' _

WMRC-FILESVILES\OLONETWETRO2VOGC\DEPTS\DOCS#07.PEDMOREGLCO.ORDA Osherwood\councll.burion.nonaction.mem2.doc



TO: Metro Council »
Mike Burton, Executive Officer Y

October 26, 1999
Page 2 _ ‘ :

Sherwood “Big Box Retail” In 2040 Employment Area — Title 4

The City of Sherwood received a time extension to September 30, 1999, for most
Titles of the Functional Plan. The city has not adopted changes to its plan and zoning for
any Title, including Title 4 limits on big box retail in 2040 Employment Areas. Arequest for
further extension was received October 21, 1999. ;

A large retailer has indicated interestin a new store in Sherwood's 2040 Employment
Area. A development application may be allowable by Conditional Use Permit (CUP) under
existing zoning while violating Title 4. No plan change or zoning amendment has been
proposed for this development. Therefore, there is no new plan or code action for Metro to
appeal for violation.of the applicable regional law, Title 4 of the Functional Plan. The permit
application would be appealable only for violation of the existing CUP standards.

Time Extension Conditions Concept

An alternative way of exercising regional coordination authority (discussed below) is
to grant further time extensions with conditions based on how these “second round” time
extensions coordinate with surrounding comprehensive plans. - As more cities and counties
complete their Functional Plan implementation work, incomplete work by neighbors may
affect them. Sherwood is a prime example for Title 4 implementation. Sherwood's lack of
Title 4 required plan provisions may be affected by other jurisdictions, like Tualatin, which
have those provisions in place.. Tigard, Tualatin, Beaverton (in 2 of 3 districts) and
Washington County have changed their plans to prohibit Big Box retail in Employment Areas.

Metro Council approval of extensions could include an exercise of regional ,
coordination authority to require a determination of Functional Plan compliance and denial of
permits which would violate the Functional Plan. Such new requirements of a city or county
could be in the form of conditions of approval of the time extensions as a further exercise of
functional plan authority in ORS 268.390(4).

Reglonal Coordination Action - ORS 197.025(1)

Metro's regional coordination authority in ORS 195.025(1) and 268.385 is not limited
by statutory words. A 1994 case stated Metro’s authority to assure coordination among 27
city and county plans in broad terms. The facts of that case were limited to three (3) adopted -
comprehensive plan provisions which actually did conflict. Metro required a new plan '
provision for all three. Use of coordination authority here could be identifying a conflict
‘between Sherwood's lack of Title 4 required plan provisions and other jurisdictions, like ,
Tualatin, which have those provisions in place. Tigard, Tualatin, Beaverton and Washington-
County have changed their plans to prohibit Big Box retall in Employment Areas.

The use of a regional coordination action for a particular city or subregion is not an

amendment to RUGGO, 2040 Growth Concept, Reglonal Framework Plan or Functional Plan
ordinances. Therefore, a Metro Council action can be by resolution at any Metro Councll
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TO: Metro Council '
Mike Burton, Executive Officer !

October 26, 1999
Page 3

!

meeting. The action would state all the special circumstances, including potential
applications under current city code that will violate Title 4 because Sherwood has not yet
amended its Code. The action could be the same as the conditions discussed above:
require (1) Sherwood to make a determination of whether Functional Plan requirements
would be violated and (2) that any permit applications which would violate the Functional
Plan be denied. - C

Conclusion

Sherwood's request for a further time extension can be addressed based on the staff
report on the reasons for it. That extension for Titles 1, 2, 4, and 6 can include extension
conditions to assure coordination among comprehensive plans of Sherwood, Tigard,
Tualatin, Beaverion and Washington County. For such action to be effective at protecting
Sherwood's 2040 Employment Areas from big box retail development during the exterision,
the city must be required to take actions at the permit process level. This would be the first
such action taken by Metro. It would be based on both Metro’s functional plan authority at
ORS 268.390(4) and its regional coordination authority at ORS 195.025(1) and 268.388.

LSSIsmijIkvw
Cc:  Dan Cooper

Elaine Wilkerson
Mark Turpel

WMRC-FILESFILES\OLDNETWMETRO2OGC\DEPTS\DOCS#07.PADAOREGLCO.ORDMOsherwood\councll burion.nonaction mem2 doc



THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE ) RESOLUTION NO. 99-2868
PORTLAND-AREA AIR QUALITY )
CONFORMITY DETERMINATION FOR THEFY ) Introduced by
2000 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION ) Councilor Jon Kvistad
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM ) JPACT Chair

| )

WHEREAS, State and federal regulation require that no transportation project
may interfere §vith attainment or maintenance of air qliality standards; and

WHEREAS, projects allocated funding in the FY 2000 through 2003
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program are regiohally significant with
respect to their poténtigl effect on air quality; and

WHEREAS, The Interstate MAX light rail extension project has changed the
alignment and terminus from that previously analyzed for air quality effects; and

WHEREAS, Extension of light rail from Downtown to Clackamas County has
been delayed from the time assumed in the last regional air quality analysis; and

WHEREAS, These events trigger a need for preparation of an Air Quality
Conformity Determination to demonstrate that they conform with the State
Implementation Plan for maintenance of air quality standards; and

WHEREAS, Metro has convened-tl'le Intergovernmental Consultation Sub-
committee of TPAC to confirm the technical basis for preparation of an Air Quality
Conformity Determination; and

WHEREAS, TPAC is the standing body authorized by the State Air Quality Rule
for approval of Determinations; now therefore. '

BE IT RESOLVED:

1. The Conformity Determination shown in Exhibit 1 of the Resolution is

approved. o
2. This Resolution repeals Resolution No. 99-2843A.

‘Resolution No. 99-2868 p. 10of2



ADOPTED by the Metro Council this.

Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Couinsel

99-2868. Res/TW/tw -
11-3-99\ '

Resolution No. 99-2868

, day of , 1999.

p.20f2

- Rod Monroe, Presiding Officer

-t
-



Exhibit 1

Determlnatlon of Conformlty
for the
FY 2000 Through 2003 Portland-area
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program

. SUMMARY AND HIGHLIGHT OF MAJOR CHANGES IN THE SYSTEM AND
METHODOLOGY USED IN THIS DETERMINATION VERSUS THAT USED IN THE
DETERMINATION APPROVED BY FHWA/FTA/EPA IN 1998. ‘

. Reason for Determination. This Conformity Determination is for the Portland Area FY
2000 through FY-2003 Metropolitan Transportation lmprovement Program (MTIP) It
has been prepared because:

e Projects or project phases have been approved for fundlng in the newly approved
MTIP, thereby acceleratlng the timing of several regionally significant projects from
that prewously analyzed in the Conformity Determination approved by federal
authorities in October 1998 ‘and

e Metro recently approved amendment of the scope and concept of the South/North
light rail extension project. The South corridor component has been delayed and
the alignment and terminus of the North.corridor component has also changed
significantly. Funding for the project is included in the TIP.

None of these changes affects the 2015 horizon year of the RTP. The RTP continues
to anticipate completion of a South/North light rail extension between Clackamas Town
Center to the south and Vancouver, Washington to the north by 2015. The 2015
FlnanC|ally Constrained transportation network remains the basis for determination of -
the region’s conformity and only the scope and concept of interim analysis years has
changed.

Amendment of the 1998 Conformity Determination Travel Network. Appendix 1
shows the projects that were allocated funding in the FY 2000 TIP. It first lists those for
which no capacity effects can be modeled (e.g., bike and pedestrian lmprovements). It
“then lists those for which a change in system capacity has been |dent|f ed in the
regional transportation model

¢ Of the projects capable of modeling, most are “Boulevard” design treatments
intended to reduce auto speed and enhance multimodal function of select street
segments in the region. The model effect of these design features is to reduce auto
capacity of improved street segments by approximately 200 vehicles per hour.
" Though not regionally significant, Metro routinely models such improvements.

Conformity of FY 2000 MTIP - Page 1



e The TIP action also advanced regionally significant projects or project phases
analyzed in later analysis years of the 1998 Determination. The most notable of
these projects include phase 1 of both the I-5/Hwy 217/Kruse Way Interchange
reconstruction and the Sunnybrook Split Diamond Interchange project.- Though
timing of these first phase projects has not advanced, their receipt of TEA-21 High
Priority funds has enabled expansion of their previously modeled scopes.

o The region’s financing plan for the proposed South/North LRT project was rejected

by the electorate in late 1998. Since that time, an alternative light rail extension

- proposal submitted by the City of Portland business community has been endorsed
by Metro. The proposal calls for extension of MAX light rail north from Downtown to
the Exposition Center running principally on Interstate Avenue. This alignment
differs from that included in the 1998 Determination and would reduce Interstate
Avenue from four travel lanes to two (900 vehicles per hour, peak direction, instead

- of the current 1,800 vehicles per hour). This represents a significant modification of
project scope. The project terminus also extends further north than assumed in
Interim Operating System 1 (I0S 1) analyzed in the 1998 Determination.

The southern leg of the prewously analyzed South/North pro;ect has been delayed
until some time after 2003, which is the start date assumed in the 1998 '

" Determination for service to the Linwood station, just east of Clackamas Town.
Center. As part of this delay, a substantial number of park and ride spaces
assumed in the 1998 Determination, which significantly affected some local arterial
operations and increased corridor-specific transit patronage somewhat, have been
removed in' the present Determination. Some residual park and ride spaces will
continueto be provided in 2005 and the TIP allocates funds for initial deployment of
“rapid bus” concepts in the McLoughlin corridor starting in FY 2000.

Additional transit options in the corridor are under investigation but no concept has
been adequately developed for modeling purposes at this tlme

It bears restatement that no amendment of the 1995 RTP has been approved by
Metro to eliminate or significantly alter the 2015 horizon year assumptions reflected
in the Financially Constrained Network. The RTP has not changed its anticipation
that by 2015, light rail will operate south to the Town Center and north to Vancouver
Washington, except for the alteration to the north alignment noted above.

e A number of other arterial projects are affected by TIP allocations. Changes to their
scope or timing may or may not be significant but Metro has taken this opportunity to
revise previous modeling of the projects to reflect the most current timing and design
information. These projects are also identified in the Table.

» Other miscellaneous changes have occurred over the last year to locally funded
projects included in the previously modeled network which concern either their

Conformity of FY 2000 MTIP - Page 2



timing or scope. These reflect changes to the existing local street system typlcally in
association with developer funded street improvements. The professional judgment’

. of Metro modeling staff, guided by evaluation of whether any such changes effect
components of the regionally significant system defined in the 1995 RTP,
determines whether such system revisions are treated as either routine and
unrecorded or as revisions meriting inclusion in-the Regional Street Atlas. A system
for recording the higher order revisions does exist, which is not to say that all such
changes are necessarily regionally significant. Additionally, Appendix 3 declares
Metro’s characterization, in the regional model, of the current and future condition of
regional system links that are proposed for capacity expansion.

Quantitative Results. _

Results of the Determination quantitative analysis are summarized in Tables 1-3 on

- pages 23 and 24. The tables show total regional emissions resulting from ‘
implementation of the FY 2000-2003 MTIP, including those derived from projects
whose scope and concept have been modified from those previously conformed, fall
within maintenance plan budgets established in 2005, 2015 and 2020, which are also
the analysis years of the Determination. .

Changes to the Determination Quantitative Methodology.

o Three tailored technical modifications of the regional model run in the last

Determination have now been wholly integrated into the regional transportation

~model. The 1998 Determination was driven largely by the need to conform extension
of light rail to Portland International Airport (PDX). In the last effort, trip distributions
were individually modified for all analysis zones contributing trips to and from PDX to
reflect introduction of light rail as a travel option. Land use changes associated with
the proposed Portland International Center development adjacent to the airport were
specially integrated. Finally, the regional model also required ad hoc revisionto -
reflect enhanced modeling procedures for passenger travel to and from PDX. All
these assumptions are now integrated into this conformlty determmatlon quantitative
analysis.

e The 1998 Determination had a horizon year of 2015, the same as the 1995 RTP.
~ The current Determination adopts a 2020 horizon which responds to FHWA concern
for an active “20-year” analysis period. Travel demand consistent with Metro’s
adopted 2020 population and employment projection are distributed on the 2015
Financially Constrained RTP travel network: In essence, an additional five years of
population, employment and associated travel demand is distributed on the 2015
travel network. This'is a highly conservative assumption.

Conformity of FY 2000 MTIP - Page 3



e Mobel 5a-h emission factors had previously been “customized” for Portland area
conditions only to 2010. Because the last Determination used the RTP horizon year
of 2015, DEQ approved extrapolation of emissions for 2015 from the 2010 data. The
current determination has customized the Mobil 5a emission rates to 2020, the last
year for which the program can generate results.

e The prior Determination applled a graduated post-model emission credit eventually
amounting to one percent in 2015, to reflect VMT reduction attributable to the
regional Employee Commute Options program. Recent data collected by Tri-Met
and DEQ staff indicate revision of this credit is appropriate. Since only 70 percent of
targeted businesses have been reached by the program, this element of the ECO
credit formula was reduced to show the 70 percent employer base penetration rate.

Quantitative Analysis Methodology Analysis years of 2005, 2015 and 2020 were
selected in consultation with DEQ and FHWA staff. The first analysis year of 2005
corresponds with the Interstate MAX opening day-and was chosen largely for this
reason; the project EIS requires an opening day ridership figure which is produced as
part of the Conformity Quantitative Analysis. Also 2005 is within ten years of the
following analysis year of 2015. It is not, however, a budget year for carbon monoxide
(CO), hydrocarbons (HC), or nitrogen oxide (NOx). As directed in the Maintenance
Plan, Metro has interpolated between HC and NOx emission budgets established for
2003 and 2006 and between 2003 and 2007 budget years for CO, in order to establish
2005 emissions budgets for these pollutants..

The 2015 analysis year is a “triple” budget year for CO, HC and NOx and is within 10
years of 2005. The 2015 analysis year was also selected per the State Rule guidance
that the Determination’s horizon year must encompass the last year of the RTP; the
RTP forecasts transportatlon conditions for the 20-year period of 1995 through 2015.

As previously stated, a Determination horizon year of 2020 was selected to comply with
FHWA concern for an “active” 20-year” Determination period.

Key Qualitative Issues. The maintenance plan adopted a nhumber of Transportation
Control Measures (TCMs). Some TCMs are regulatory, three are funding based. The
1995 RTP, as amended, and FY 2000 MTIP do not interfere with their timely ‘
implementation. The 1995 RTP, as amended, and the FY 2000 MTIP do assure priority
implementation of the funding based TCMs. An overview of the TCMs is prowded in
Section 11.B.2.d, below. :
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Il. QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

{

A. Background

Basis of Conformity Requirement. The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (the
Act) required EPA to promulgate a rule containing criteria and procedures for
determining conformity of regional transportation plans (RTP) and transportation’

_improvement programs (TIP) with State Implementation Plans (SIP) for attainment
and maintenance of federal air quality standards. This rule was adopted by EPA on
November 24, 1993. The rule required Oregon's Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) to submit a revision of Oregon's SIP detailing new criteria and
procedures for assuring conformity of transportation projects and plans with the SIP.
DEQ adopted these revisions as OAR 340-20-710 through 340-20-1080. Both the -
DEQ and EPA rules require that qualitative and quantitative analyses support’
Metro's Conformity Determinations.

RTP/TIP Relationship. The region's current RTP was adopted in July 1995. ltis
the "umbrella document" which integrates the various aspects of regional
transportation planning into a consistent coordinated process. It identifies the long-
range (20-year) regional transportation improvement strategy and 10-year project

* priorities established by Metro. It defines regional policies, goals, objectives and
projects needed to maintain mobility and economic and environmental health of the
region through 2015." The Plan is "constrained" to federal, state, local and private
revenue sources that are considered "reasonably available" within the 20-year time
frame of the Plan. The Plan demonstrates dedication of adequate resources to
preserve and maintain the system as well as resources for limited system
expansion.

All projects are retained in the RTP until implemented or until a "no-build" decision is
reached, thereby providing a permanent record of proposed improvements.

Projects may also be eliminated from the RTP in the course of overall amendment
or update of the document. The 1995 RTP was last conformed with the SIP in
October 1998.

It is from proposed improvements found to be consistent with the RTP that projects
appearing in the TIP and its three-year Approved Program are drawn. The TIP
relates to the RTP as an implementing document, identifying improvement projects
consistent with the RTP that are authorized to spend federal and state funds within
a three-year time frame. Metro approves a fourth year of project funding that is
recognlzed by federal agencies for mformatronal purposes only.

Projects are allocated funding in the TIP at Metro's initiative and at the request of
local jurisdictions and state and regional partners such as the Port of Portland, Tri-
Met and ODOT. Metro must approve all project addrtrons to the TIP. Among other
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things, Metro must find that proposed capital improvements are consistent with R.TP
policies, system element plans and identified criteria in order to be eligible for
inclusion in the TIP for funding.

The State Rule also specifies that regionally significant local projects must be
assessed for conformity with the SIP. This is consistent with the Clean Air Act
requirement that no transportatlon project — not simply federally funded ones -- may
interfere with achieving national air quality goals. Locally funded projects identified
in the RTP financially constrained network are included in the TIP for information

- purposes only at a level sufficient to describe scope and concept for conformity
purposes but not including financial detail. Therefore, the network used to analyze
transportatlon system effects on air quality in the Portland region includes projects
programmed in the TIP to receive federal and state funds and all other projects —
regardless of fundlng source — reasonably anticipated within the next 20 years.

The State Conformity Regulations specify that a qualitative analysis be prepared
showing that both the Region's Plan and TIP address four broad plannrng and
technical requirements. These include:

. a financially constrained transportation network in each analysis year is used
in the analysis,

-—

2. the Determination relies on the latest planning assumptions,
3. the latest emissions models and estimates are used; and

4. that both the RTP and TIP generally enhance or expedlte implementation of
transportatlon control measures (TCMs) identified in the SIP.

It must also be documented that preparation of the Determination conformed with
interagency consultation procedures described in the Rule. The Qualrtatrve
Analysis portion of the Detennlnatron is provided, below.

B. Analysis
1. Financially Constreined Network.
a. Requirement: The State Rule requires that enalysis of emissions must |

result from transportation improvements that are supportable with reasonably
antrcrpated revenues.

Frndlng The 1995 RTP estimated reasonably available revenue for the 20-
year plan period and approv