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MINUTES OF THE METRO COUNCIL MEETING
October 14, 1999

Metro Council Chamber

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

Councilors Absent: None

Presiding Officer Monroe convened the Regular Council Meeting at 2:00 p.m.
1. INTRODﬁCTIONS |

None

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS

Art Llewellan, 3205 SE 8™ #9, Portland, presented testimony about his objections to ODOT
(Oregon Department of Transportation) plans for the Southeast side of town starting with the
Ross Island Bridge. He said that the upcoming resurfacing is an inadequate project that will lead
to grievous complaints from the public. He said that he did not support the project; the bridge
and surrounding area needs much more than that. He disagreed completely with ODOT and its
plan on how to fix the westside bridge ramps. He said as far as the Grand Avenue viaduct rebuild
they have not considered how to improve the very dangerous eastside ramps. He also disagreed
with the widening of McLoughlin Blvd. He said that all of these plans are inadequate and he is
testifying before this agency because in the future, as ODOT carries forward these plans, people
will say that Metro had the chance to say something; and if it had maybe ODOT would have done
- a better job. He had one more complaint about ODOT regarding lightrail. He is on record as
saying that light rail through the south corridor is possible and he thinks that is the way it should
go. He has advocated leaving it on the eastside and not going downtown, saving money, building
a regional system. He said that ODOT has prevented an eastside alignment because they plan to
widen I-5 directly into the path where lightrail would enter the Rose Garden area. He stated that
he believes it is ODOT that has killed the eastside alignment. He also said that he thinks that the
acronym, ODOT doesn’t fit them anymore; it should read more like the Oregon Department of
Automobile Only Transportation. When planning is only done for automobiles it makes it harder
to walk, harder to bike and harder to build a mass transit system. He hoped that by expressing his
opinions Metro would understand where he is coming from.

3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNI-C'ATIONS
None |

4. AUDITOR COMMUNICATIONS |

None |

5. MPAC COMMUNICATIONS
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Councilor McLain reported that the MPAC meeting last nights discussed the UBR (Urban
Boundary Report) Update and what were the important issues in the material. There was quite a
discussion about getting hung up on numbers versus. goals and vision for the 2040 Growth
Concept She said the committee plans to continue the discussion over the next 2-3 meetings
since the Council will not be taking up these issues before at least November 18. The discussion
last night centered on full communities that care about the texture and quality of their
neighborhoods. She said that no decisions or motions were made, just healthy conversation.

6. CONSENT AGENDA

Motion: Councilor McLain moved to adopt the meeting minutes of the
October 4, 1999 and October 7, 1999 Regular Council Meeting.

Seconded: Councilor Bragdon seconded the motion..
Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed.
7. ORDINANCES FIRST READING

7.1 Ordinance No. 99-820, For the Purpose of Granting a New Metro Yard Debris
Composting Facility License to Clackamas Compost Products, LLC and
Rescinding License Number YD-0197, and Declaring an Emergency.

Presiding Officer Monroe assigned Ordmance No. 99-820 to Councnlor Washmgton and the
RIM committee.

7.2 Ordinance No. 99-822, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Code 2.04 by
Increasing Purchasing Thresholds and Making Other Required Changes.

Presiding Officer Monroe assigned Ordmance No. 99-822 to Councilor Washmgton and the
Metro Operations Committee.

8. ORDINANCES - SECOND READING

8.1 Ordinance No. 99-823, 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.

8.2 Ordinance No. 99-824, For the Purpoﬂse‘of Amending Metro Code Chapter 7.01 to
Modify and Adjust Excise Taxes and making other Related Amendments.

8.3 Ordinance No. 99-825, 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.

Presiding Officer Monroe opened hearings on the Solid Waste Savings issue. He explained the
procedures for the public hearing. First there will be opportunity for Councilor comment, then a
public hearing where those who have signed up can speak to any one of the ordinances, or speak
to any of the proposed amendments that are summarized on a sheet in the back. He also noted to
the Council that any additional amendments Councilors might wish to have considered must be
submitted to Mr. Stone, no later than 5:00 PM tomorrow, Friday. Next Thursday, October 21,
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. motions will be accepted on various amendments and amend the ordinances appropriately, then
by rule the ordinance must be set over for at least an additional week. Final action is anticipated
for October 28. This does not delay the implementation date previously discussed of February 1,
2000.

Councilor Kvistad said a8 Council is well aware, his philosophy on the dollars available that it is
his hope to return the money to the people who paid it and not put into the Metro general fund, or
spent on more government. He said his goal is to support his own, or other Councilor
amendments that advance this philosophy. :

Councilor Washington said throughout the process of dealing with the funds, this Council had
listened to a lot of people at committee and it was a thorough and open process. He stated that it
seems like every day there is a new surprise, either in the paper or from someone somewhere.
There has been so many conflicting points on this money, one would think Metro was carrying
$50 million bags of money around instead of $60 million. The Council has gotten mixed
messages. This morning-an.in-house letter was received that challenged what Council is trying to
do, while members of other governments whose policy makers are saying one thing has staff
saying another. This Council has respected all viewpoints, even when disagreeing. He asked
everyone to please read The Oregonian editorial regarding this issue: many stories have been
printed; some have been accurate, many not really accurate at all. Many have made an attempt to
define what Metro is trying to do. What Metro is trying to do is the right thing: listen to the many
viewpoints, try to find a way to help growth, help parks, and help the citizens. He said that since
so many seem to desire it, he is going to put forth an amendment before deadline tomorrow
asking Council to return every red penny back to voters. If Metro Council were to give money
back, he would ask it be given back in the form of a kicker, directly to citizens. The first year
$3.75 would go back the first year and for the 9-years thereafter citizens would get $8.50 per
household per year, or a grand total of $80.25 over the next 10-years. He said that this would give
back the entire $60 million, however the rates would probably need to be increased within the
next 3-years by a minimum of $3.00. He stated that it is not a curse to serve the public, but it has
been a curse to deal with this process.

Councilor Bragdon said he would second the motion when it came forward. He would like to
make friendly amendment to this proposed motion even though he may not support it—one is that
when savings are calculated, other than the capital fund that the savings be truly stated as savings,
not inflation rate for general fund, it has to be clear. Second, is there a way they can choose
when they get these checks, can they send them back for greenspaces if they so choose.

Councilor Washington said whatever the council decides. He said he is a strong supporter of
greenspaces, but not an advocate of being beat up every day while trying to do the right thing.

Councilor Bragdon said Executive Officer Burton submitted his letter regarding his view of long
standing on the tipping fee. He said in all fairness, his comments to MPAC, in The Oregonian
and his submission to us in briefing book is all based on the $62.50 tipping fee.

Councilor Atherton said he believes that the problem lies with counting garbage dollars before
they are hatched. He believes that the Council should remember what caused the $60 million
bonus. It was some luck and pluck here in the agency, but also change within the industry.
Council should recognize those changes and look into the future, provide for these liabilities and
pay them off. He suggests paying the $32 million in debt on transfer stations before using that
money for anything else. This would result in saving for the region of some $6-8 million over 4-
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years. It may sound good to try to turn it back, but at best it would be $.50 a month at the can.
He said that with turning the savings back, there are processing costs, and they would be
significant. Metro will be challenged in the near future on flow control, people are recycling
more and the industry is moving towards smaller transfer facilities; therefore, he said, it is more
prudent to pay down that debt.

Councilor Park said he hoped Councilor Washington’s presentation would include an accurate
fiscal impact in its accompanying analysis. Second, he echoed Councilor Bragdon’s frustration
with Mr. Burton’s recent letter. To come back with a 5 o’clock memo the day before Council’s
discussion based on information the Council had not heard before or background on what the
projection is based upon. He expressed frustration with some of the number chasing he has done
in an effort to get a solid 10-year projection of what rate Metro is using reserves, and what may or
may not be prudent.

Councilor McLain thanked the Presiding Officer for his decision to delay voting in order to give
the councilors time to review-the amendments. Second, she said that there seem to be lots of
things in flux today. Therefore she wanted to revisit something the Council holds constant. The
first thing she heard is that the Council wants to live up to their responsibility to meet recycling -
rate. The first and foremost goal with solid waste dollars is that the money be reinvested in
recycling programs that increase the recycling rate and secondly, stabilizing the rate paid by the
rate-payer. She felt that these 2 areas of agreements are important to remember as the
amendments are reviewed. She said that even with a cursory reading of these amendments, that 6
out of the 9 amendments will not allow the Council to accomplish these goals that have been
agreed to. She wanted Councilor Washington to know that she cannot support returning all the
funds to the ratepayer at this point; that doesn’t help recycling at the local level through the
haulers’ programs and it doesn’t help the programs at this building. She said she appreciated the
reason he brought the amendment forth, but believed it cannot fulfil either of the areas of support
she had indicated support for. :

Councilor Kvistad also wanted to follow up on what Councilor Bragdon and Park said regarding
the letter from Executive Officer Burton. He felt it was disingenuous, and untrue. Historically
from 1995, he said, when he chaired the Solid Waste committee, the Council talked about this
agency taking millions of dollars and scraping it off the top for multi-million dollar contingency
funds. Specifically the committee said that the rate should reflect the cost, or maybe cost plus
overhead expenses instead of millions. It was agreed to lower the rates; it took years to agree to
that. The Council took one rate reduction and found that there was still a major surplus; and went
for another rate reduction. Now the Council is looking at this situation and the recycling rate
again. He stated that recycling is a straw man here, recycling will not be ruined. There is plenty
of money coming in to the solid waste system the way it is set up to deal with recycling, work
with local governments and help them put on programs, rather than Metro starting a whole new
program at the regional level. He stated that recycling is best done locally, that cities and garbage
haulers already do a great job and do more every day. Metro is not the king of recycling but
rather is here to help local governments and haulers do a better job.

He stated that in 1995 the Council looked at contract amendment 4 and sued the Executive
Officer because a majority of the Council then (which has since changed) felt that the decision
was wrong and not in best interest of the region. This is the second round of negotiations. He
gave the Executive and the committee members credit for their negotiations with Waste
Management. However, he asked that it not be forgotten that Metro was looking at $120 million
in savings at that time. Now it is $60 million that was advocated by the same Executive Officer
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who sent this letter who talked then about spending every dime and putting it back in Metro
general spending for “stuff”. He said that people’s money should be used when it is needed for
programs that they have paid for. They don’t expect more planners, more programs, more
general government and more employees. He said if the rate must be raised later because of
higher costs, so be it, but to stabilize a rate that Council doesn’t understand is not somewhere he
will go. Recycling is not the issue here; money is the issue.

Hhe -
Presiding Officer Monroe stated that his goal throughout was to have an open process; to allow
input from every interest group, individual and government in the region. He believes that this
has been done. There will be 3 more opportunities in a row to come before Council and give
input before the final decision is made. He said that in terms of his own view, as a fiscal
conservative he is interested in stability. That means one of the things that would be most
beneficial to guarantee would be a stable garbage rate that would not increase for a number of
years. He also stated that he is a strong advocate of recycling. He wants to not only maintain our
current recycling efforts, but increase the opportunity for citizens, organizations and corporations
to reach Metro’s 50%-recycling goal. He hopes to get there on his watch. If there are other
resources available he wants to hear from the public on how they want the Council to invest
them; not in more government, but in things that directly benefit the people such as parks and
open spaces, rest rooms, trails, etc. He also thought it important to look at facilities and make
them less expensive for children of the region to visit the zoo. In addition, Metro has mandates
on local governments that they must meet on 2040 guidelines. It may be appropriate to provide
some assistance in the form of grants to help with their planning efforts. He said he.is not
interested in increasing the bureaucracy of this agency, not interested in making Metro bigger; he
is interested in investing any savings that Metro has to the greatest benefit of the people of this
region.

Presiding Officer Monroe opened a public hearing on the Solid Waste Savings issue at 2:37.
The public may speak to any aspect of the issue and the Ordinances, Numbers 99-823, 99-824
and 99-825; or the amendments listed on a sheet available at the back table. There will be not
one, but two public hearings today. The second one will come later and has to do with some of
the UGB (Urban Growth Boundary) issues that are also before the Council.

Amanda Fritz, 4106 SW Vacuna St., Portland, said she thought it was terrific that Metro has $60
million to figure out what to do with. She thanked staff and Council for making this happen —
that needs to be remembered. She read from a Metro publication, “garbage dollars pay for parks,
planning and recycling”. She said that if this money is refunded Metro is saying that there is
plenty of money for parks, planning and recycling; her contention is that there is not. She
supports Councilor Bragdon’s option that would pay for parks, planning and recycling and
promote partnerships with local jurisdictions and, individual citizens. She stated that especially at
Metro good works are needed and good publicity to let folks know what Metro does. She passed
around a picture that she must take back that reminds her of what Metro does. Metro gave $3,200
for a Watershed Education Grant to Marquam School. It was used to dig up the lawn, replanted
and now, 3 years later it is a beautiful garden. Every year they have several cleanups in the
garden, there is a sign there made by a Boy Scout that says “Metro’s money made this happen”. '
She said please don’t not give me back 70 cents a month, something like this garden can’t be
done on 70 cents a month, but with $60 million all kinds of wonderful projects like this garden
could be done; she thinks that Metro shiould.

Mike Houck, 5151 NW Cornell Rd., Portland, representing the Audubon Society of Portland and
Coalition for a Livable Future (CLF), stated that he and his organizations strongly support and



Minutes of Metro Council Meeting
October 14, 1999
Page 6

urge adoption of the Dakota option. - They agree with philosophy embodied in this proposal.
Solid Waste is one element of our ecological footprint on the natural environment of the Portland
metropolitan region. He respectfully disagreed with Councilor Kvistad in that there is a very
direct connection in our mind between the solid waste stream and people’s impact on the region.
A lot of people would like to see a drip tax increase in gasoline to reflect the true ecological
impact of the transportation system. This is effort to move in-that direction in the solid waste
arena. He said they believe that if Metro Council clearly identifies, and this is crucial, how it will
use the fund, and use for very specific and measurable purposes related to priorities that the area’s
residents have indicated in numerous surveys and by electing the council members to office. His
groups believe that the Dakota option is best that has been reviewed so far. The establishment of
a separate earth restoratxon protection fund is something they feel would enjoy wide public
support. '

Mr. Houck responded to Councilor Washington’s comments, saying he was tired of hearing from
others that the public should vote on everything, they elected the Council to represent them — it is
representative democracy. The Council is in the best position to understand the desires of
Metro’s constituency. People have made it abundantly clear through countless surveysjust what
they want; they want Metro to protect the environment; usmg these funds for that purpose is the
logical nexus. He said he is hopeful Council will move in that direction.

Don Baack, 6495 SW Burlingame PL., Portland, Chair of SW Trails, said he shared many of the

" comments made so far, but thinks that stewardship of what Metro has purchased is a key issue. In
his view government is to do things, not just sit and move money back and forth. He spoke
strongly in support of the Dakota option. He said he has personally walked a number of the green
spaces and have been out in them. Some of the trails there are terrible - they are degrading our
watershed. He said that staff'is overextended and does not have time to talk about the problems,
let alone solve them. Staff are nice willing people, but they are so overloaded they haven’t got.
time to address the existing problems. He stated that more staff is not the answer, but if they
could work with citizen-led efforts together we could make things happen. There are minimal
trials and need good ones. This property wasn’t bought just to sit there; people want to be able to
enjoy it.

Mr. Baack said that Metro has been derelict in its duty as to when lands are acquired a plan
should be in place as to how it will be managed; that hasn’t been done but needs to be. These
lands have no route markers, no bridges, and volunteers could do a lot of this work. What is
needed is guidance from Metro staff. He stated that managing open areas is serious problem,
trails need to be built, existing trails need to be brought up to Title 3 standards, (which means
relocating them out of stream bottoms. That work will take money and time, but it needs a plan,
and planning takes time and energy. He and his group are willing to come to table, we have
plans for SW Portland Metro property in hand, and just need Metro’s blessing when the plans are
further refined. He suggested Metro’s trail coordinator should be freed up of busy work and work
mainly with community groups to put together a comprehensive view of trails. He said that once
this was done 3 years later they could plan to put on a National Conference on trails that would be
fantastic. -

Barbara Walker, 40-Mile Loop, stated that she too supports the Dakota plan. She also wanted
to recognize Metro’s fantastically successful Greenspaces program that was funded by the voters
and has acquired as much land as there is in Forest Park. One example out of many is off the -
Springwater Corridor Trail there is a piece of property purchased with Greenspaces funds that
connects to Barton State Park. There is no access from the trail to the park for the public except
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through the Metro property. If there was a trail from the Springwater Corridor to the Park, think

~ what we could offer people. She said she agreed with Councilor Monroe, give people back what
they asked for; they asked for protection of these Greenspaces for wildlife and for people. These
trails can be used to educate people as to how to use them properly. She totally agrees with Mr.
Baack, we need to make sure trails are correctly placed in ecologically sensitive areas and not
where we used to walk, in the streambeds. There are examples throughout the region that are
just bursting with people willing to back and work with Metro. She asked Council to please make
sure that when Greenspaces is looked at in the‘futur;c, people won’t say they locked it up and

3

there was no provision for anyone to use it.

Jerry Rust, 3417 N Russet St., Portland, stated that attached to his letter of testimony is a copy of
notes he used when he testified at the April 15 budget hearing. The testimony and notes are
included in the meeting record.

Councilor Kvistad said that if the Council were doing as Mr. Rust suggested, he wouldn’t have a
problem, what he-is.unhappy with is what the Council received from the Executive Officer who
had recommended restoring programs cuts that had been made in the past but that had nothing to
do with solid waste. He said he agreed with Mr. Rust in principle. He referred to Councilor
Washington’s proposal that all the money be returned to the ratepayers, noting that returning it
would be preferable to using it the wrong way.

Mr. Rust said he still hoped the Council would pull together and do the right thing. He said
Councilor Atherton’s proposal came closest to the one he preferred. He said he’d prefer that all
the money be put into the solid waste program, then decide how to allocate it from there. He
warned against long-range, unforeseen problems in the solid waste arena. He said he
sympathized with the challenge of having state mandates without state money to carry them out.

Larry Harvey, Friends of the Regional Facilities, 22830 SW 93rd, Tualatin, said he empathized
with the Council. They have a difficult job to do. He had reviewed all the recommendations. He
saw a kernel of truth in all positions. He said he was not certain what an “excise use tax” was.

He suggested addressing the meaning of collecting a “use” tax. He said people who pay zoo
admission also pay a tax, as do those who pay to get into the Expo. He said if Metro was going to
provide tax relief, it should be fair. He suggested the Council might use this an opportunity to be
a good steward for the entire region. He expressed his appreciation to the Council for being
willing to listen. He said he understood the frustration. He urged support for Councilor
Bragdon’s position.

Jackie Dingfelder, 2124 Northeast 54™ Avenue, Portland, spoke in support of the Dakota
proposal. She said it presented a win/win solution. She said it demonstrated that Metro was
accountable and fiscally responsible, committed td'its existing missions. She agreed with Mr.
Harvey, that all the points of view expressed contained elements of truth. She urged more

support for waste-reduction and recycling efforts. She supported using the funds for
environmental purposes. - She said the public has indicated its support for investing more in

natural resources through passing the greenspaces bond measure and, last year, Measure 66. She
urged more support for and technical assistance to local jurisdictions to help them meet the
mandates in Title 3.

Jayne Cronlund, Executive Director, Three Rivers Land Conservancy, 398 Tenth Street,
Portland, urged the Council to support the Dakota plan. She said the Conservancy supports the
- previous testimony of the Coalition for a Livable Future and that of Ms. Dingfelder. She added
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that using the $60 million surplus could be used to build a bridge to local communities by
providing local communities with incentives to comply with natural resource and waste-
management obligations. She said the more Metro was seen as supplementing local resources
rather than creating new obligations, the less necessary public relations campaigns would be. She
said passage of Measure 66 demonstrated that the public supports using money for open space
and parks acquisitions. '

Doug Drennen, Lakeside Reclamation Landfill, 14930 Southwest Vandermost Road, spoke to
Ordinance 99-824, which would change the excise tax from a percentage to a per-ton rate. His
company’s concern was that the conversion would impact market conditions with respect to the
competition. He said the company did not have a problem collecting the tax, as it was currently
built into the rate structure. Paying on a per ton basis means not only that more money must be
collected to pay the charge, but also it would affect the difference between what his company
pays and what the competition pays. He suggested that any conversion to a per ton basis be
revenue-neutral, recognizing the market it would affect. He said his company did not agree with
the suggestion that-this would be an administrative problem. He said the company currently has
a designated facility agreement with Metro that specifies its per unit cost. If that were to change,
the company would need to change its accounting system, raise its rates, and notify its customers
of the change. That would increase administrative costs for them. '

Jim Edelson, Portland Supported Employment, Post Office Box 1011, Portland, said Portland
Supported Employment is a small recycling company that employs disabled workers. The
company has been working under a Metro grant on a program to divert corrugated cardboard
from the landfill into the recycle stream. He said Metro small grant makes a huge difference in
the amount of cardboard that is recycled just in the one mall where the company is located. It
makes a big difference to the tenants of the mall and in the lives of the disabled people the
company hires. The company would urge Metro to use some of the savings to provide more
grants like this. Mr. Edelson said he disagreed with Councilor Kvistad that the businesslike thing
to do would be to reduce the rate. In his view it would be the wrong thing to do. He said
recycling was not a market opportunity because the waste-disposal and use of natural resources
has been heavily subsidized by government economic forces. He urged Metro not to reduce the
rates, but rather to use the money for recycling programs. ' '

Councilor Park asked Mr. Drennen if he had any suggestions for setting an amount per ton to
equalize the amount that residents from Hillsboro, Wilsonville, and Gresham pay.

Mr. Drennen said he had not had time to think about alternative impacts. He said the customer
base has responded for years at the current rate. He said the existing facilities have the current
system figured in. He said he understood Councilor Park’s point about fairness. His point was
that converting the system modifies the system, which currently has the amount built in.

Councilor Kvistad said he wanted it on the record that supports recycling. He said he had
worked with Councilor McLain to save the recycling grants programs when they were nearly cut
a few years ago. He said recycling was being used as the straw man. He said the proposals he -
objected to would keep the money but spending it on things that had nothing to do with recycling.

Mr. Edelson said he did not mean to suggest that Councilor Kvistad was opposed to recycling.
He said his point was that Councilor Kvistad’s efforts to reduce the rate provided the wrong
market signal; it would encourage disposal in the landfill rather than recycling. He said he
appreciated Councilor Kvistad’s support for recycling.
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Presiding Officer Monroe closed the public hearing.

Councilor Bragdon said the Council had received considerable advice on both the revenue and
the expenditure sides of this issue. On the revenue side—the tip fee—the issues are subtle and
confusing. Officials from the same jurisdiction have disagreed—some advising Metro to keep the
tip fee where it is while other have advised Metro to cut the tip fee. Within Metro, the Executive
Officer has advised the Colincil both to cut it and to kéep it where it is. The Council has received
conflicting advice. He said his own view was that cutting the tip fee by too much would hurt
recycling. He would also prefer the rate remain stable over the next two or three years. He
would like to ensure that the capital fund could replace expensive equipment or do expensive
repairs. He said would advocate drawing down the slush funds. On the expenditure side, he
said although he would not support it, he appreciated Councilor Atherton’s proposal because it
was coherent and explainable to people. He said the same was true of Councilor Kivistad’s and
Councilor Washington’s. The main point was that the money be kept and used in a way that can
be identified—that it not just disappear into a general fund to be turned into office furniture. He
said the intention of his Dakota option was to remain consistent with this agency’s mission and
work in partnership with other agencies and jurisdictions within the region.

Councilor Atherton said it was clear that the Councilors had differences of opinion and it
behooved them to provide clear explanation. He said his proposal would keep almost all of
garbage money in garbage system. He said there are benefits in doing that, including the fact that
it would keep faith with the public. He said if you covert fees paid for garbage to something else,
it becomes a tax. He said people are concerned with how the tax money would be used. He said
sending the money to local jurisdictions to do planning for growth instead of charging developers
for it represents a kind of tax many people would not support. Using garbage money for parks -
would be a tax. He said he recognized the need to create a steady source of funding for parks, but
this was not it. He said he had suggested the option of creating a legacy fund and a system
development fund for parks. He said his proposal also would provide incentives for recycling in
ways that would remain consistent with public testimony. It would support the food bank’s
efforts to remove usable food from the waste stream; it would enhance investment with recycling
businesses; and it would pay down debt. Paying down debt would be particularly important in
this time of uncertainty in the solid waste industry. He said he would keep the money, but use it
all within the solid waste system. He thought that would be the most logical for people.

Councilor Washington said he wanted to make sure people understood his intentions in
proposing his plan to return all the money to the ratepayers. He said he believed it was important
to have all the options out on the table, and giving all the money back was one of them. He said
he had gotten more calls from people about this $0.80 than he had on anything else since he had
been at Metro. He said he hoped those who did not want their yearly “big Mac and fries” would
make that known. But that option should be on the table. He said he had always supported
recycling. He said the record would speak for itself regarding his support for greenspaces. The
purpose was to simply put that on the table.

Councilor Park said fiscal prudence was key to the all the options. No one wanted the money to
evaporate so that people could not identify where the money went. He said he wanted to make
the $60 million question clear. He said that although there would be a $60 million savings,
accompanying that would be a $20 million liability. He said reserves have been drawn down to
sustain current programs. He said people needed to be aware that one-third of the money has
already been committed. He said one of his questions has been, what is a sustainable rate? He
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said some of the plans that have been presented would draw the reserves too low. He said the
Dakota plan would not do that, but others might put the agency into deficit spending. He said this
would be a 10-year contract. He would prefer to have a 10-year projection to see the net effect.
He said the current Council might be gone in four years, and the next Council could be left with
no money in the funds to serve the region. He said that would be irresponsible. He said good
projections were necessary to make good policy decisions. He thanked the Council for its hard
work and the public for its input.

Presiding Officer Monroe announced that resolutions would be considered next.
9. RESOLUTIONS

9.1 Resolution No. 99-2835, For the Purpose of Expressing Council Intent to Amend the
Region 2040 Growth Concept Map to Designate the City of Milwaukie as a Town Center.

Motion: Councilor Bragdon moved to adopt Resolution.No. 99-2835.
Seconded: Councilor McLain seconded the motion.

Councilor Bragdon said it was important to remind the Council and the public that the 2040
Growth Concept was not just a map drawn at Metro, but a reflection of what was actually
happening in the community. He said Milwaukie has a downtown redevelopment plan that fits
the characterization of a town center. The city government had asked Metro to designate
Milwaukie as a town center as part of the 2040 growth concept. It had previously been
designated as a regional center. He said the Growth Management Committee had voted
unanimously in favor of this resolution.

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain, and the motion passed
unanimously. '

9.2 Resolution No. 99-2840, For the Purpose of Confirming the Reappointment of Herbert S.
Plep and the Appointment of Brian R. Williams and James C. Aalberg to the Investment
Advisory Board.

Motion: Councilor Atherton moved to adopt Resolution No. 99-2840.

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion.

Councilor Atherton presented Resolution No. 99-,2840. (A staff report to the resolution includes
information presented by Councilor Atherton and is included in the meeting record.)

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain, and the motion passed
unanimously.

9.3 - Resolution No. 99-2942, For the Purpose of Authorizing the Executive Officer to Extend
the Termination Date of Existing Intergovernmental Agreements with Local Parks Providers who
are Implementing the Local Share Component of Metro’s Open Spaces, Parks and Streams Bond

Measure. :

Motion: Councilor Kvistad moved to adopt Resolution No. 99-2942.
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Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion.

Councilor Kvistad presented Resolution No. 99-2942. (A staff report to the resolution includes
information presented by Councilor Kvistad and is included in the meeting record.)

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain, and the motion passed
unanimously. ' S :

9.4" . Resolution No. 99-2834A, For the Purpose of Granting Time Extensions for the Cities of
Milwaukie and Gladstone for Compliance with Title 3 of the Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan.

Motion: Councilor Bragdon moved to adopt Resolution No. 99-2834A.
Seconded: .. Councilor Atherton seconded the motion.

Councilor Bragdon presented Resolution No. 99-2834A. (A staff report to the resolution includes
information presented by Councilor Bragdon and is included in the meeting record.)

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

9.5 Resolution No. 99-2844, For the Purpose of Granting Time Extension for the City of
Gresham for Compliance with Title 3 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.

Motion: Councilor Bragdon moved to adopt Resolution No. 99-2844.
Seconded: Councilor McLain seconded the motion. .

Councilor Bragdon said this resolution is similar to the previous one, but has been presented
separately at the request of one of the Councilors, who wished to abstain on it. He said the city of
Gresham has its plan in place to comply with title 3 by October of 2000. The Growth '
Management Committee approved this by a majority vote of two, with one abstention.

Councilor Park stated he would be abstaining on this vote because of a potential conflict of
interest.

Councilor Atherton said he had received a letter today from Mr. Scott Forrester. The letter said
this would allow nearly a year of development to_occur without substantial compliance with Title
3. He asked for responses from the rest of the Council.

Councilor McLain said the Council had offered extensions so that jurisdictions would not ask
for exceptions. She said the request was not for an exception but for an extension, to enable the
jurisdiction to complete work already begun.

Larry Shaw, Senior Assistant Counsel, said that Title I of the Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan prohibits actions inconsistent with any title of the plan during the period in which
full compliance plans are being prepared. That means that although further development can
occur under the existing comprehensnve plan, but no large changes can be made in the
comprehensive plan nor can zoning be instituted that would be incompatible. Metro can
intervene if any city council appears likely to make a decision otherwise.
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Councilor Atherton said most of his concern went to comments about enforcement. He said
-local jurisdictions would be relied upon for enforcement—most specifically for erosion control at
construction sites. He asked how Metro would respond to inadequate enforcement on the local
level. ‘

Mr. Shaw said enforcement was a separate issue. That would imply that the functional plan
provision in question had already been adopted. He said Metro has no provisions for
enforcement on the local level once the local jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan has been brought
into compliance.

Councilor Atherton said just because laws are on the book does not mean they will be followed.
He asked if it was still true in Oregon that citizens who sue the government cannot recover
attorney’s fees.

Mr. Shaw said that that Oregon law generally does not provide for recovery of attorney’s fees
unless a specific statute provides for them.

Vote: The vote was 6 aye/0 nay/1 abstain, and the motion passed.
Presiding Officer Monroe opened a public hearing on Urban Growth Boundary issues at 3:38 PM.

10. PUBL_IC HEARING ON URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY ISSUES

e Urban Growth Report update and its potential 1mpact on Urban Growth Boundary .
(UGB) Decision
Urban Reserve Areas that could potentially come into the UGB

e Should Metro request a time extension to act on UGB pending new federal ESA
listing

Wendie Kellington, Schwabe Williamson and Wyatt, representing Home Builders Association
and Partnership for Sensible Growth, read testimony into the record. A copy of her written
testimony is included in the meeting record, and includes information presented to the Council.
She said there were substantial flaws in the Urban Growth Report (UGR) update, which was
being used to determine the urban growth boundary (UGB) expansion at the end of 1999. She
said while the Urban Growth Report contained a lot of documentation, it read like a syllogism:
all fish can swim, Wendie can swim, therefore Wendie is a fish. She noted a map of Dunthorpe
showing all land which the UGR determined to be vacant, and noted that among the “vacant”
parcels were multi-million dollar estates, road right of ways, the Franciscan Retreat, property
owned by Lewis and Clark College, and the Protestant Episcopal property. She said the Grotto
on the Mayfield Park map was also determined by the UGR to be vacant, subject to
redevelopment or development in the 20-year planning horizon. There was an additional map
demonstrating that land under television and radio towers in the Skyline area were also
determined to be vacant. She said that was the first critical assumption the UGR used to then
apply a number of variables to determine what land was actually available for development. She
submitted to the Council that the initial assumption was wrong.

Ms. Kellington said second, the Urban Growth Report subtracted less lands for schools than it
subtracted previously: it assumed more kids being crammed into greater classrooms, despite good
evidence from educators that this was the wrong paradigm for the next 20 years in order to avoid
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Columbine disenfranchisement for kids. It also refused to acknowledge that kids needed to have
ball fields: there was nothing in the UGR that provided ball fields for kids, or buffers for
neighborhoods to avoid the adverse impacts associated with those activities. She submitted that
the region had to plan for kids for the next 20 years. She asked, what about parks? Should Metro
assume adequate parks for kids and the rest of the region’s population over the 20-year planning
horizon? Fifty-seven percent of the new parks to accommodate the multitude of children will be
outside of the UGB, and a large percentage of those will be passive parks under Metro’s
greenspaces acquisition program. She submitted that those were not parks suitable for kids;
adding that it was against the law to have parks outside the UGB.

Ms. Kellington said finally, she submitted a map of the Johnson Creek Watershed, demonstrating
that the region did not consider existing environmental zoning that currently applied to land that
was otherwise considered to be vacant. The purple areas were the areas within Johnson Creek
that had environmental protection (EP) or environmental conservation (EC) zoning applied to
them by the City of Portland. Property owners can do nothing in the EP zoning, and almost
nothing in the EC zoning. She said the existing UGR did not really consider that or other tree
cutting ordinances or sensitive lands ordmances

Steve Clark, Vice President, Westside Economlc Alliance, said his organization represented
businesses with a combined employment of 40,000 people on the west side of Portland. The
purpose of the Alliance was to advocate for a healthy business environment, one that was
conducive to business and personal growth, and healthy community livability. Because of its
interest in the continued economic vitality of the area, and its reservations regarding the
conclusions of the Urban Growth Report, it formed the Partnership for Sensible Growth, a
coalition of interests supporting growth management policies that preserve the region’s
affordability and economic appeal. He said they supported Metro’s Region 2040 Concept of well
planned communities. Well planned meant finding real solutions to existing and future problems.
The Partnership for Sensible Growth believed managing the region’s growth meant good
planning based upon facts and common sense. To make decisions based upon facts, good data-
was needed. They were concerned about the validity of Metro’s proposed update on its Urban
Growth Report that concluded that the region had adequate space to meet future housing needs.
The Partnership Commission hired EcoNorthwest to analyze the update. He said in general, the
report overlooked real problems such as 1) market factors affecting land availability for
affordable housing, 2) housing near jobs, 3) industrial land near existing housing, and 4) adequate
room for urban open spaces, parks, and school sites. This report simply failed to accord for, let

_ alone anticipate, the region’s future growth needs.

Mr. Clark said in their view, there were far greater risks in failing to account for and anticipate
growth than by underestimating its potential effects. A recently completed industrial lands survey
warned that the Portland region may deplete its available Tier A industrial land in less than 10
years. Even the perceived absence of quality industrial land could mean the loss of attractive
family-wage jobs that will be critical to supporting Oregon’s economy and generating the tax
revenues to pay for crucial services, including public schools. If Metro did not appropriately
expand the urban growth boundary to account for and anticipate the region’s growth, it would not
be managing growth; it would be deflecting it elsewhere. The real losers would be the families
who would be shoved outside the metropolitan area to find affordable housing, then forced to
commute long distances to go to work. Ironically, other losers would be farmers in the
Willamette and Tualatin Valleys who were watching as more families were pushed out of the
metropolitan area into outlying communities, putting pressure to expand boundaries in those
small towns into adjoining farmland. The region could not afford to leave its needs unmatched in
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this way. He urged the Council to take a smart approach to growth that matched solutions to
problems and gave the best assurance that there was land for a wide range of housing, parks,
schools, and quality jobs. In closing, he did not believe that the Council and the Partnership for -
Sensible Growth were that far away in concept or in goal, as evidenced by the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) policies adopted by the Council. He urged the Council to read the
RTP goals and match them to the planning for the Urban Growth Report.

David Rohr, Portland Metropolitan Association of Realtors and Partnership for Sensible Growth,
read from written testimony, a copy of which is included in the meeting record.

John Godsey, President, Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland, and Partnership
for Sensible Growth, read from written testimony, a copy of which is included in the meeting
record.

Councilor McLain thanked Betty Atteberry and the Westside Economic Alliance, and Mr.
Godsey and the Partnership for Sensible Growth for their time and work. She said she thought it
would be appropriate to ask Elaine Wilkerson, Director of Growth Management Services, to
answer the questions posed by the people who testified. She said the Growth Management
Committee had directed staff to review the reports and comments that have been presented by
both the Westside Economic Alliance and the Partnership for Sensible Growth, and to take the
reports for review to the Metro Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) and the Metro Polxcy
Advisory Committee (MPAC).

Councilor Washington called for a point of order. He said this wasa public hearing, and he
preferred to hear from everyone who wished to testify before asking Ms. Wilkerson to respond.

Stephan Lashbrook, Planning Director, City of Wilsonville, read from written testimony, a
~ copy of which is included in the meeting record. '

Councilor Atherton asked whether bringing in all of the urban reserves in the Wilsonville area
(UR 36, 37, 35, 41, 42, and 39) would provide the lands necessary to satisfy the current
jobs/housing imbalance to which Mr. Lashbrook referred.

Mr. Lashbrook said he did not think that even that combination would achieve a total balance,
but it would certainly help a lot. He said it was somewhat premature to talk about the areas on
the east side of Wilsonville, even though there were six urban reserves around Wilsonville, and
the City was committed to planning for all of them. He said the City of Wilsonville had not even
started planning for the area northeast and north of town because there was no expressed interest
by nelghbors or developers in those areas, and because the City was busy with other issues like
the prison siting and the building moratorium. He'said the City has begun master planning for
stormwater and natural resource protection efforts, but it has not looked at specific land uses or
housing densities. Mr. Lashbrook submitted for the record a letter from Keith Lyden of -
McKeever/Morris, who represented the school district, regarding Urban Reserve 39.

David Adatﬁs 19621 South Hazelhurst Lane, West Linn, spoke as a resident of the Northern
Stafford Area. Mr. Adams read from written testimony, a copy of which is included in the
record.
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Councilor McLain asked Ms. Wilkerson to come forward and answer two questions. First, what
has Metro done to review the work presented by Partnership for Sensible Growth and the
Westside Economic Alliance? Second, where is MTAC in its review?

Ms. Wilkerson said she circulated a memo dated October 8, which she wrote to Lou Ogden,

Chair of MPAC, which was the result of MTAC’s first meeting. She said there would be another

discussion at MTAC next week. She said last night, MPAC had its second meeting reviewing the
-work of Dr. Randy Pozdena of EcoNorthwest.

Councilor McLain noted that the first three pages of Ms. Wilkerson’s memo included specific
responses to the issues raised by EcoNorthwest.

Ms. Wilkerson said yes, the review by MTAC was only in detail on the first issue crosschecks of
market conditions on page 2 of that memo. There were a number of detailed comments and a
conclusion that MTAC made on that issue. MTAC also passed a resolution by a vote of 11 to 5
in general support of the update, but also committed to doing further work on the material
submitted and detailed review. She said she anticipated next week that the following issues
identified in the memo, which currently only had a staff analysis, would be joined by MTAC
analysis, that would enable MPAC to see the input it was receiving from its planning directors.

" Councilor McLain asked Ms. Wilkerson to describe what the committee and Council have
already committed to go forward on, as far as other issues in the work plan that deal with some of
these same issues. '

Ms. Wilkerson said the end of the UGR included a section about further research and work. She
said there were basically two components: 1) Goal 5 (fish and wildlife habitat) work and a
reexamination of the assumed densities for Title 3 areas, and 2) jobs analysis. She said when
staff concluded a small surplus of aggregate land for non-residential use in the UGR , they
immediately recognized inconsistencies in the distribution by type, location, and size, but that
their work program to date was a brand new program looking at that kind of detail, and they had
not concluded, and needed a lot more time to work on it. Staff has set out a very comprehensive
work program which they shared with the Growth Management Committee and MPAC, who will
address distribution issues. Sort of as a base of that, staff will be doing an update of their forecast
and looking at capture rate and jobs/housing balance. From that, staff feels that when the
placeholder is determined, and staff knows how much the will be regulated, both non-residential
land and residential land will need to be brought in the UGB. With the jobs research underway,
staff feels that it will have a better ideas where the jobs lands should be, and how it should be, and
what type it should be. s

Councilor Atherton asked Ms. Wilkerson if she knew the zoning in the Dunthorpe map
presented earlier.

Ms. Wilkerson said she did not know the local zoning personally, but staff could find out.
Councilor Atherton said he would be interested to know the zoning,.

Councilor Kvistad said when the Council is looking at the map of Dunthorpe, it was looking at
an accurate map. He said no one was going to build a tract house behind his or her multi-million

dollar home. He said this was happening all over, and Dunthorpe was a perfect example. There
was no way that the land was developable. He said the numbers in the Urban Growth Report
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were askew. It was obvious that these homes were not going anywhere, and people would not put
accessory dwelling units behind those homes. He said Mr. Godsey and Mr. Clark’s statements
were right on point. He said the Council was responding, but not listening, to what EcoNorthwest
brought forward and what the Council saw in the numbers. He said they were not hearing and
implementing what they were being told; there was process but not completion. Whether it was a
new work plan or a placeholder, quite frankly, the Council needed to finish the work it did before

“and not change the numbers in midstream. He said he did not care that MTAC was working on
something. MTAC was an advisory committee to an advisory committee, not to the Council and
not to the growth team. He said the Council may staff MPAC, but MPAC was not the Council.
The Council had to decide whether it was making the right decision, was it going in the right
direction, were the numbers being used correct, were the infill or refill numbers correct. The new
ones coming forward were not, as shown by the fact that staff counted as available land that
would never be developed. He said the EcoNorthwest report was very solid, and he agreed with
what the people who testified were saying. He said he hoped the Council would take it to heart.
In responding, he said he had the MTAC review and recommendations, which was all well and
good, but he would rather hear from the people who were actually working in the community,
because sometimes they knew better than those caged up in government buildings.

Councilor Atherton asked Shaw if the issue was that it would be developed or was it that the
land was available. He asked what state law required? He said Councilor Kvistad just offered his
subjective opinion that the land in Dunthorpe and Stafford would never be further developed, and
he needed as clear an explanation as possible whether it was the Council’s duty to provide land
that will be developed, or that can be developed?

Mr. Shaw said this question had been answered in simplistic terms for the rest of the state, and of
course, it was tougher to answer for Metro. He said in general for the rest of the state, if it was
vacant land by any reasonable definition, regardless of whether grandma was holding onto the
market for 50 years, or it held a century farm, it was available for purposes of counting for a 20
year growth boundary. He said there was case law that it could not be based on market
conditions, in the sense of someone holding it off the market. But in this instance, the Council
might be able to make an argument and get expert testimony and say that the prlce of all these
homes was 300% of the medium price of homes, and have some other expert opinion that this
would never happen. He said the problem was that as the staff report indicated, sometimes it did
happen, such as the addition of a subdivision on the Frank Estate near his home. Generally, if
land was vacant and available, it had to be counted that way, however the Council could attempt
to establish a record and show why certain circumstances made that untrue in a particular area.
He said anyone who lived in Portland knew that Dunthorpe had some of the characteristics being
discussed here in terms of history. : \ '

Councilor Park said he had a question to follow 1p on Mr. Shaw’s suggestion to construct a
record in order to move remove land from a countable basis. He said for example, Alpenrose
Dairy had a conservation easement that would never develop, so therefore it was removed from
the buildable inventory. He asked whether, if these had some type of deed restrictions overlay, 1t
would then be a legal basis for not countmg the land as buildable?

Mr. Shaw said that was an excellent example of the kind of factual record that could be
presented, and may in fact be the case in certain areas of Dunthorpe in certain areas.

Councilor Kvistad said when dealing with the Frank Estate versus Dunthorpe, it was important
to remember that Frank Estate was a stand alone estate in the middle of a fairly rural community
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at the time it was built. It was not one of a community of estates, it was a single operating unit
outside in a unique environment. He said Dunthorpe was a completely different situation; it was
one of the more upscale of the communities in the region, and each lot was similar to each other.
He said this was such as telling piece of material because a standard of reasonableness dictated
that this would not be developed, and to count this land as developable was really not something
that helped Metro’s numbers to be more accurate. In other areas, there was a potential to
redevelop a large farm or estate, but that was in a different category.

Councilor Bragdon said this could go on forever, and he found it very interesting that people
raised these issues and the Council’s immediate reaction was to turn to the lawyer or to the
statisticians. He said to him, that was not what planning should be about. There was a legal
function, and he meant no disrespect to the legal profession, but that was not what making a
community was really about. He wanted the Council to somehow get beyond the statistics and
the code in Dunthorpe, and talk about what if wanted the region to look like. He said people from
the commercial world were raising some good points. He said Metro could wage a battle of
numbers, but he would rather hear from folks in the commercial world and talk about how things
could be done slightly differently. He said it did not need to be big changes, but with regard to
the school district, for example, was it possible to build two-story suburban schools? That would
go a long way. When talking about industrial lands, of course the Council wanted this to be a
prosperous area, but did it mean that industrial all had to be oné-story, big box, surrounded by
parking lots? Was it possible to do that slightly differently? He said he would like to hear from
people in private industry an acknowledgement that it was possible to do things slightly
differently. He said he would have a much easier time dealing with it on that basis.

Councilor McLain said there had been one comment made by a number of different people, and
she wanted staff to be ready to answer it when it had a full presentation around November 18.
One of those questions was that the numbers and the concepts or criteria were somehow different
~from 1997 to 1999. She said there was some conversation at the committee level about why
refinements were made. She said it went to Councilor Bragdon’s comment, and to some
comments made last night by Metro’s community partners at MPAC, and that was, lets go back
and say it terms of, what should the full community look like? She said that did mean an active,
vital economy, and plenty of parks and schools. She said one itém raised at committee that was
so telling was the fact that the region had more land counted for park needs now than in 1997.
She asked staff to please put these answers in narration with comparison showing similarities.

Councilor Washington said that he hoped that a decision could be made by November 18, 1999.
It was time to settle the matter in a format that was acceptable.

Councilor Park shared Councilor Bragdon’s frustration. The reports bring interesting questions.
He said he was interested in the five-year land supply of what actually was developable versus the
20-year, 30-year or 40-year plan.

Councilor Atherton said the 20-year land law was the driving force. The focus must be building
livable communities, turning away from the state, central planning mandate and the numbers
game. He was looking forward to the possibility of removing the 20-year land supply law so the
staff could be directed towards productive work on livable communities.

COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS
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Jeff Stone, Chief of Staff, reminded the Councilors that effective Monday, October 18, 1999, he
was taking a two-month family leave, and provided information as to how to contact him.

Councilor Park commented that he did not know quite what to make of the recent budget .
meetings that were held on Monday and Tuesday. The receipt of the Executive Officer’s
communication late Wednesday without supporting documentation, and the lack of an
explanatory presentation by the Executive Officer or his staff was not right. He felt that v
opportunities for Mr. Burton to present information to the Council had not been utilized. He
hoped the Presiding Officer was going to ask the Executive Officer and his staff to disclose the
background for their numbers, where the numbers came from, and why a presentation was not
given prior to the Council meeting.

Presiding Officer Monroe said he was meeting with Mr. Burton on Monday mommg to discuss
this, among other items.

Councilor Bragdon’s opinion was that the Executive Officer held a bit of contempt for the
Council, for the policy making process that Councilor Washington had been managing for the
past several months, and basically, for the truth. He asked the Presiding Officer to convey his
impression to the Executive Officer.

The public hearing was closed.
ADJOURN

There being no further business to come before the Metro Council, Presiding Officer Monroe -
adjourned the meeting.

W’\,
Chris Billington
Clerk of the Council

Prepared by,



102399¢. -03

MINUTES OF THE METRO COUNCIL MEETING
October 21, 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 Cour;cil Meeting at 2:12 p.m.
1.  INTRODUCTIONS |

None.

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATION

None.

3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

Mike Burton, Executive Officer, said there were new annexation deadlines and fees established
under the Metro Code, Chapter 3.09 with an amendment to clarify annexation responsibilities for
Metro and for local jurisdictions. This amendments required that forms, fees be created to allow
cities, counties and property owners to annex to a city, special district or Metro boundary. He
reported that yesterday he had signed Executive Order No. 73 establishing a $3,000 fee, actually
a deposit, under authority of the Metro Code, which would be charged to property owners
wanting to annex to Metro. After annexation to Metro, the property could be brought into the
UGB through another process. He said, per Council’s instructions, forms had been prepared to
assure that those property owners understood the process and requirements. He noted that the
fees did not apply to any properties the Council desired to add to their boundaries through
Metro’s own initiative. He noted he had entered.a copy into the record as required by code, along
with a copy of the Executive Order and the forms and procedures.

Councilor McLain wanted to be sure it was clear they were trying to recover administrative
costs and that if the fees were more than $500 more than those used by the previous Metro
boundary commission that there was an explanation of how the new fees were arrived at.

Mr. Burton assured her it was clear they were recovering costs, but felt showing the comparison
" to previous fees was a good idea and he would make that available.

He continued that staff from Council, the Executive Office and General Counsel were in
discussions with the City of Portland, Multnomah County and other parties to the OCC bond
measure. He urged the Councilors to express any concerns to staff to be sure all their questions
were addressed. He said a more serious issue was that the City of Portland’s arrangements for the
stadium were not moving along as smoothly as they should. There had been no mention so far in
the Calgary newspapers about a deal being cut for the team. He assured the Council that it had
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been made very clear to the City that Metro had no fiscal responsibility for any failure on the
part of the City in regard to the stadium project. He had other concerns also, and suggested that
Council may want to ask the principles of the stadium deal to come have some discussion,
particularly regarding the timing. There was a question regarding when the City should take back
the stadium. If the facility had not been turned over to the City by March 31 costs would begin to
accrue for the operation. He said there would be no revenue because nothing had been marketed
or booked beyond a certain date pending this deal. '

Presiding Officer Monroe asked who Mr. Burton suggested inviting for dialogue.

Mr. Burton felt an inquiry to the Mayor’s office would be in order. He continued with his final
issue, the Willamette Harbor cleanup. He reminded Council that Metro had become involved
because of the purchase of Willamette Cove at Swan Island a few years ago under the open
spaces program. He said extensive testing had been done prior to the purchase to determine the
levels of contaminants and what would be needed for remediation. DEQ had also consulted and
involved in the review of the property. DEQ sent a letter saying they would hold Metro harmless
for any contaminants related to the McCormick and Baxter site north of Willamette Cove
because of the potential down river flow from that supersite. He said the Portland Harbor was
now receiving attention from the EPA and the DEQ said that the pre-purchase agreements we
had with them are no longer valid. He said that required us to do further testing of the site and he
was concerned about the potential of a large fiscal impact on Metro for potential responsibility of

" the cleanup. He reported that Metro had hired outside counsel and was in the process of retaining
a consultant to do additional testing on the site. He said DEQ did say they would not hold Metro
responsible for any seepage from the McCormick and Baxter site. He felt reasonably safe that
the original tests were valid. He said he sent letters to the DEQ), past property owners and the
Governor’s office expressing Metro’s belief that the Division of State Lands (DSL) had some
culpability for the pollution and the related costs since they were the lessor of the properties over
that period of time. He said they had not yet heard back from our counsel.

Councilor Atherton asked if McCormick and Baxter’s whereabouts were known.

Mr. Burton’s understanding was that the corporation had gone to the DEQ and the EPA and
voluntarily listed themselves as a supersite.

Councilor Bragdon said there seemed to be a couple of parts to this issue, the potentlal liability
for our property as well as a pool of property owners who had pledged to participate in a study,
regardless of what that would eventually show. He asked if Metro had any liability on the study
part.

Mr. Burton said Metro had indicated we would pay for studies within our site. He said it was
yet to be determined if we would contribute to the larger study question. He commented that
Councilor Bragdon was correct about there being two parts. He said Metro was proceeding with
additional studies on our site anyway. He did not want there to be any question about whether or
not the site was contaminated.

Councilor Bragdon clarified that Metro was not part of the apparent unraveling of the
partnership’s commitment to the study.
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Mr. Burton said that was correct.

4. AUDITOR COMMUNICATIONS
None. ' .
5. MPAC COMMUNICATION
None.

6. CONSENT AGENDA

6.1 Consideration of the Meeting Minutes of the October 11 Budget Workshop and October
12 Council Public Hearing Minutes :

Motion: Councilor Atherton moved to adopt the meeting minutes of October-
11, 1999 Budget Workshop and the October 21, 1999 Council Public Hearing.

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion. |
Vote: : The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion carried.
7. ORDINANCES - SECOND READING

Presiding Officer Monroe explained the process for this public hearing. He said there would be
no final action on any of the resolutions until next week. Council would be considering
amendments at this meeting, however.

Councilor Kvistad commented that this process had been very confusing. He confirmed that
they would be dealing with the revenue side. The motions today would be on revenue, whether
or not to accept or to move it into category, not on what there may or may not be allocated to.

Presiding Officer Monroe said that was correct, the motions would be on the tip f‘ee, revenue
split and spending decisions.

,Councilor Park had a concern about the balance in the discussion. He understood they would
not be going into them until the budget cycle, but where they thought the funds ought to be going
was the concern as to how much did they convert to actual excise tax, how much did they leave
in the solid waste system. Some of the proposed amendments ended up with a 60/40 split and not
knowing where they were heading on the spending amount made it difficult to plan.

Councilor McLain also wanted to make sure everyone was aware, even though Council had
already been through a 7-8 month process dealing with different possibilities for the revenue,
there would be a full blown budget process to scrutinize the use of this money, whether in solid
waste or other programs..
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Presiding Officer Monroe thahked Councilor Washington, Chair of the REM Comnmittee, and
the committee for their time and effort. He opened a public hearing and said people should feel
free to speak on any or all of the 3 ordinances before council.

Geri Washington, 5825 N. Greeley Ave., Portland OR 972171, Environmental Justice Action
Group (EJAG), was present to encourage the Council’s allocation of some of the available .
dollars to browri field revitalization. She said there were approximately 595 brown fields
throughout the city, with another 1,600 areas with some level of contamination that could label
them as brown fields. Her concern was a large portion of the brown fields were located in north
and northeast Portland which was a low income area. She said they had grants for $200,000 but
that would not clear up the problem. This stable funding would make neighborhoods look better.

Presiding Officer Monroe said Council was not making specific spending decisions this day but
would be deciding on how much discretionary funds were available for all kinds of investment
needs such as this one.

Councilor Atherton asked if there was any way that brown fields remediation could be
considered a solid waste function.

Marv Fjordbeck, General Counsel, said he could see certain brown field features fitting in to a
solid waste expenditure and would be happy to review that point during the budget process.

Councilor Atherton asked if that related to their decisions because of any excise tax increase.
Mr. Fjordbeck responded that the discretionary funds could include some solid waste money.

Allen Hipolito, 10 N. Russell, Portland, OR 97227, Urban League and Coalition for a Livable
Future, said his testimony was also regarding brown fields. He said cleaning up contaminated
land was a fundamental issue in our regional growth planning strategies. He said these kinds of
proactive efforts will not come to any real fruition unless we can access some consistent
resources to clean up the land. He urged consideration of this fact in deciding for the money.

. Scott Bradley, division vice president for Waste Management, 7227 NE 55™ Portland OR 97221
entered his letter regarding Ordinance No. 99-824 into the record (a copy of which may be found
in the permanent record of this meeting). He summarized this letter for the council and
commended the Council for their criteria to guide solid waste rate and excise tax policy. He said
they could support Monroe Amendment No. 2.

Mike Houck, 5151 NW Cornell Rd., Portland, OR 97210, Audubon Society and Coalition for a
Livable Future supported the Dakota option. (He submitted a letter into the record, a copy of .
which may be found in the permanent record. He added his support for the previous brown field
testimony. '

Warren Fluker, 6205 NE 28" Ave., Portland, OR 97211, of the Brown Fields Showcase
Citizen’s Advisory Committee, testified before council. He said he had been traveling around the
country this summer to see how other urban environmental areas were dealing with their brown
fields. Twenty years ago, he had been doing the same for the Portland area, and had a youth
project to clean up and reclaim deserted and abandoned properties. He was here to testify
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because the Portland area had the opportunity to make a significant difference in creating a
national model on how to deal with brown fields. He felt Portland had a head start on the rest of
the country as far as taking care of the brown fields. he felt the Dakota option was a sensible way
for everyone to have an immediate impact on the environment. The affect would be far reaching,
even to genetically affecting our grandchildren and great grandchildren in the next 50-60 years.
He said using some of the funds in the Dakota option would have an impact and create a national

model..

Tom Badrick, President of the Sunnyside Neighborhood Association, 4216 SE Madison,

Portland OR 97215, testified in support of the Dakota option. He said it would improve the
livability and was a responsible and proactive solution to the situation.

Presiding Officer Monroe closed the public hearing.

7.1

Ordinance No. 99-825, 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. 99-825.
Seconded:- Councilor McLain seconded the motion
Motion to -

Amend: #1:  Councilor Bragdon moved amend Ordinance No. 99-825 to substitute a
$62.50 rate for the proposed $62 rate.

Seconded: Councilor Park seconded the amendment.
Councilor Bragdon said this amendment came after discussion at the solid waste ~
advisory committee and conversation and testimony from the recycling industry in

regard to the tip fee.

Presiding Officer Monroe added that the committee had voted overwhelmingly to keep

- the tip rate at $62.50, and recycling advocates all over the region agreed that a

substantial cut in the tip fee would negatively impact recycling.

Councilor McLain clarified for the waste industry that the Council understand their
advisory vote was 2 motions, the second one tied to the $62.50, which indicated they.
wanted to be sure Metro’s contingency funds were in good shape. She said they talked
yesterday at REM about the 3 funds necessary to make sure our solid waste system was
in good shape.

Councilor Atherton asked why the change was needed in Ordinance No. 99-825 if the
rate was not changing. He said he would move to table the ordinance if needed. '

Mr. Fjordbeck said if they were going to leave the rate as it was, the appropriate
mechanism would be to amend it to retain the current provision. That left the provision
in (b) and the elimination of Section F in this particular ordinance.
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Councilor McLain said she felt this ordinance reaffirmed the status quo. she

Councilor Kvistad asked if this was the ordinance at which they had to make any
adjustments in the tipping fee to reflect a reduction that had to do with the $60 million.

Presudmg Officer Monroe said this was the ordinance at which it would be proper to
make adjustments in the tipping fee.

Councilor Kvistad clarified this was the vehicle they had to amend in order to make
changes in the way they would allocate that money.

Presiding Officer Monroe said this was an appropriate for such change.

Councilor Kvistad said he had an amendment to make after the current one was vote
on, but prior to its adoption.

Councilor Atherton felt the staff report reflected that this was much more than the
status quo as it increased the general fund revenues for non-solid waste Metro

responsibilities by about $3 million per year.

Presiding Officer Monroe clarlﬂed that Councilor Atherton was speaking to Ordinance
No. 99-825. He was. : :

Mr. Fjordbeck said the ordinance as originally proposed it changed the tip fee and the
tonnage charges. He thought it was to that language regarding the tonnage charge that
Councilor Atherton’s comments were going to in the staff report.

Terry Peterson, REM Director, said there were a number of fee components in Section
B that totaled up to the $62 tip fee as the ordinance was originally filed. He said if the tip
fee was amended to $62.50, and if no other changes were made in the disposal charge
components, the additional revenue raised by that 50¢ would stay in the solid waste
revenue fund. On the other hand, if that revenue was moved over to the general fund,
Council would need to lower the disposal charge in B(1) and increase the excise tax in
the following ordinance.

Presiding Officer Monroe asked if there were provisions in Ordinance No. 99-824 that
would accomplish that. Mr. Peterson said there were.

Vote to

Amend: . The vote was 5 aye/ 2 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed with
Councilors Atherton and Kvistad voting nay.

Motion to )

Amend: #2: Councilor Kvistad moved to amend Ordinance No. 99-825 to

reflect a reduction in tipping fee to return all the monies with the
exception of a $1.5 million to the people of the region.

Presiding Officer Monroe asked whether the $1.5 million was one time only or yearly.
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Councilor Kvistad responded it was one time only.
Seconded: Councilor Bragdon seconded the amendment.

Councilor Kvistad was coricerned that if they did not return the money directly, a major portion
of it may be siphoned off into general fund expenditures for this government. He believed that
was inappropriate. He was aware that more amendments were coming that might change things,
but it was his intent to not move any money from this savings into any general fund spending
whatsoever for any programs in this agency, but to be returned directly to the people that paid it.
Should this pass it would take care of itself, should it not, he had follow-up amendments.

Councilor Park asked.what t_his would do to the solid waste reserve accounts over the life of the
contract.

Mr. Peterson said in order maintain the capital reserves at a level the department considered
appropriate, they would have to raise the rate in the future to make the additional contributions.
" The reserve account of particular concern was the capital reserve account. In future years that
would take a contribution from a rate if there were a dectease to that level at this point.

Councilor Park asked if any numbers were available to show the initial effect. He thought it
appeared to return approximately $4.5 million in some form. He wondered what it would do to
the time forward on the reserve accounts and what would be the net financial effect on the solid
waste system.

Mr. Peterson summarized the cost inflationary increases on current solid waste programs. With
an operating budget of $47 million, at an inflationary increase of 2.3%, the annual increase
would be $1.1 million. If the savings were not used to cover the $1.1 million per year cost
increase, it would have to be covered through reductions in the programs or through use of the
reserve accounts at a faster rate. He noted that, in order to maintain the capital reserve at an
appropriate level, they projected they would need $400,000 per year over the next 3 years. At
that point, it would take roughly $1.5 million per year to cover the capital expenditure. He said if
Council chose not to use the savings to cover those costs, the choices would be drawing down
the reserves even further to cover the costs or reducing the program costs.

Councilor Park said this was the first time he had seen these amendments. He hoped to have a
fiscal impact statement similar to the known impacts of the Dakota plan to help them evaluate
the programs against each other. He did not know what this would do for future fiscal stability.

Councilor McLain said she reviewed the lavender sheets with the Council Informal material
they received on the Dakota plan and other issues. She compared how far those reserves could be
carried out with the amount of savings toward those funds. She said it pointed out to her that the
tipping fee would have to raised much sooner or they would have to cut solid waste programs
drastically to keep the reserve funds at the rate they would under the Dakota plan. She thought it
was pretty easy to see that they would have to be raising the tlppmg fee within 2 years instead of
the 3-5 year reserves they were trying for.
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Councilor Washington said he would not be supporting this amendment but felt this motion as
well as his recommendation to return all of the money back to the voters should be on the table
for review. He said this was extremely complicated and felt they needed more than 30 minutes to
evaluate the information. He said the committee process had taken 6-8 weeks to go over this
information. He said his recommendation could be dealt with through the budget process so he
would not bring an amendment today.

Councilor Atherton said he generally supported Councilor Kvistad’s thoughts but could not
support it because it lowered the tipping fee substantially which would have an impact on
recycling. He commented that they had made a commitment to recycling and had a state mandate
as well as broad public support for it. His second point was they had substantial liabilities in the
solid waste system to take care of. He hoped his proposal would address these liabilities and that
Councilor Kvistad could see his thinking expressed in a satisfactory way as well.

Councilor Bragdon wished to clarify why he would not be supporting this motion even though
he seconded it. He said he supported Councilor Kvistad’s intention on the expenditure side, that
this fund not disappear into a bureaucratic black hole in this building. He felt the funds needed to
be tracked in a very disciplined and focused way and if the amendment failed, he would work
with Councilor Kvistad to make sure the expenditures were handled in a responsible fashion.

Presiding Officer Monroe said he could not support this amendment. He noted testimony
concerning how recycling, which was his highest priority for the money, would be affected, and
the need to stabilize the reserve funds so they would not have to raise the tip fee again in the near
future. He felt that stability was something the industry and the citizens were asking Metro to
provide. He said this amendment allowed no discretion for investments in parks and open spaces,
local government planning grants, lower admission fees for children at the zoo, brown fields or
any other investments they may find.

‘Councilor Kvistad closed by saying he was accountable for the way he conducted himself as a
member of the council as well as to the 1.4 million people of the region. He felt rates should
reflect costs. He saw the problem had been that while they were stabilizing rates, they had not
necessarily made it clear to people exactly what the costs for the programs were. He felt rates
should go up when costs went up, and down when the rates went down. He felt he had a pretty
good idea of how the recycling system worked. He said if the money was given back to the
system that created the savings and stayed there, he would not be presenting this amendment. He
felt he had to do something to bring to people’s attention that money from the solid waste system
should not be used for general government. He noted that he had supported recycling
consistently. He said he had been hearing discussions about putting the money back into the
general fund for unidentified spending. He said he had another proposal that would eliminate the
Zoo and MERC money from the Metro budget and leave it to the facilities that would be coming
separately, depending on how the dollars were divided. He said if this Council was planning to
spend the money in any way other than on the solid waste system, the money ought to be
returned to the voters. He was not willing to give the extra revenue to this government for things
he felt it did poorly.

Vote to
Amend #2: The vote was 1 aye/ 6 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion failed with Councilor
Kvistad voting aye.
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The Presiding Officer set aside this ordinance for final action next week. He explained to the on- -
lookers that any time a substantive change was made to an ordinance, the Council was required
to delay final action for a week.

12 Ordinance No. 99-824, For the Purpose of Ameriding Metro Code Chapter 7.01
to Modify and Adjust Excise Taxes and making other Related Amendments.

Motion: Councilor Washington moved to adopt Ordinance No. 99-824.
Seconded:  Councilor McLain seconded the motion.

Councilor Washington said this ordinance had been discussed for quite some time and he
couldn’t add anything further. He urged approval from the council.

Presiding Officer Monroe asked Mr. Fjordbeck to review this ordinance to avoid any confusion
with the other two in front of the council at this time. '

Mr. Fjordbeck explained this was the vehicle by which the council could change the method by
which the excise was collected, and was the primary vehicle by which the council would deal
with the allocation of those funds.

Motion to
Amend: #1:  Councilor McLain moved Monroe Amendment #1.

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the amendment.

Councilor McLain reviewed that this ordinance modified the tax rates proposed in

" Ordinance 99-824 and 99-825 to provide for allocating 60% of the projected savings to
the general fund and 40% to the solid waste revenue fund. She understood that if they -
were going to be able to carry out operations projected in the Dakota plan as presented
by Councilor Bragdon, this type of amendment was necessary for the ordinance. It
allowed some of the issues to be addressed through having the dollars in the correct area
for the budget discussions in February.

Presiding Officer Monroe asked Mr. Peterson to step forward. He asked if this
amendment would allow the solid waste department to function with a $62.50 tip fee for
at least 3 years and what additional resources would be available for recycling and
household hazardous waste enhancements.

Mr. Peterson referred to his earlier statements about solid waste needs. He said
maintaining the status quo for existing programs would take about $1.1 million per year.
Maintaining the reserve accounts would take another $400,000 in contribution per year
to the capital reserve over the next 3 years. At a $62.50 rate with that contribution to the
solid waste program, they would be able to maintain the tip fee for 3 years. There would
be an increase needed in the following year if they were to continue the programs and
keep their reserves at the same level.
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Councilor Washington asked the estimate of the increase in the fourth year if it was
needed. ' '

Mr. Peterson responded the increase was approximately $1.50-2.00.
Councilor Washington asked if it could be more.

Mr. Peterson said there was certainly some degree of uncertainty in the solid waste
industry at this time. He said the projections were dependent on the tonnage forecast and
there were some changes going on right now in the industry.

Councilor Washington asked Mr. Peterson if he was willing to give a worst case
scenario number on this.

Mr. Peterson said he was confident in the $62.50 rate for 3 years, even with the
uncertainties.

Presiding Officer Monroe said in addition the discretionary money would all be
available for solid waste needs at the determination of this council.

Councilor Bragdon brought up the need for enforcement of illegal dumping. He asked
if those efforts would continue under the 40% split.

Mr. Peterson said at those funding levels the program would continue at its current
level. He added that during the budget process the council would have the opportunity to
reallocate the $1 million between waste reduction, hazardous waste and enforcement.

Councilor Atherton asked if the transfer stations were considered state-of-the-art.

Mr. Peterson thought they were very good. He said they had some of the highest
recovery rates of any general-purpose transfer station he was aware of. The North
Portland facility was designed with recovery in mind and could be considered state-of-
the-art. The Oregon City facility was older and the lack of recovery opportunity made it
less so. He added it was in the CIP to upgrade that station. ' '

Councilor Atherton mentioned that at yesterday’s SWAC meeting, there was sentiment
to extend the rate stabilization out at least 5 years, probably 7. He asked if the funds to
carry out that principal were available in this recommendation.

Mr. Peterson said at a $62.50 overall tip fee and the contribution to reserves like they
talked about, the answer was no, they would be able hold the tip fee for three years.

Adjustments somewhere else would have to be made to hold it longer.

Councilor Park asked if the proposals that Mr. Peterson had been describing regarding
stabilization and tip fee was the REM option. .

Mr. Peterson said that was correct
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Councilor Park appreciated the work Mr. Peterson had done outlining the variables and
what it did to the accounts. He thought the potential increase number they were looking
for in the fourth year was about $1.38 under this projection. He asked Mr. Peterson to
reiterate his assumptions regarding the reserve account amounts.

Mr. Peterson said they were comfortable with the capital reserve account being
maintained at a $3 million level, which was a 2 year reserve based on actual capital
expenditures over the last 5 years. He said the undesignated fund balance would be
drawn down to zero within 3 fiscal years and the renewal and replacement account
would be consistent with the 20 year projection of the capital and equipment
requirements per bond covenants. '

Councilor Park thanked him again for the work his department had done. He said it was
the kind of work from which good policy decisions could be made.

Motion to
Amend: #2: Councilor Atherton moved to substitute the Atherton amendment #1
for the Monroe amendment #1.

Seconded: Councilor Kvistad seconded the amendment to the amendment.
Councilor Atherton preferred to call this the “taking care of business option” because
he felt it focused on doing just that. He distributed a handout summarizing his idea. He
said this $60 million was basically a bonus to Metro and the region. He suggested a more
prudent course for the money because of the extraordinary opportunity to stabilize a core
business well into the future. He felt moving more prudently and restricting 90% of the
funds to the solid waste system and 10% outside the solid waste system to do agency
business was the way to go. He agreed that the Oregon Food Bank was a good business
expense because of the substantial amount of material the Food Bank removed from the
waste stream. He said he would accept a friendly amendment from Councilor Kvistad to
add an Expo Center landscape master plan which he felt was also a good business
decision. He included a part to stabilize children’s admission at the Zoo which he felt
was also a part of taking care of business. He felt it was entirely appropriate to celebrate
the good work that had been done by stabilizing that fee. He asked for approval of his
amendment including the Expo Center landscape master plan.

Friendly amendment .
to Atherton

Amendment #1. Councilor Kvistad acceptéd the friendly amendment.

Councilor Bragdon read that the amendment as written did not address where the 10%

portion to the general fund actually went so that decision would be made later as to whether it
went to the Expo Center landscaping or the Food Bank or any of a number of other places. He
added that although he would not be supporting the amendment, he saluted Councilor Atherton
for coming up with a coherent plan. He said it was very fiscally responsible and he appreciated
the effort.
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Councilor Kvistad reiterated a vote on the motion to substitute basically put this on the
table. A vote in favor or against did not endorse or pass it, it put the motion on the table
for discussion. '

Presiding Officer Monroe said that was correct, |t would actually take 2 votes to make
it a part of the ordinance.

- Councilor Park asked for clarification on how much would be used to pay down the

debt
Councilor Atherton responded $2.5 million per year.

Councilor Park asked Mr. Peterson what this would do to the reserve funds and the
rates.

Mr. Peterson did not have Councilor Atherton’s proposal in front of him but thought it
would allow them to keep the reserves at the appropriate levels as they had discussed. He
believed Councilor Atherton was adding the additional debt service requirement into the
Monroe amendment.

Councilor McLain felt the Atherton amendment assumed the desire to buy down the
debt in the year 2000. :

Councilor Kvistad called a point of information: on the motion to substitute, he wanted
to be sure they did not get into debating the motion before them.

Presiding Officer Monroe responded that debating the substance of something that
would be substituted was in order.

Councilor McLain said there had been a lengthy discussion at the Council Informal
about bonds being bought down in 1999 vs 2003. She said two issues made her
uncomfortable about this substitution: 1) possible penalties in some areas, and 2) a
possible range of missed opportunities if the bonds were bought down before 2003. She
asked if this assumed the buy down process would start in the next budget year.

Mr. Peterson’s understanding was it would require an annual contribution of $5 million
for the next 5 years. At that point there would be sufficient reserves to pay off our bonds.

Presiding Officer Monroe understood as well that to pay off the bonds before the year
2004 would require significant penalties and that was why it was structured the way it
was.

Councilor Atherton said that was correct, but there was a defeasance process where you
put the money in an escrow account to gather interest. He said instead of paying the
interest on the borrowed money, you could instead put it in the bank and gather interest
which provided a savings.
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Councilor Washington asked Councilor Atherton about collecting interest. In terms of
the funds that they set aside there were restrictions on

Councilor Washington asked Councilor Atherton about collecting interest. He asked if
Councilor Atherton was referring to arbitrage when he said Metro could collect interest. He
asked if Metro would be restricted. :

Mr. Petersen said he believed so. He believed that the reserve account that the Council would
set up would not have the same kind of restrictions that Metro’s current debt service accounts
would have. ‘ '

Presiding Officer Monroe said the only restriction, he believed, would be on the prudent,
conservative types of investments into which government money must be placed.

" Councilor Kvistad said as a point of information, the arbitrage rule was basically on Metro’s
state or federal monies that were tied directly to Metro’s programs, and they had specific
requirements in terms of how Metro invests. The prudent investment strategy policy was the
policy of the agency, so any escrow money was invested under Metro’s investment policy under
that strategy, which the Council approved.

Councilor Washington said he understood that Councilor Atherton was referring to the amount
of interest that Metro would save by putting the money aside.

Presiding Officer Monroe called for additional discussion of the motion to substitute.

Councilor Bragdon asked, as a point of information, whether a yes vote meant the Council
would discuss this option.

Presiding Officer Monroe said no, an aye vote would negate Monroe Amendment #1 and
replace it with Atherton Amendment. Since passage of the Atherton Amendment would nullify
his own amendment, Presiding Officer Monroe added that prudent use of revenue bonding,
where the revenue stream was known, was the most common method for governments to make
capital investments. As examples, he cited the first phase of the Oregon Convention Center in
1986, the transfer stations, and school district bonds to build new schools. He said governments
put out revenue bonds to paid for capital investments, and pay them off over time at a low
government interest rate of around 5 percent. He said if Metro had no other significant needs for
investment, which have been identified by the region’s citizens, then this might be a reasonable
way to use this money, and he applauded Councilor Atherton for his thoughtful efforts along this
line. He disagreed, however, that this was the highest and best use of these resources at this
time, and therefore, he would not support Councilor Atherton’s motion.

Councilor Atherton closed by saying said he disagreed with the Presiding Officer. In no way
had he ever challenged the prudent investment and the revenue bond stream. However, he said,
this was an industry in flux, and his motion would maintain the greatest amount of flexibility for
Metro in the future, until Metro can settle on the issue of whether the other expenditures alluded
to during the meeting were the best investments. In this state of uncertainty, Councilor Atherton
believed Metro’s best investment was to put the money aside, not commit it, earn interest, give
the region’s ratepayers a dividend on their investment, and certainly not incur more debt by
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expanding government programs with no end in sight He said the direction that would be
established by approving his motion would clearly rein in the spendmg and provide more
certainty for Metro’s core business, solid waste.

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

Presiding Officer Monroe called for further discussion on Monroe Amendment #1.

Councilor Kvistad said he could not support an amendment before the Council which splits out
spending. He said he was uncomfortable with the convoluted nature of the process: if the debate
was on not only how the Council was dealing with the revenue, but also how it was planning to
focus and spend that revenue, then this might make sense. Instead, Monroe Amendment #1 said
that the Council would spend 40% for this and 60% for that, but with no identified specifics,
components, or policies behind how the money would be spent. He said he did not think this
was a prudent way for the Council to go. He said he was disappointed with the process because
it left these decisions dangling. This motion was particularly troubling to him because it did not
provide any touch points for the Council on the expenditure side, and without those touch points,
there was no way for the Council to set funding levels. He said since this was the place where
the Council should have these policy discussions, he urged the members of the Council not to
pass an amendment that was not tied to anything, because then the Council would be in a
position where, should it have to come back and make changes, it will have made a funding split
that was not tied to revenue or to expenditure, and did not go anywhere. He said he had an
amendment which he may move as a substitution later in the meeting. He urged the Council to
vote no on Monroe Amendment #1, leave the money where it was, go through whatever further
amendment process it had, and at the end of that time, potentially hold a greater discussion about
the policy implications. He did not feel this amendment was healthy for the process at this point.

Councilor Bragdon said he also was uncomfortable with the ambiguity about the 60% and
where it would go, and the uncertainty of collecting $1.2 million dollars this year, or $3 million
in future years, without specifically stating where the money will go. Rather than simply express
his dissatisfaction with that, he was trying to quickly bring some specificity to it through the
Dakota Plan. He said the Dakota Plan was not so much about what the Council was spending the
money on, it was about bringing some specificity to it so that the Council was not, in effect,
buying “a pig in a poke.” He reiterated that now the Council was discussing the 60%
expenditure side, and he thought it was exceedingly important to be as accountable as possible.
He wanted to know where every penny of the savings went, a year from now, two years from
now, and on through the course of the contract. He said the first step was quantifying exactly
how much money was at stake, and the Council now know it was not $60 million, due to
liabilities. The second step was realistically determining Metro’s base general fund budget to
maintain existing programs. Once the Council completed the first two steps, it would be time to
address the expenditure of the savings. He said his goal was to add focus to the savings, and put
them into the natural resources area. He said if Monroe Amendment #1 passed, he would return
to Council in one or two weeks with a proposal to add structure. First, his proposal would be to
establish criteria for evaluating how to spend the funds, similar to the funding criteria used by
the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT). The next step would be the
highest degree of public involvement, including local officials, in determining how to keep the
funds together. He suggested letting Metro’s general fund programs contend with theirs. He
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said if Metro needed to put the money in a fund and establish a Board of Trustees, he was willing
to do that, let Metro’s funds contend with other governments’ funds, and produce an annual

. report demonstrating how the money was used. He said the results were important, and if the
Council did not structure the expenditure side in a very fiscally responsible and accountable way,
then he will return next year supporting Councilors Washington and Kvistad’s proposal to give
the money back. He said he knew this was somewhat premature. He thought the process had
been a little upside down, which was unfortunate, but a product of how the budget worked. He
wanted to assure Councilor Kvistad and anyone else that the Council does move forward on the
expenditure side as rapidly as possible with criteria and clear direction. He said the money
would not disappear into a bureaucratic black hole, it would not buy new office furniture for the
building, it would be out in the community providing items people has said it wants.

Presiding Officer Monroe said the Council was the Board of Trustees. The Monroe
Amendment #1 would lock up 40% of the money in the solid waste area, as Mr. Petersen
identified as needed, and leave the Board of Trustees to determine the highest and best need, in
terms of investment for the benefit of the people of this region, for the rest of the money. Some
of that highest and best need may be in the solid waste area, some of it may be in other areas. He
applauded the Dakota Plan and its priorities, and his proposal allowed those priorities to be given
every consideration. But they, like any other proposals, will need to go through the public
hearing and deliberation process, and will need an affirmative vote of the Metro Council before
one penny can be spent. Not the Executive Officer, any member of the Council, or any special
interest group would be able to determine the allocation of the funds; only an affirmative vote of
a majority of the Council would be able to do that. He did not believe that a vote for Monroe
Amendment #1 in any way would cause the Council to lose any control, but in fact would
maximize the Council’s control over listening to the public and determining the highest and best
use of these resources. :

Councilor Park said to echo a number of Councilor Bragdon’s sentiments, the topic at hand was
resource allocation. It was unfortunate that the Council was locked into approaching the issue
backwards: determining first how much money it had, instead of what it really needed to be
spent on. That being said, regardless of which Councilor’s plan was chosen, it was important to
remember that when the money was in this particular spot, it could go into a black hole, because
it would be at the discretion of the Metro Council, and councils change. He agreed with
Councilor Bragdon’s point that the Council needed to be accountable to the public for where
every penny of the savings went. As the Council solicited and reviewed projects, some of the
ideas put forth by Councilors Kvistad and Atherton would also be in the mix: the Council would
not be precluded from paying down debt or reducing the excise tax. He said he would judge the
various projects based on their worthiness compared to the other projects. As to the exact
process, he did not completely agree with Councilor Bragdon’s proposal to form a Board of
Trustees, but he did agree with establishing criteria for making decisions. He said this was a
matter of resource allocation, and the Council has said it believes a tipping fee of $62.50 is the
right amount to balance disposal cost and the recycling rate. Given that, it was now a question of
how to allocate the resource. He said he would support Councilors Bragdon, Kvistad,
Washington, and Atherton in giving the money back to the public, if the Council cannot come to
an agreement on how to spend the money responsibly.

Councilor Washington said he thought the issue at the heart of the discussion was resource
allocation. He was thoroughly convinced that the current Council was responsible, accountable,
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and had gone through a thorough process. He said the only unknown was the future of the
industry, and as the Council makes its plans, it needs to consider that any plans will be impacted
by the industry’s future. He was not uncomfortable with where the Council was in this process,
and he knew that every viewpoint would be heard and further studied. He said this was just the
beginning.

Councilor Atherton said it was clear that the members of the Council had different opinions and -
philosophies, and it hinged on the word “control.” If the Council passed Monroe Amendment in
front of it, the Council would create a tax, robbing Peter to pay Paul, and not keeping faith with
the ratepayers who paid their money for solid waste fees. Instead, the Council would be taxing
them to support other projects, worthwhile as they may be. He said there were problems with
this approach: it was too easy to raise a tax, the industry’s future was uncertain, and Metro
needed to maintain its core business. He repeated that this was a tax, and if there were no other
options, he could support it. However, he felt there were other options, and he respected the
simple elegance of an accountable system in a economic democracy. When someone pays
money for something, he or she expects to receive goods in return. And when the money is paid,
and goes to something else, it destroys faith in the system. He said the Council had other options
for doing the worthwhile things that it has been discussing. He said every member of the
Council supports giving more money to greenspaces. He noted that there were definite
disagreements about providing planning money to local jurisdictions to meddle in their business,
if he could make an editorial comment. But the upshot was that it was all about control,
accountability, and a process that he would like to see kept whole. One of the founding-
principles of Metro was that it would be based on a user-pay principle, and that they would not
take a big tax from one group and do something else with it. He said that was one of the key
methods of restraint in the agency, and he thought the Council broke that cycle here. His
primary concern was keeping faith with the ratepayers, not keeping faith with the system that
was originally proposed. He said if there were no other options, maybe he could support the
other ideas, but he thought there were other options for taking care of Metro’s greenspaces and
water quality concerns. He said he could not support Monroe Amendment #1 as it stands.

Councilor Washington clarified that Metro has never meddled in any city’s business.

Presiding Officer Monroe said that fact was, 80% of the Metro’s general fund already came
from solid waste, and without that money, Metro would not exist.

Councilor Park noted that when Metro chartered in 1992, controls were put into place,
including a spending cap of $12.5 million, indexed for inflation. In addition, Metro was given a
certain taxing base, and he felt the Council was working within that base. He thought the
Council was being responsible and acting within the constraints it was given.

Councilor Kvistad said this amendment was a tax increase that would raise what Metro charges
per ton for garbage from $8.23 to $9.00. To couch it as a split did not reflect the language of the
amendment. He said a vote for Monroe Amendment #1 was a vote to spend more money, to
increase taxes, and to do exactly what members of the Council have said they do not want to do.
He said he was not willing to increase taxes when the Council was looking at spending 60% of
the savings, $36 million, outside of the solid waste system. He said it would happen over his
cold, dead, political body. He was not just a split, it was a tax increase. He said if the members
of the Council wanted to look at options later for spending more on something, this was not the
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way to do it: to preset the limits, to change the per-ton fees, before the Council has even
discussed the policy issues. He has not brought forward his split off the excise tax proposal off
of Metro’s other facilities because it seemed that this particular policy decision making phase
was not congruent. He urged the Council to read the amendment carefully: voting for it was
voting to increase taxes.

Presiding Officer Monroe said it was not a tax increase for two reasons. First, it would Metro
into conformity with the previous action of moving the tip fee back from $62.00 to $62.50.
Secondly, by reallocating between solid waste and discretionary investment money, it tended to
shift somewhat. The $62.50 tip fee, which has been the law for the last two years, would remain
exactly the same, so there was no increase. He called on Councilor McLain to close.

Councilor McLain said she usually liked rebuttals, but after the past 45 minutes of discussion,
this rebuttal would be more difficult. She said every single Councilor who spoke had a valid
point and spoke at least one kernel of a truth. However, the Council needed to put it together in a
way that it could actually get to a budget season, and the only way to do that was to give staff
numbers so that they could come before the Council with proposals. The Council has talked
about spending, has talked about programs like the Dakota Plan and Councilor Atherton’s
program where the Council could bring forward that spending in a particular structure. The first
item was connecting the actual spending, and it had been done over the last nine months since
February. It was discussed in Regional Environmental Management Committee, in
Council/Executive Officer Informal meetings, and at Council. She asked the Council to first
understand that they were trying to get to the step that people say they want to get to: talking
about the budgeting to make sure there are no black holes. The Council will have a complete
and thorough opportunity for debate on each and every one of the Councilors’ favorite programs
and structures for how and when the budget will be spent.

Councilor McLain said she was voting for Monroe Amendment #1 because after the discussions
of the past nine months, it became very apparent that the Council was concerned about
contingency funds, investment in the right places for stability of the rate, and for the stability of
the solid waste system. Monroe Amendment #1 allows the Council to have thorough
conversations on which contingency fund receives $1 million, which contingency fund will be
used for stabilization of the rate, and which programs will be continued and which will not. She
supported the amendment because she believed the Council’s conversations on spending
indicated that if all the 90% was left in the solid waste fund, Metro might not be able to address
brownfields and other the environmentally connected issues and programs that related to Metro’s
work. She appreciated the conversation, and looked forward to future conversations during the
budget season. :

Vote to The vote was 5 aye/ 2 nay/ abstain. The motion passed with Councilors
Amend: Atherton and Kvistad voting nay.

Motion to Councilor McLain moved Monroe Amendment #2.

Amend: #3:

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion.
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Councilor McLain noted that Monroe Amendment #2 addressed the issue on which the Council
‘heard testimony this afternoon in the public hearing by Scott Bradley from Waste Management.
She said it would affect the Forest Grove Transfer Station and similar sites, and allow them a
five-month delay before the ordinance takes effect, allowing a transition time for them to deal
with the change that Metro has made in its rates from percentage to per ton. It also would
address a second issue, brought up by the company and Metro staff, and would allow Metro to
charge an excise tax on any out-of-district waste that exceeds 10%.

Presiding Officer Monroe asked for legal clarification that Monroe Amendment #2 would
amend 8.24.

Mr. Fjordbeck said yes, Monroe Amendment #2 would amend the excise tax provisions to
create an alternative interim tax, which lasts for 5-months from the date the bill takes effect until
July 1." It would also amend current excise tax law to exempt from taxation the first 10% of tons
at the Forest Grove Transfer Station.

Presiding Officer Monroe called for discussion of Monroe Amendment #2. There was none.
He said this was a part of ongoing negotiations that with people who were concerned about a
sharp increase in fees. He said in his opinion, it represented a workable compromise for both
parties.

Vote to The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed unanimously. -
Amend:

7.3 Ordinance No. 99-823, For thé 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. 99-823.
Seconded: Councilor McLain seconded the motion.
Presiding Officer Monroe asked Mr. Petersen to explain Ordinance No. 99-823.

Mr. Petersen presented Ordinance No. 99-823. A copy of the staff report to Ordinance No. 99-
823 includes information presented by Mr. Petersen and is included in the meeting record.

Councilor Kvistad said he also had a policy amendment which he would bring forward at the
next Council meeting that addressed splitting off both the MERC and the zoo facilities, and
allowing them to keep their excise tax. He said he would make his motion in conjunction with
Ordinance No. 99-823 and Ordinance No. 99-824 coming back to Council at a later time.

Presiding Officer Monroe said those kinds of issues would also be in order during the budget
process. Those in essence would be expenditures of the resources available. He said however,
Councilor Kvistad could certainly make his motions at any time.
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Councilor Washington said to Councilor Kvistad, he also wanted to look at some kind of split
for MERC and zoo. He asked what the difference was between Councilor Kvistad doing his
motion today, and the Council doing it through the budget process.

Presiding Officer Monroe said that Councilor Washington, as chair of the REM Committee,
had the primary responsibilities for determining the solid waste issues involved in this decision.
The budgetary responsibilities will fall to the Budget Committee, and the budget process. Once
again, there will be two budget processes: 1) a mini-process to deal with savings available this
year, and 2) the longer, regular, annual budget process.

Councilor Washington asked if Presiding Officer Monroe was sayirig that those concerns
should be raised at the budget level rather than the solid waste level?

Presiding Officer Monroe said yes, because they do not directly affect solid waste and the solid
waste business, but they affect some of the other responsibilities of Metro, such as running the
Oregon Convention Center and the Oregon Zoo.

Councilor Kvistad respectfully disagreed. He said he would move Kvistad Amendment #3 for
discussion. He asked for a second on his motion so that he could present the amendment to the
Council.

Motion to Councilor Kvistad moved Kvistad Amendment #3.
Amend:
Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion for discussion purposes.

Councilor Kvistad said Kvistad Amendment #3 was ‘germane to what the Council was doing.

. He said first, the amendment stated that the Council would sever the excise tax which it collects
as an agency from its general fund. It would create a renewal and replacement fund at the zoo,
with the excise tax dollars currently paid into Metro’s general fund by the zoo. It creates a
renewal and replacement capital fund at the MERC facilities, and which currently would stay
with the MERC facilities. It would backfill with approximately $2 million of the roughly $6
million per year savings, and would take all of the additional $4 million of that reserve and tie it
directly into Metro’s solid waste revenue fund for capital and renewal and replacement reserves.
Basically, it takes the only general fund expenditure other than one that is consistent with all the
proposals coming forward, and will specifically split off both the MERC facilities and the zoo to
allow both of those to retain all of the money they currently pay in excise tax in their own capital
reserve funds, backfilling to make Metro’s agency revenue neutral. At that point then, under this
amendment, the additional monies would be reserved the solid waste system only. He said since
the Council has passed Ordinance No. 99-824, and is now discussing Ordinance No. 99-823, he
would withdraw his amendment at this time, with the intent to bring this forward at the next
Council meeting.

Presiding Officer Monroe said he intended to schedule all three ordinances for Thursday,
October 28, which would allow time to meet the timeline of February 1, for which the agency
has asked the Council.

8. | COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION
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Councilor McLain asked Councilor Kvistad for a courtesy. She said if he wants the Council to
discuss and vote on his amendment in the next two weeks, outside of the budget process, then

she needs to have the following items addressed. First, the presentation of the amendment as
written indicated that he would spin off those facilities and that excise tax. There was no spin off
the management of those facilities, and there were some guidelines in Metro’s budget process
that insist that the zoo and MERC have some legal coverage through Metro for collective
services. She said she would need to know what budget hole would be for those excise tax for
Metro’s entire budget, and what it would mean to the collective services that Metro has offered
to those facilities. Out of courtesy, she would appreciate having that information in attachments
for review before the Council meeting. '

Presiding Officer Monroe set forward Ordinance No. 99-825, Ordinance No. 99-824, and
Ordinance No. 99-823 to the calendar for final action on Thursday, October 28, 1999. He called
for additional Councilor Communications.

Mr. Fjordbeck reminded Presiding Officer Monroe of the technical date amendment.

7.3 Ordinance No. 99-823, 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.

Mr. Fjordbeck said the technical amendments would set the effective date of all three ordinances
as February 1, 2000, and could be taken as one motion.

Motion to Councilor McLain moved that the effective date of Ordinances Nos.
Amend: #2:  99-823, 99-824, and 99-825 be February 1, 2000.

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the amendment.
Voteon The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed.
Motion to

Amend #2:

6. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION

Councilor Park said if additional amendments to have a fiscal impact will coming forward to
the Council, it would be helpful to have them come forward in a manner similar to the REM
options so that Councilors may quickly assess their impacts. He said it is very difficult to
visualize some of the offsets at a glance.

Presiding Officer Monroe said that if any substantive amendments are passed next week, it will
change the current timeline.

Councilor Kvistad reminded the members of the Council that the public hearings and outreach
for the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) continued that night with a public hearing in
Gresham, and next week there will be one at Metro and in Clackamas County. He said
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Councilors are signed up for each meeting, and any Councilors who are not signed up for
specific dates are welcome to attend.

Councilor Atherton publicly thanked the staff for the incredibly complex work that went into
Ordinances Nos. 99-823, 99-824, and 99-825.

9. ADJOURN

There being no further business to come before the Metro Council, Presiding Officer Monroe
adjourned the meeting at 4:40 p.m.

. Prepared by,
/]

Chris Billington
Clerk of the Council

Document Document Date Document Ti'tle TO/FROM RES/ORD
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Date: Octobér 28, 1999
To: Metro Coupcil
From: %drew C. Cotugno, Transportation Director

Subject:. Resolution No. 99-2843: Portland area Conformity Determination

Attached for your consideration are results of the Conformity Determination quantitative
analysis. Attachment 1 of this memob replaces pages 22 and 23 of Exhibit 1 of the Resolution.

The replacement pages contain the quantitative data that completes Tables 1 — 3 of the
Determination. These tables show that the FY 2000 MTIP and the changed scope and concept of
several significant transportation projects included in the 1995 RTP conform with all regional -
emissions budgets established in the State Implementation Plan for summer hydrocarbons (HC)

. and nitrogen oxides (NOx). These are precursor pollutants responsible for ozone formation. The
tables also show that regional emissions budgets for wintertime carbon monoxide (CO) are met
in all analysis years. Finally, the tables show that the region’s transportation activities conform
with five of the six established subarea emissions budgets for the Central City and the g2
Avenue Corridor. The region has not demonstrated compliance with the 2015 CO budget in the
82" Ave Corridor at this time. To address this issue, staff recommends inclusion of additional
text (see Attachment 2) into the Conformity Determination document.

AC:TW:rmb -
Attc. ‘

*C\Resolutions\1999\99-2843\CouncilReferral.doc



Attachment 1

TABLE 1

Emissions Summary

1995 RTP EMISSIONS COMPARED TO CO AND OZONE
BUDGETS

Winter CO Summer HC Summer NOx
(1,000's Ibs) (tons perday) (tons per day)

Budget 2005 979,000 42 51
M_TIPIRTP 687,000 , 35 51
Difference 292,000 7 0
Budget 2015 788,000 40 55
MTIP/RTP 717,000 36 55
Difference . 71,000 4 ) 0
_Budget 2020 842,000 40 ‘ 59
MTIP/RTP 740,000 - 38 59
Difference 102,000 2 0

Conformity of FY 2000 MTIP - Page 22
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h:\..terry\Docs\00 tip\conformity\FY 00 AQ Conformity
September 23, 1999
TWitw

Conformity of FY 2000 MTIP - Page 23

p. 2 of 2
TABLE 2 TABLE 3
1995 RTP EMISSIONS 1995 RTP EMISSIONS
COMPARED TO CCTMP COMPARED TO 82ND AVENUE
SUB-AREA CO BUDGET SUB-AREA CO BUDGET
1,000 Lbs/day 1,000 Lbs/day
Winter CO Winter CO
Budget 2005 92 Budget 2005 1
RTP : 63 RTP 10
Difference ‘ 0 Difference 0
Budget 2015 70 Budget 2015 9
RTP 59 RTP 10
Difference 0 Difference 0
Budget 2020 75 Budget 2020 9
RTP 58 RTP 9
Difference 0 Difference 0



Attachment 2

Attachment 2 |

Staff Recommended Text Regarding 82™ Avenue Subarea Quantitative Analysis Results
Page 21, Section II.B.4.a. of the Determination is amended to include this additional finding:

Finding: 82nds Avenue Corridor Subarea. The State Implementation Plan goes beyond federal
requirements in its establishmgiit of an 82™ Avenue Subaiéa Emissions Budget for wintertime
Carbon Monoxide. The Subarea boundaries encompass 82™ Avenue from Division Street at the
north, Woodstock Blvd at the south, 88%/87" to the east and 80"/79" to the west. The subarea
was established in response to several instances where the old 8 hour CO standard of 9 parts per
million was exceeded at the 82"Y/Division monitoring station, twice in 1989 and once in 1991.
No readings have exceeded the standard since 1991 and a clear downward trend in emissions has
been recorded since 1982 as shown below:

Year 8 Hr. Concentration

Standard = average of 9 ppm CO over 8 hours.

92 7.8 ppm
’93 8.4 ppm
94 6.4 ppm
95 6.6 ppm
96 6.5 ppm
97 4.5 ppm
98 4.4 ppm

A wintertime CO budget was established for the subarea in the July 1996 State of Oregon
Portland Metro Area Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan. The budget was set at 5,000 pounds
‘per day of emissions in 2005 and 4,000 pounds per day in 2015 and 2020. However, Metro staff
believes that with correction of a computational error, the correct budgets should be 11,000
pounds per day of emissions in 2005 and 9,000 pounds per day in 2015 and 2020.

Accounting for these corrections, the quantitative analysis indicates that CO emissions within the
subarea are within budgets established for 2005 and 2020 but that the the budget is exceeded in
2015. Approximately 10,000 pounds of CO are emitted compared to the budget of 9,000 pounds
per day. The federally mandated regional CO emissions budgets are all met as are budgets
established for the Downtown Subarea. Approval of the Regional Conformity Determination is
recommended contingent on adoption of the following 82™ Avenue Subarea CO Action Plan.

1. Metro and DEQ staff shall conduct interagency consultation to review and clarify appropriate
subarea boundaries, budgets and modeling protocol.

2. If, after consultation, quantitative analysis continues to show that the CO emissions budget is
exceeded, additional, more extensive consultation shall be initiated with representatives of
other jurisdictions, including but not limited to ODOT, the City of Portland, Multnomah
County and Clackamas County, to recommend development and funding priority for
transportation management improvements within the 82™ Avenue corridor. Consideration
should be given to improvement of signals and turn lanes; consolidation of commercial
driveways; enhancement of transit, and assessment of other non-auto corridor enhancements
including pedestrian crossing protection.
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TH/NORTH LIGHT RAIL PR

Resolution No 99-2853A . ‘g 2

Opening Remarks

Metro Council LUFO Hearing ' gVL:e.Q.rl‘ @m»ﬁﬁg{
October 28,1999 , '7

This agenda item involves an application by Tri-Met for Council

adoption of a "Land Use Final Order" amending the original

South/North Land Use Final Order that the Council adopted last year by

Resolution No. 98-2673. The reqﬁested amendments, known as the
Interstate MAX project, involve that area of th‘e South/North Project
extending from the Steel Bridge northward to the Expo Center.

A Land Use Final Order, or "LUFO", is an order adopted in
accordance with m law established in House Bill 3478. It differs
ﬁom the Loqﬁlly Preferred Strategy, or LPS, which is adopted to meet
the requirements of m law. Earlier this year, the Council amended
_' the LPS to incorporate the Interstate MAX project.

House Bill 3478, which the Legislature adopted in 1996, requires

the Metro Council to decide the light rail route and the light rail stations,

Page 1'— Opening Statement (10/26/99)



the park-and-ride lots, the maintenance facilities and the highway

improvements for the South/North project, including the "boundaries"
within which these facilities and improvements may be located. The
Council decides these through the adoption of what are called "Land Use
Final Orders." House Bill 3478 also requires that the Council adopt
supporting findings of fact demonstrating that the selected light rail
route, stations, park-ar_ld-ride lots, maintenance facilities and highway
improvements comply with 10 land use criteria that the Land
Conservation and Development Commission adopted specifically for
this Project.

Unlike Metro's tybical land use decisions, Land Use Final Order
deciéions are governed by different, and special, procedures contained in
House Bill 3478. Under that law, I must. begin this hearing by
announcing a numbef of these procedures.

First, as I just indicated, the Council, in this proceeding, will
decide the iight rail. route, stations and park-and-ride lots for the
Interstate MAX portion of the South/North Project, including their

locations. In a few moments, staff will identify for you generally the

Page 2 — Opening Statement (10/26/99)



proposed route, étations, and lots that comprise the application. You
also can find this information attached to Tri-Met's application and on
maps posted on the walls in the back of this room. These documents are
available for public review during this public hearing.

There are a number of procedﬁrai requirements set out in House
Bill 3478 that affect this heéring. At this point, I'd like to ask Metro

General Counsel Dan Cooper to summarize those requirements.
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~ 2. House Bill 3478 Procedural Reqfs - Ge:neral Counsel Dan
Cooper

Because the procedures appliéable to this proceeding differ in
‘some important respects from the typical procedur'esAapp.licable to land
use hearings before the Metro Council, I would ask that you listen
- carefully so that ybu fully understand the process and your pérticipation
rights under House Bill 3478. |

As the Presiding Officer indicated, Metro's Land Use Final Order
decisions must comply with the 10 land use criteria established by
LCDC. Copies of those criteria are available on the table in the back of
the room. The criteria also are listed in the proposed findings. All
public testimony needs to be directed towards the application of these
LCDC criteria to the proposed amendments.

FOIIoWing the public hearing, the Council may adopt a Land Use
Final Order amending the light rail route, stations and lots, including
their locations, as applied for by Tri-Met. Alternatively, it may choose
to continue the public hearing and refer the matter back to Tri-Met for

further review and submittal of a new application.
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Should the Council adopt a Land Use Final Order amendment, any
appeal from the Council's decision must be filed within 14 days
following the daté the Land Use Final Order amendment has been
reduced to writing and bears the necessary signatures.

Failure by a person to raise an issue at this hearing, either in person
or in writing, or failure to provide sufficient ‘speciﬁcity. to afford the
Council an opportunity to respond to the issues raised, will preclude
appeal by that person to the Land Use Board of Appeals based on that
issue.

‘Written notice of the Council's adoption of the Land Use Final
Order amendment will be provided only to pefsons who have prbvided
oral or written testimbny at this public hearing ahd who also have
provided, in writing, a request for written notice and a mailing address to
which notice should be sent.

Those wishing to testify today, or to sign up to receive written
notice of the Council's decision on the Land Use Final Order amendment
application, must do so at the sign-up table in the back of the room.

[Rephrase if this is incorrect] Persons whose names appear only on
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petitions submitted at the hearing and who do not themselves provi.de
oral or written testimony will not be considered to have provided oral or

written testimony at this hearing.
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3. Overview of Hearing -- Pye
Thank you, Mr. Cooper.

I would like to explain the order in which we will proceed with the

hearing. First, s

v |
resolution. -Goém&will then introduce the staff, who will

identify the proposed project and give the staﬁ report.

- Following the staff report and any questions the Council may have
of staff, Tri-Met will present its application. Then we will open the
hearing up to the general public. When you speak, please remember to
state your full name and address for the record.

We will taker the completion of public
“testimony, then hear rebuttal testimony from Tri-Met and any additional
commerﬂ:s from staff.

In addit_ion to o;al testimony, we will accept .'written testimony up
to the close of that portion of fhe hearing where we accept testimony
from the general public. Once public testimony is completed and we

move into rebuttal testimony from the applicant, we will accept no
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 further written testimony unless the Council reopens the hearing for that
ptirpose.

At the end of the hearing, following Tri-Met's rebuttal; the Council
will either close the public hearing and decide the application, or it may
continue the hearing to a date certain. Should the Council continue the
hearing, it may establish a schedule for further submittal of testimony,
and it may limit the issue,s for which additional testimony will be taken.
Should the Council close the hearing and determine a need to change or
supplement the proposed findings, it may continue the matter to a time
certain on today's agenda, or to a date certain, as it deems necessary to

l

allow adequate time for the necessary changes to the findings to be

prepared.
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4. Introduction to Resolution - Councilor Kvistad

A,{/ 4{\‘.5 poi ould 1ik¢ to r'novg adoption of Resolution No. 99-2853, 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 that Portion of the South/North Liglit Rail Project
Extending from the Steel Bridge to the Exposition Center. The
Resolution provides for the adoption of the LUFO amendment and the

adoption of land use findings of fact in support of the LUFO

a;njndment. I« mo—kef_ (ovﬁv”‘“k-

I‘would like now to introduce Richard Brandman to present the

staff report.
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5.  Staff Report: Richard Brandman
[Pfovide Staff Report which must "list génerqlly" the
proposed light rail route, statiori, and lot amendments
and describe the criteria;

slides or large maps are best for identifying the project]

6. Council Questions for Staff -- Presiding Officer Monroe

Are there any questions of staff from the Council?

M
[Allow for questioning of staff] KM

7.  Opening of Public Hearing -- Presiding Officer Monroe
At this time, we will open the public hearing. 1 would like to ask

the applicant, Tri-Met, to come forward and present its application.
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8.. Applicant's Statement -- Neil McFarlane or Ron Higbee

[Tri-Met presents its application]

9.  Questions of the Applicant -- Presiding Officer Monroe

Does the Council have questions for the applicant?

10. Testimony from the General Public -- Presiding Officer
Monroe

.At this time we will open up the hearing to testimony from the
general public. Please be sure to state your name and address for the
record. We ask that you direct your testimony to the applicable LCDC
criteria. |

- [Call names; allow for questions from Council members]
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11. Close Hearing to Written Testimony -- Presiding Officer
Monroe |
With the completion of testimony from proponents and opponents
of thié application, we will now close the hearing to written testimony.
As _of now, no further written testimony will be accepted unless the
- Council reopens the hearing for that purpose.
.I“would like to call for a short break.
[During this break, Tri-Met and Metro staff will decide
- whether to continue foNard with rebuttal this evening,
or to postpone rebuttal to a date certain, based on

the quantity and nature of the submitted opponent testimony]
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OPTION I: CONTINUE FORWARD:

1'2(A) -- Continue forward with Rebuttal -- Presiding Ofﬁcer
Monroe -
We will now resume the public hearing. Tri-Met, would you like
to present rebuttal testimony?
[Tri-Met makes its rebuttal]

Are there any questions of the applicant?

13A -- Final Staff Comments -- Presiding Officer Monroe
At this time, I am going to ask staff if they have any additional

comments they would like to make in response to the testimony.

[Hear from staff]
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14A. - Close fublic Hearing -- Presiding Officer Monroe

I would like to thank all of you who testified this evéning for your
participation. I am now going to close the public hearing and open the
~floor for discussion among Council members. Before us is proposed
Resolution No. 99-2853A, adopting a Land Use Final Order amendment
for the South/North Project. Under House Bill 3478, we can either
approve the Land Use Final Order amendment establishing the light rail
route, stations and lots for the Interstate MAX Project, including their
iocations, as applied for by Tri-Met, or we can continue the public
hearing and refer the proposed facilities and locations back to Tri-Met
with directions on amendments we would like to see.

[Hear Council Discussion]
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15A -- Coﬁncil Motion and Voté -- " Council/Presiding Officer
Monroe |
[Entertain a Motion]

It has been moved and seconded [to approve Resolution No. 99-
2853A] [to refer this matter back to Tri-Met] [select one]. Is there any
further discussion? |

[Allow discussion, if ény]
Will the clerk please call the roll for a vote on the motion.
[Vote on Motion]

The Motion to is [approved] [denied]

I would like to thank everyone here for your participation in this

hearing. Let's move now to the next agenda item.
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OPTION 2: CONTINUE OF HEARING OPTION

12(A) - Tri-Met Request for Continuance - Presiding Officer
Monroe:
We will 'now resume the public hearing. Tri-Met, would you like

to present rebuttal testimony?

13(A) -- Tri-Met Re(juest for Continuance — [Neil McFarlané]

~ Mr. Presiding Officer and Metro Councilors, we have received
some important new evidence today and we would like some additional
time‘to consider it carefully and respond to it. Consequently, we would
like to request that our rebuttal testimony be continued to November 4,
1999.

Because this matter is time-sensitive for ob_faining federal ﬁmding,
we would suggest to you the following approach, which We believe
avoids delays and keeps the decision-making process on track whilé.
'cillowing all parties reasonable opportunity to address and rebut new

evidence. We propose the following schedule:
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First; we ask that Tri-Met be given until 8:30 AM on Monday,
November 1, to submit additional written evidence.

Second, we ask that you provide any interested party wishing to
rebut new evidence -from Tri-Met until 8:30 AM on Thursday,
November 4 to submit rebuttal evidence. We also ask that you limit the
rebuttal evidence to the specific issues addressed in our rebuttal
testimony, and that you not accept testimony or evidence addressing
- other issues.

These proposed timelines provide Tri-Met and other interested

parties each with three full days to prepare their testimony.

14B -- Council Discussion/Concurrence of Continuance -- Presiding

Officer Monroe

Are there any quesfions of Tri-Met? If not, Tri-Met has requested
a continuation of this hearing to November 4, 1999.

Are there any objeetions to Tri—Met's proposal? Hearing none, this
hearing is continued to November 4. The hearing will begin at

PM [set the time ] here in the Metro Council Chambers on the 3rd floor
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of Metro's ofﬁcés at 600 NE Grand Avenue in Portland. At that time,
Tri-Met will bé provided opportunity to offer its rebuttal testimony and
make its final arguments at that time. |

We will follow the following schedule for new testimony:

Tri-Met will have until 8:30 AM on Monday, November 1 to
submit additional rebuttal evidence and testimony as it deems necessary.

Any interested party then will have until 8:30 AM on Thursday,
November 4 to submit rebuﬁ:al evidence and testimony . Rebuttal
' evideﬂce and testimony will be limited only to the specific issues
addressed in Tri-Met's new testimony.  Testimony or evidence
addréssing other issues will not be accepted into the record.

All new evidence and testimony should be delivered to Ross
Roberts or Jan Farraéa here at the Metro Regional’ Cente; Anyone
submitting new evidence or testimony should submit at least five (5)
» c;omplete copies of that evidence or testimony to facilitate cdpying and

distribution.
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I would ask Metro staff to make extra copies of Tri-Met'é
testimony availaBle to interested persons for inspection 'immediately
following its receipt on November 1. |

I would like to thank everyohe here for your partiéipation in this

hearing. Let's move now to the next agenda item.
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Interstate MAX Advisory Committee .
Final Report | E @E IViE
October 1999 OCT 1 4 ]ggq

Committee membership and charge

In May 1999 Tri-Met General manager Fred Hansen appointed 15 citizens to serve on the
Interstate MAX Advisory Committee. Individuals on the committee represent
neighborhood associations and other organizations and groups in the Interstate Avenue
corridor. Members of the committee are:

Rick Williams, chair Sheila Holden Gary Madsen/Will Wright
Carl Flipper : Lisa Horne Larry Mills

Brad Halverson Connie Hunt Paul Mortimer

Doug Hartman Jerrie Johnson Steve Rogers

Alan Hipolito - Tom Kelly : Walter Valenta

The committee was charged with:

e Commenting (in June 1999) on whether the Interstate MAX proposal had enough
merit and community support to warrant a more detailed engineering study. -

¢ Identifying issues important to the community.

e Helping devise a comprehensive community outreach program that assures
anyone interested has the opportunity to learn about the proposal, ask questions,
raise issues and provide input.

e Taking information on the proposed project back to the members’ groups and

© communities.

¢ Providing comment to Metro on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. '

e Participating in the City of Portland’s process for obtaining community feedback
on how to pay for its portion of the costs. :

Meetings and other outreach

During May and June 1999, prior to and amidst hearings in front of Portland City
Council, Metro Council and the Tri-Met board of directors, the committee met seven
times. Between July and October, the committee met five times. Committee members
participated in door-to-door outreach in their neighborhoods, served as panelists on a
Portland Cable Access show about the light rail proposal, and served as facilitators at two
community forums attended by over 200 residents. . ' '



Study direction from the committee

In July 1999, following public hearings in June, the committee formulated a list of
recommendations for staff to address during preliminary engineering and completion of
the environmental impact statement on the Interstate MAX proposal. The committee’s
Report #1 listing these recommendations is attached as an appendix to this final report.
Topics of the recommendations were:

e Community involvement

e Traffic

e Urban design

e Station design and placement

e Funding

e Economic development

e Bus service/light rail interface

e Parking

¢ Bicycles

e Emergency access

e Environment: wetlands, air quahty

e Vancouver connection

Each topic, the project staff’s response during the July-September. period, and the
committee’s recommendations for further consideration follow.

Committee recommendations for final design

‘1. Community involvement. Successful, meaningful public involvement is fundamental
to the success of the Interstate MAX project. Effective public involverent should be
pursued aggressively and creatively throughout the life of the project. The goal of the
community outreach process should be to build the capacity of members to engage in
the process. (direction to staff from the advisory committee, July 1999)

Response by the project team to item 1

With ongoing direction and input from committee members, project staff made an
energetic effort to reach as many community members as possible with information about
the project, and to provide meaningful ways for the community to contribute ideas and
comments.




With advice from committee members, staff structured two comprehensive “community

forums” on topics of community interest. Committee members participated as facilitators

and provided direction for discussion of the topics. In addition, staff held two bus service

planning workshops and a Kenton station location workshop. Between June and October

staff made presentations to 35 community-based organizations, met with representatives

of 35 other community groups, conducted a door-to-door survey of most Interstate

Avenue businesses, supported a door-to-door canvas of homes within three blocks of-

Interstate Avenue by volunteers from Coalition for a Livable Future, and staffed displays

at 10 community events. A list of organizations contacted and other outreach is attached.

Project team summary of work to be done during final design related to item 1

Outreach related to design details and pre-construction will be focused principally on

residents within the Interstate corridor bounded by I-5 on the east and Denver Ave. on the

west. Special outreach efforts will be conducted relating to construction jobs and

contracting, the disabled community, the faith community and possibly other groups with

special interests in the light rail project. Plans for outreach on the Interstate MAX project

will be coordinated with those for the urban renewal dlstnct and Brownfields programs.

Efforts related to light rail include:

e Meetings with each homeowner/renter on Interstate Avenue and side streets directly
affected by construction.

¢ Regular meetings with groups of businesses on Interstate.

e Direct mail piece illustrating design concepts to all homes between I-5 and Denver.

¢ Possible “street walk” for area residents/businesses to review development
opportunities and streetscape design issues in conjunction with PDC.

e Partnerships with community-based organizations providing materials and
information for each group to share with its constituents.

e Design review sessions with neighbors along alignment in winter 2000.

e Design workshops for the Expo/PIR, Russell, Rose Quarter and other station areas as
desired. '

¢ Planning sessions with community members interested in art, including the North
Portland Arts Foundation and other groups.

e Program of outreach focused on construction jobs and contracting.

e Program of outreach to major North/Northeast Portland churches coordmated with
Albina Ministerial Alliance.

e Design review with Committee on Acces51ble Transportation with follow-up
presentations to community organizations serving the disabled.

e Bus service planning outreach in conjunction with Tri-Met’s annual service plan
changes.

e Drop in hours at field office.

e Updates to neighborhood, community and business organizations through
presentations as well as neighborhood and community newsletters.

e Presentations at neighborhood coffees and other informal settings. -

e Coordination with related outreach efforts (Brownfields, urban renewat).




e Establish redefined and reconstituted citizen advisory committee from thhm the B
Interstate corridor for advice during final design.

Committee recommendations for community involvement during final design:

»  The outreach strategy should emphasize and continue efforts to go to the
community rather than expect the community to come 1o us.

2. ~Traffic. The committee recommends a comprehensive and creative reexamination of
the streetscape design with respect to the effectiveness of travel lanes, parking and bike

lanes in order to minimize negatzve traffic impacts. (direction to staff from the advisory committee,
July 1999)

Response by the project team to item 2

The project team undertook an intensive analysis of the design and resulting traffic
impacts. At its August 8, 1999, meeting, team members presented its analysis of whether
to add travel lanes by removing on-street parking, removing bike lanes or adding

. additional right of way. The staff’s findings were that additional travel lanes could not be
added without seriously compromising the functioning of the street or adding
unacceptable cost and neighborhood impact.

At the same time, the team engaged a traffic consultant to apply Vissim visual simulation
modeling technology. Data from the previous analytical work in spring 1999 was updated
to 2020 and errors eliminated. As a result, the new model shows intersections on
Interstate will function about the same with or without MAX. The model allows
engineers to fine-tune length of left turn lanes and timing of signals to improve
intersection functioning.

The summer 1999 analysis also corrected a serious flaw in previous modeling
assumptions that exaggerated the increase in traffic volumes due to MAX on streets
parallel to Interstate. It now appears that, worse case, volumes on Denver in 2020 would
rise by 110 cars (28%) during the afternoon peak hour, while volumes on Albina would
rise by 80 vehicles (19%), compared to volumes on these streets with and without MAX.

Visual observations counted the numbers of northbound vehicles on Interstate with and
without Washington license plates. On average, 20-25 percent of all vehicles use
Interstate as their route through the neighborhood, not to destinations within it. In 2020,
the projected ratio of Washington drivers on Interstate (without MAX) is 30-50%,
depending on location.

Work to be done during final design related to item 2

The City of Portland’s detailed data on traffic volumes on individual streets will be

integrated with the Vissim 2020 data to provide a more detailed picture of traffic on
opening day and 2020. Measures to reduce congestion (signal timing, left-turn lane




striping, etc.) will be identified for application as the need develops. City of Portland staff ;
will take fresh counts on all streets in the area to provide a base case against which to
measure future increases. Working closely with the community, traffic calming measures
will be created for streets likely to carry traffic diverted by construction delays.

The source of most of the problem traffic on Interstate and neighbdrhood streets, now and
in the future, with and without Interstate MAX, is from Washington. Drivers seek
alternative routes to avoid congestion on I-5. The appropriate place for through trips is
the freeway, not neighborhood streets. ODOT’s I-5 Trade Corridor study is engaged in
€xarnining measures to improve flows and capacity on I-5. This fall, the study’s
citizen/business Leadership Committee will present its findings, launching a more
detailed study of improvements needed.

Committee recommendations for final design work on traffic mitigation:

» The prOJect team should explore the potential of cutting-edge traffic szonal
technology to increase traffic capacity on Interstate.

* The project team and ODOT should maintain a high level of coordination in order
to reduce conflicts between scheduled I-5 maintenance and the light rail project.

= Efforts to mitigate impacts of traffic diverted to other streets by light rail should be
coordinated with nearby neighborhood traffic calming projects in order to

“eliminate conflicts. :

*  PDC and the project team should coordinate with the Lower Albina Industrial
Council, Swan Island, Columbia Corridor and the Port of Portland on access needs
affected by the light rail pmJect

»  The needs of east-west traffic crossing Interstate should be considered in

. determining signal timing. :

- = The team should explore alternatives to having all park and ride traffic use Victory

Blvd., including making Expo Rd. public and routing trajf c on Expo Rd. to Forest

Blvd.

3. Urban design. The committee recommends the urban design treatment for Interstate .
MAX should reflect a coherent vision that addresses the street’s form and function and

sets the parameters for appropriate economic development (direction to staff from the advisory
committee, July 1999)

4. Station design and placement. All stations should be intelligently designed to

enhance appearance, safety and community access. (direction to staff from the advisory committee,
July 1999)

Response by the project team to items 3 & 4

A maJor change was made to the design, substituting paved track for gravel/concrete tie
treatment in the Russell station area and from Kaiser north to Kenton. Conceptual designs
for the streetscape and typical station platforms have been developed by project staff and




reviewed at the community forums. In concert with representatives of the Kenton.
neighborhood, the location of the Kenton station has been shifted 135 feet closer to
Argyle and the configuration of the Interstate/Denver/Argyle intersection rede51gned

Work to be done during final design related to items 3 & 4

During final design, with community input and review, the design team — made up of

project architects, engineers and artists -- will develop detailed designs for stations,

shelters, benches, ticket machines, signing, street trees (those to be saved, types of new

trees planted), landscaping, catenary poles/street lights, sidewalks, tree grates, blcycle
parkmg, trackway pavement and all other demgn elements.

In partnership with PDC, Tri-Met will suggest holding worksessions with the community
on design details and station area plans, including pedestrian connections outside the
MAX project boundaries. Station areas suggested for these sessions include Expo,
Russell and Rose Quarter. Tri-Met will continue working with representatives of the
Albina Industrial Area to assure designs facilitate truck movements.

Artists will create public art projects -- many involving community participation -- to
integrate into the design.

Committee recommendations for final design work on urban design and station .
design and placement:

» PDC, the City of Portland and Tri-Met slzould implement and support programs
that help realize a Main Street concept along Interstate Ave.

» The committee commends and supports the intention to provide paved track rather
than tie and ballast on much of Interstate and urges looking for ways to extend
paved track as far as possible.

*  Where possible, more greenscaping should be added to the project design.

*  The project team should remain open and flexible to the possibility of meeting the
Kenton community’s goals for further reconfiguration of the station and the
Argyle/Denver/Interstate intersection.

5. Interstate MAX funding through urban renewal district. The decision made by
the mayor not to seek funds from an existing urban renewal district for the project is.
appropriate. Local communities within and/or affected by the proposed new district
must be involved in studying the major’s proposal for a new urban renewal district.
(direction to staff from the advisory committee, July 1999)

6. Economic development. With a firm grounding in the views of the affected
communities, and using the full range of available tools, the involved public agencies
should determine ways to finance the project infrastructure and economic revitalization,

including but not limited to an urban renewal district. (direction to staff from the advisory
committee, July 1999)



Response by the project team to items 5 & 6

The project team supported outreach by PDC that culminated in a decision by the
Development Commission and Portland City Council to conduct a feasibility study of an
urban renewal district in the Interstate corridor.

Work to be done during final design related to items 5& 6 )

As PDC continues exploring ideas with the community for urban renewal projects and
district boundaries, the project design team will work cooperatively with PDC to assure
Intérstate MAX design treatments support possible future revitalization projects.

Committee recommendations for final design work on urban renewal district
funding and economic development

= The new urban renewal district should be designed primarily to support
redevelopment and revitalization of the corridor and the surrounding communities
and also provide a portion of the city’s share of local funding for light rail.

= Local communities within and/or affected by thé proposed new district must be
involved in setting goals and guiding principles for the new urban renewal district.

» The light rail project and urban renewal project should work closely together to
enhance revitalization potential.

»  The Interstate MAX project should work closely using all available tools and
resources, such as enterprise zones, to achieve economic revitalization.

= As a result of this project, in the areas surrounding stations, the city should
evaluate setting new code standards to assure that building design is grounded in
the values of the affected communities and reflects the history, culture and
character of the surrounding area.

*  The commiittee supports use of friendly condemnation or transactions with a
willing seller in acquiring land for light rail station area development.

7. Bus service design/light rail interface. Based on community input, the project team
should enhance and improve existing bus service to capitalize on the investment in light

rail. Existing bus service in this corridor should not be reduced. (direction to staff from the
advisory committee, July 1999)

Response by the project team to item 7 _

Based on response at two service planning workshops in summer 1999, Tri-Met has
developed bus service concepts and options for fall 2004 when MAX opens. Current bus
service levels would be maintained, and “savings” from elimination of line 5 south of
Lombard would be used to upgrade or add other routes connecting with MAX. A survey
of line 5 riders demonstrated that a large portion of them board the bus at the location of
-future MAX stops. The conceptual service plan choices were presented for discussion
during breakout sessions at Community Forum 2. -




Work to be done during final design related to to item 7
The conceptual bus service plans will be reviewed with community groupson an ongomg
basis over the nearly five years between now and the start of MAX service in fall 2004.

Committee recommendations for bus service planning during final design and
construction:

»  The committee has continuing concern about the distance between stations, and the
loss of existing transit service, especially along Interstate Ave., as this impacts the

= .~ physically challenged and the elderly. Serious consideration should be given to
developing new service types such as shuttles and other innovative strategies to
increase continuous and convenient access to transit service resulting from this

_project.
= All station areas need to have integrated east-west bus connections that tie to local

neighborhood residential, business and employment nodes. .

8. Parking. The committee recognizes the important role parking plays in sustaining
economic vitality along Interstate, particularly.in station areas. Based on discussions
with the community, the project team should seriously evaluate whether to provide a park
and ride facility at the Expo Center. Engineers should evaluate the potential for parking

infiltration into neighborhoods and propose strategzes Jfor minimizing this. (direction to staff
from the advisory committee, July 1999)

Response by the project team to item 8§

The project team reexamined plans for a 600-car park-and-ride at Expo Center. In light of
the poor function and gridlock congestion of the Marine Drive interchange, the decision
was made to place half of the parking in a new lot near the Portland International .
Raceway, and to design access to both lots to favor use of the PIR/Victory Blvd.
interchange. Although regarded as “interim” lots for light rail parking, the location and
design of the lots fit with master plans for expansion by Expo Center and PIR.

Work to be done during final design related to item 8
Further study will be done on ways to improve the functioning-of the Victory Blvd. ramp
to northbound I-5. This is especially important with respect to the route C-Tran and Tri- '
Met buses would follow to connect with MAX in this area. Pedestrian connections
between the stations and nearby destinations (Expo Center, new pavilion, PIR, Bridgeton)
will be studied in concert with PDC and with the public. Tri-Met looks to ODOT’s I-5
Trade Corridor Study to examine comprehensively ways to improve traffic flow through
this area .

Tri-Met will study the trade-offs between bicycle lanes, on-street parkir{g and wider
sidewalks, particularly in the vicinity of MAX stations, where turn-lanes eliminate on-
street parking. L :



Committee recommendations for final design work on parking issues: -

*  The project team should continue working with the Bridgeton, Hayden Island, and
Kenton neighborhoods to assure mitigation of traj]' ¢ impacts associated with the
park and ride lot at the Expo Center.

*  Metro should update its Expo Center master plan to account for this project and

other proposed projects.

Recognizing the direct connection between available parking and the viability of

“businesses, the committee recommends that supporting and maintaining on-street

parking wherever possible, particularly near station areas.

"  We need to consider an appropriate mix of on- and off-street parking in orderto -
support desired economic uses.

9.  Bicycles. The committee recognizes that bicycling is an important and legitimate
transportation mode, and recommends examining innovative solutions to enhance this
mode in the corridor, balancing needs for bicycling with those for capacity (automobiles
and freight movement) and parking. (direction to staff from the advisory committee, July 1999)

Response by the project team to item 9

The project team researched the policy framework for bicycle access and determined state
and federal law appear to require providing for bicycle transportation on Interstate
Avenue. ORS 366.514 requires that “...bicycle trails...shall be provided wherever a
highway, road or street is being constructed, reconstructed or relocated.” The code allows
street development without bicycle facilities if the bike facility would be “contrary to
public safety,” the cost “excessively disproportionate” to probable use, or the facility isn’t
needed due to “other available ways” or to sparse population. According to ODOT,
alternate routes need to provide equal or greater access and mobility for cyclists. City of
Portland policy and plans support bicycle travel on Interstate, which is the only direct link
in the street network between the Rose Quarter and North Portland destinations.

City of Portland staff provided a summary of ways and costs of upgrading a route on
parallel streets to provide a desirable route for bicycles between Kaiser and
Killingsworth. (North of Killingsworth, bicycle lanes on Denver provide a good
connection to Lombard.) Some additional costs were identified.

Responding to direction from Portland City Council, the project team identified a
location for a future “bike station” with locker and shower facilities, and determined
conceptual ways to provide covered bicycle parking at all stations as required by City of
Portland regulations.

Work to be done during final design related to item 9




The project proposes to conduct a more thorough analysis of costs and merits of - -,
alternatives to providing bike lanes on Interstate. The routes to be studied for comparison
purposes are Denver-Concord on the west side of Interstate and Maryland-Montana on
the east (see attached map), along with links to each of the MAX stations. The study will
use the design standards and requirements for different types of bicycle routes in the City
of Portland’s Bicycle Master Plan. Project staff will consult neighborhoods, the advisory
committee, area businesses and the Bicycle Transportation Alliance as they develop the -
study, and the bicycle route options will be presented for review in one or more public
meetmgs The study will be completed within 90 days.

One aspect of the study w111 be to consider the tradeoffs between bicycle lanes and on-
street parking, particularly in the vicinity of MAX stations, where turn lanes eliminate on-
street parking. Consideration will be given to ways to accommodate bicycle travel on
Interstate without striping lanes, particularly at these key locations.

Committee recommendations for final design work on bicycling issues:

» PDC and the project team should continue working with the bicycle community

and the neighborhoods to study the trade-offs between bicycle lanes and on-street
_parking, economic development and overall north/south capacity, particularly in
the vicinity of stations where turn lanes eliminate on-street parking.

*  Equal consideration should be given in the study to other adjacent streets
(including Denver, Concord and Greeley) as potential bicycle options, with east-
west connections to stations with bicycle facilities.

»  Specifically, the study should examine: :

1) Costs and merits of bike lanes on Interstate compared to other optzons on

parallel streets.

2) Tradeoffs relative to parking and those relative to narrowing sidewalks and to
impacts on pedestrians. ’

-3) Opportunities to enhance bicycle fucilities around station nodes that would
include showers and other amenities.

4)- Considerations of the needs for bicycle connections at both the north and south
ends of the corridor.

10. Emergency access. Emergency access is needed in a configuration suitable to the
emergency service providers in the’area. (direction to staff from the advisory committee, July 1999) -

Response by the project team to item 10
‘Recognizing the needs of emergency service providers to drive over or on the trackway,
the decision was made to pave the trackway between Kaiser and Kenton.

Work to be done during final design related to item 10




The project’s safety and security team has been reconvened to make certain that all -
responsible and practical measures are taken to protect the safety and security of future
light rail passengers, pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists on Interstate.

Committee recommendations for final design work on emergency access provisions:

»  The committee is comfortable with progress made to date and plans for continued
work to assure the project accommodates the needs of emergency service providers.

11, Environment -- wetlands, air quality. The committee recommends moving
‘aggressively to link the project with Brownfields initiatives underway, to protect

wetlands, and to enhance and explain the project’s benefits to air quality. (direction to staff
from the advisory committee, July 1999) - ' '

Response by the project team to item 11

The project secured agreement from the federal Environmental Protection Agency to
move a previously approved Brownfields grant to the Interstate MAX area, and to
coordinate that work with the City of Portland’s ongoing Brownfields projects. Initial
coordinating meetings between City and Tri-Met staff have resulted in efforts to have the
existing citizen committee advising the City to also provide advice for the Tri-Met
project. : '

The conceptual design has been developed to minimize taking of wetlands. Wetlands
mitigation will be provided at a PIR site.

Work to be done during final design related to item 11

In early 2000, in coordination with the City of Portland and advice from its Brownfields
_ citizen advisory committee, the Tri-Met Brownfields project will identify potential '
developable but contaminated sites in the Interstate corridor and select 3-5 for further
study. Analysis of contamination and remediation plans for these sites will be developed
by summer 2000.

Committee recommendations for final design work on environmental issues:

»  The committee is comfortable with the direction the project team is taking on
environmental issues.

12. Vancouver connection. The project should move forward on its own merits.
Addressing all of the concerns the committee has outlined, community leaders should
take this opportunity to begin early discussion about the prospects for extending light rail
to Vancouver. (direction to staff from the advisory committee, July 1999)

‘Response by the project team to item 12
The conceptual design places the Expo Center station in a location that allows-future
extension of MAX to Vancouver and Clark County without relocating the station.

11



Work to be done during final design related to item 12
Design decisions during final design will continue reflecting the overall goal of cost
effectively providing for a possible future extension to Vancouver.

Committee recommendations for further work on extehding MAX to Vancouver:

" As the evaluation of extending the line to Clark County begins, the project should
use as its foundation the adopted “locally preferred strategy” developed earlier as
<~ part of the South/North project.
" Ifand when the light rail line is extended to Vancouver, there should be a complete
reevaluation of the need for the park-and-ride at Expo Center and PIR.

13. Other issues. The following recommendations address topics not included in the
committee’s July 1999 Report #1.

Other committee recommendations relating to construction impacts:

»  Prior to start of construction, the project team should:
> Identify businesses that want to stay or go and provide support to both.
> Identify jobs and skill sets needed for construction work.
> Define opportunities for providing jobs and purchasing goods and services from
area businesses and residents. .

»  During construction, the project team should:
‘> Find a low-interest loan Sfund to help busmesses weather the reduced business
period.
> Ensure that businesses are not cut off from customer traffic for extended
periods and/or without alternative access.



Interstate MAX Advisory Committee

Report #1
July 1999

1. . Committee membership and charge

In May Tri-Met General manager Fred Hansen appointed 15 citizens to an advisory
committee on a proposal for light rail from the Rose Quarter to the Expo Center along
Interstate Avenue. Individuals named to serve on the committee represent neighborhood
associations and other organizations and groups in the Interstate Avenue corridor.
Members of the committee are: :

Rick Williams, chair - Sheila Holden Gary Madson
Carl Flipper Lisa Horne Larry Mills
Brad Halverson Connie Hunt Paul Mortimer
Doug Hartman ' Jerrie Johnson Steve Rogers
Alan Hipolito Tom Kelly Walter Valenta

The committee’s charge is to:

» Comment on whether the Interstate MAX proposal has enough merit and
community support to warrant a more detailed engineering study.

e Identify issues important to the community.
e Help devise a comprehensive community outreach program that assures anyone
interested has the opportunity to learn about the proposal, ask questions, raise

issues and provide input.

 Take information on the propased project back to the members’ groups and
communities. '

e Provide comment to Metro on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Irhpact
Statement.

e Participate in the City of Portland’s process for obtaining community feedback on
how to pay for its portion of the costs.

2. Committee meetings and other outreach efforts

During May and June 1999, the committee met seven times. Meetings were open to the
public. .



Three open house events were advertised and held, allowing over 200 commumty
members to learn about the Interstate MAX proposal. -

Several hundred copies of the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement on
the Interstate MAX proposal were distributed. On June 1, 1999, a public hearing was held
on the SDEIS. Eighty-eight citizens presented testimony to a panel of public officials that
included Metro Councilor Jon Kvistad, Portland City Commissioner Charlie Hales, Tri-
Met General Manager Fred Hansen, and Metro Councilor Lon Parks. A total of 397
citizens commented on the SDEIS during the 45-day comment period from April 30
through June 14, 1999. An additional 69 citizens commented in support of a proposal by
Spirit for free transit for metropohtan area students.

A second public hearing on the proposal was held June 15, 1999, before Portland City
Council. Seventy-two citizens spoke at the hearing and 46 others submltted written or e-
mail comments.

In addition, staff made at least 35 presentations on Interstate MAX at meetings of
community organizations.

3. Committee recommendations

a. Merits of the proposal

Recommendation: The committee supports light rail in this region as part of a
meaningful, connected, integrated and balanced transportation system. Subject to
further elaboration of issues and concerns identified below, the committee recommends
moving the Interstate MAX project forward with more detailed engineering study and
development of a funding package.

The majority of committee members believe the proposal has the potential to improve

_ transportation choices in North/Northeast Portland, create a neighborly “Main Street”
feeling along Interstate, and help spur economic revitalization in the area. The committee
will again consider its support for the light rail proposal in fall 1999 after reviewing the
results of the additional study

Two of the 15 committee members present during Lhe June deliberations recommended
against continuing study of the proposal.

b. Community involvement

Recommendation: The committee believes sitccessful, meaningful public involvement
is fundamental to the success of the Interstate MAX project. Effective public-
involvement should be pursued aggressively and creatively throughout the life of the
project.



The goal of the community outreach process is to build the capacity of community:
.members to engage in the process. Communications should use simple terms and images
so lay people can easily understand issues and choices. With these tools, project staff and
the committee can effectively reach out to involve individuals and communities that
historically are inexperienced in influencing public projects.

Since aspects of the project touch the lives and livelihoods of people at some distance
from the project, all potentially affected individuals and interests, not only those closest
to the project, should be invited to participate in discussions about the project and its
elements.

Outreach for separate but related subjects (i.e., urban design, traffic mitigation, urban
revitalization/urban renewal, jobs development) should be coordinated among different
lead agencies and not undertaken independently. The project organization should include
a technical advisory committee that coordinates the technical side of community outreach
on the various topics. :

Community members need to understand the urfolding of decisions over time in order to
understand that the quality of the project design, and their level of effectiveness, depends
on their ongoing involvement, beginning early in the process.

The project's outreach capabilities and credibility can be extended by building
partnerships with community organizations that have-a track record of successful public
outreach. Interstate MAX outreach should take advantage of groundwork done by these
groups in developing the Albina Community Plan. '

¢. Traffic

Recommendation: The committee recommends a comprehensive and creative -
reexamination of the streetscape design with respect to the effectiveness of travel lanes,
parking, and bike lanes in order to minimize negative traffic impacts.

The committee has significant concerns about traffic impacts. Some members are
. concerned that reducing Interstate to two travel lanes will divert unwanted traffic to

- parallel streets while increasing congestion on Interstate. Traffic flows across Interstate at
key intersections will be compromised. The I/5 interchanges in the PIR/Expo area, which
already function very poorly, will be further degraded. The committee is concerned about
the adequacy of plans to accommodate truck traffic to and from the Lower Albina area
and Swan Island.

Committee members suggested further examination of ways to mitigate adverse traffic
impacts. They asked staff to explore providing additional travel lanes on Interstate,
possibly by moving bike lanes to a parallel street, removing on-street parking, or
restricting parking during peak hours to create a temporary travel lane. I-5 should be
improved to carry through traffic that currently uses Interstate.

P )



The committee would like to see user-friendly presentations of traffic information,
including computer simulations. '

d. Urban design

Recommendation: The committee recommends the urban design treatment for |
Interstate MAX should reflect a coherent vision that addresses the street’s form and
Sunction and sets the parameters for appropriate economic development.

The committee believes urban design should build on the Albina Community Plan. The
affected community should be actively involved in developing the vision and design for a
-new streetscape.

The committee, reflecting frequently voiced comments from community members, asks
project designers to use an appropriate track pavement. Concerns range from aesthetic
(avoiding the railroad look of tie-and-ballast) to functional (ability for emergency -
vehicles to cross the tracks mid-block). Committee members urged investigation of
various paved track treatments, including sod. Light rail should not be a barrier dividing
sides of the street and the community.

e. Station design and placement

Recommendation: All stations should be intelligently designed to enhance appearance,
safety and community access. -

Committee members believe the station at Denver should be moved closer to the
intersection and to the heart of the Kenton business district. Planners need to consider
how the Russell station can best serve the Eliot neighborhood. The Rose Quarter station
should be designed to enhance connections to the Lloyd District, and the decision not to
run trains east from Interstate should be reconsidered. Placement of the Expo station
needs careful attention, particularly with respect to connections to Bridgeton and Hayden
Island. The station at Going should be studied with respect to bus connections to Swan
Island. '

Overall, the committee recommends stations be designed to provide safe, convenient
connections to their surrounding communities.

f. Funding

Recommendation: The decision made by the mayor not to seek funds from an existing
urban renewal district for the project is appropriate. Local communities within and/or
affected by the proposed new district must be involved in studying the mayor’s proposal
JSor a new urban renewal district. =



While believing light rail can be an engine to drive economic activity, committee
members expressed concern that a new urban renewal district will be unable to generate
enough funds both to help finance Interstate MAX and to stimulate revitalization.

Committee members also expressed concern about the remaining $20 million city share -
of project funding. The city should identify which capital projects will be canceled or
delayed in favor of funding the MAX project. :

g. Economic Development

-

Recommendation: With a firm grounding in the views of the affected communities, the
Portland Development Commission should determine ways to finance the project
infrastructure and economic revitalization using the full range of avazlable tools,
including but not limited to an urban renewal district.

The committee believes the rail project should enhance the community and be based on
community goals. Aggressive community involvement is needed as part of urban renewal
district planning. Using economic development funds for light rail capital costs is
justified only if the project is designed to stimulate development desired by the
community..

Businesses and residents affected by light rail construction should be assisted during
planning, construction and post construction periods.

Other sources of revenué_ for economic development (such as Portland's existing
Brownfields Showcase project) should be identified and tapped.

h. Bus service design/light rail interface

Recommendation: Based on community involvement, the project team should enhance
and improve existing bus service to capitalize on the investment in light rail. Existing
bus service in this corridor should not be reduced.

Committee members expressed strong support for maintaining and improving the current
level of bus service in the North/Northeast Portland area. Buses are key to providing good
transit service in the area. Light rail should not cannibalize the bus system.

The committee reflected the community’s concern about the adéquacy of light rail, with
stations spaced at 1/2-mile intervals, to match the convenience of the line 5/Interstate bus,
which has stops every two blocks. The committee recommends investigation of creative
and innovative operational configurations, which could include additional local stops, to
mitigate the possible loss of local bus service. Minibuses should be considered as a means
to enhance local service. _
New east/west connections are needed to get people to job sites and training programs.
Service to Jantzen Beach and Vancouver city center is important. The Eliot neighborhood

K
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will need bus service to the Russell station. Pedestrian connections are needed from bus
stops to stations, especially for Columbia Blvd. workers to reach the Expo station.-

i. Parking

Recommendation: Based on discussions with the community, the project team should
seriously evaluate whether to provide a park and ride facility at the Expo Center.
Engineers should evaluate potential for parking infiltration into neighborhoods and
propose strategies to minimize this. On-street parking and its influence on capacity
Should be investigated. :

The committee is concerned that a park and ride facility at the Expo Center would be in
conflict with Expo center users. In addition to issues of capacity, patrons of exhibits must
pay to park, while transit users would not pay. Parking around the Expo Center is in
conflict with economic development opportunities there. Capacity concerns are
exacerbated by the prospect of a new amphitheater on the Expo Center site.

The committee urges consideration of a park and ride facility near Victory Blvd. and the
Portland International Raceway, assuming wetlands issues can be overcome.

The committee is concerned about loss of parking on Interstate Avenue. Many businesses
are dependent on availability of parking for customers, and some homes have no
driveways or other alternatives to on-street parking. Off-street replacement parking
should be considered. Consideration of part-time parking restrictions for additional peak-
hour traffic capacity should remember some busmesses need parklng for customers
“during peak hours.

\

Community members-have expressed concern about infiltration of park and riders into
neighborhoods near stations. The committee suggests affected neighborhoods may wish
to consider a parking permit program to limit non-resident parking.

The committee wishes to review a complete inventory of available parking and parking
needs. : : '

’1. Bicycles

Recommendation: T he committee recognizes that bicycling is an important and
legitimate transportation mode, and recommends examining innovative solutions to
enhance this mode in the corridor, balancing needs for bicycling with those for
capacity (automobiles and freight movement) and parking.

Bicycle commuters, unlike recreational bicyclists, need direct routes to their places of
work and other destinations. Nonetheless, some committee members believe some

parallel streets may provide better bike routes. -

k. Emergency access




Recommendation: Emergency access is needed in a configuration suitable to the
emcrgency service providers in this area.

The committee has heard community members, including community police officers,
express concern about maintaining quick response times in the Interstate corridor. It
should be recognized that Interstate is the only street in North Portland that connects
directly to the north and south ends of the district. It provides emergency access to
mishaps on I-5.

The committee found that emergency access is a particular issue on tie-and-ballast track,
since motor vehicles cannot drive across. For this reason, resolution of urban design
treatment needs to be developed with attention to emergency access needs.

. Environment: wetlands, air quality

Recommendation: The committee recommends moving aggressively to link the project
with Brownfields initiatives underway, to protect wetlands, and to enhance and explain
the project's benefits to air quality.

Historically, large-scale civic improvements in North Portland have been linked to
disproportionate negative environmental impacts on low-income communities and
communities of color. The Interstate MAX project provides an opportunity for civic
improvements to provide environmental benefits. Accordingly, the project’s
environmental benefits — for example, improved air quality — must be clearly
‘communicated and linked to related environmental efforts underway in North/Northeast
Portland.

The committee commends the Interstate MAX proposal for causing no displaééments of
homes or businesses. In contrast, earlier proposals for light rail in North/Northeast
Portland would have necessitated up to 150 displacements.

Design of the project must be undertaken with sensitivity to preserving and improving
wetlands in the area north of Columbia Blvd. Mitigation efforts necessitated by permitted
dredging and fill operations should result in no net loss of wet}ands.

Opportunities for environmental enhancement should be pursued in parallel to light rail
development. Efforts to restore contaminated land to productive reuse should be
emphasized, as exemplified by Tri-Met’s moving a previously received Brownfields pilot
grant to North Portland. Landscaping plans should include new trees. During '
construction, emphasis should be placed on “building green” and mitigating the negative
environmental impacts of construction.

m. Vancouver connection
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Recommendation: The project should move forward on its merits, addressing all of the
concerns the committee has outlined, community leaders should take this opportunity
to begin early discussions about the prospects for extending light rail to Vancouver.

Committee members recognize the benefits of increased ridership and reduced

- automobile travel demand through North Portland that a Vancouver extension offers.
Members also believe it is important to recognize that the project as proposed should be
pursued on its own, significant merits.
Jhe committee believes elected officials should be called upon to explain the real
potential for approval and funding of a MAX extension across the Columbia into
Washington state.



SI B A Swan Island Business Association

P.O. BOX 4773, Portland, OR 97208 503-285-9517

October 25, 1999

Tri-Met Board of Directors and Metro Council
Portland, OR

Re:  Regional funding for Interstate MAX

To Whom It May Concern:

In June of this year, the Swan Island Business Association approved a resolution in
support of continuing study of the Interstate MAX proposal with the following
conditions:

1. Efforts be made to mitigate the impacts of that project on the movement of traffic
east/west on N. Going Street.

2. Tri-Met provide in their transit planning for the project significantly improved bus
connections between Swan Island and the proposed light-rail line.

It is the view of the Swan Island Business Association that both these conditions are
being satisfactorily met. And while, SIBA recognizes the concerns of some residents
over the impact of this project and urges that Final Design address as much as possible
those concerns, the Swan Island Business Association Board of Directors nevertheless
supports the regional funding for the Interstate MAX.

T 7

Sincerely, /
§ 7/
A

Nipme
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TRI-COUNTY METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT OF OREGON

4012 S.E. 17TH AVENUE
PORTLAND, OREGON 97202
(503) 238-4831 FAX: (503) 239-6259

October 26, 1999

The Honorable Jon Kvistad, Chair,

Metro Council Transportation Planning Committee
Metro

600 N. E. Grand Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97232-2736

Subject: Interstate MAX/Expo Stations
Dear Counselor Kvistad:

Interstate MAX will reach new milestones this week with the completion of the
City/Tri-Met funding agreement, filing of the FEIS and adoption by the Metro
Council of the Land Use Final Order (LUFO). We thank you for your leadership in
getting us so far so fast.

Throughout this process, you have consistently raised the concern that the current
(East) Expo terminus station may be inconvenient and unsafe. You preferred a
station closer to the Expo facility. Because of these concerns, be assured that Tri-
Met will continue to develop these two stations alternatives in final design,
allowing a decision based on more detailed analysis.

Once again, thank you for your continued support of the Interstate MAX project.

George Passadore, President
Tri-Met Board of Directors

A AUy

Fred Hansen :
General Manager

(503) 238-RIDE « TTY 238-5811 o hitp://www.tri-met.org
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Testimony at Portland hearing on “North” light rail.

Art Lewellan . ;
I support the “North” light rail proposal. It is our prime example of how to
improve the entire “South/North” light rail expansion. It has minimal
environmental impacts & reasonably simple engineering. These important
changes in route design have brought it’s costs down 22%. The extension to
Expo Center is crucial to attract Vancouver ridership. I guarantee that just as
the Westside park-n-rides are filled daily, so will the Expo park-n-ride be filled
every day. Support from Vancouver to finish the line will grow. Compared to
the original proposal, the “North” light rail is obviously more supportable. -

I have not given up hope that a light rail line will be built to Oregon City.
Personally, I think diesel & even natural gas buses suck. I do not support the
bus expansion plan that includes widening McLoughlin Blvd between SE 17th
& Tacoma Street. Only by removing the stoplights on McLoughlin can traffic
& transit be improved through this corridor. I’m afraid that widening
McLoughlin will eliminate the light rail right of way. I’m afraid that the
eastern row of mature trees will have to be cut down. I’m afraid that the
widening is not going to help either transit or traffic.

At this point, I must say that Portland did not take a step backward with the
“widely” rejected South/North. The “North” light rail is proof that impacts &
costs can be reduced & this was an important lesson if we are to continue light
rail expansion. Other lessons we learned during the controversial planning
have resulted in more new rail projects, than we may have been able to realize,

. if the South/North were left unopposed. We now have the Airport MAX, the
Central City Streetcar & its’ expansion plans, the Washington County
Commuter-rail, the country’s first high-speed train service, the resurgence of
the “Amtrak Pioneer”, the improved “North” light rail & what I feel is a rail
transit proposal that we should “pounce on”, the rail transit shuttle between
Milwaukie, Lake Oswego & points west.

We have also broadened our land-use planning guidelines by realizing its
limits, with regard to what affected residents can accept. And, we have
discovered new urban design potential through the concerted effort to -
maintain confidence that rail transit, particularly surface light rail, should
become the standard transit feature of Portland & more American cities.

The besT b.iqc\e route Na;rH,/SouTk
'H'\f""j‘” Nerth Portland is 1 bleck

west on Concord é‘ Geeenwich.




102899¢ - 10

Peter Teneau 0 /25
2715 N Terry §72(7 / / /??

Kenton resident and former Board member
Former member of the County Jail Working Group at Radio Towers (wetland mitigation)
Represent PAS on the CSWC (serve on the Environmental Mitigation sub-com.)

Member of the PIR Master Plan Working Group.
Board of Friends of Smith and Bybee Lakes

First I wish to express my full and enthusiastic support of North Max. As a North
Portland activist I’ve been on the street, in the trenches, and at a lot of meetings over the
past five years to see that it happened. Even at the post-mortem after the defeat of
funding for S/N a couple of years ago when we North Portland advocates discussed how
to salvage what we could. The route to where we are now has been long and complicated
and I commend the public agencies for an extensive outreach effort in engaging citizens

participation.

I support North Max because it will alleviate traffic congestion along a stretch of North
I-5 seriously choked now for hours each day. In my opinion it is inevitable that one day
Vancouver will invite its northern extension. We are beginning to see that interest in

the recent testimony of a downtown Vancouver business proponent before the Portland
City council. When this extension is realized the congested I-5 corridor will be relieved
further by mitigated traffic volume. An improved environment and enhanced livability will
benefit the whole region but especially those of us living in North Portland who bear the

brunt of the congestion.



But I also support North Max because in conjunction with a newly created Urban Renewal
District it will add enormously to the revitalization of Interstate Avenue. Just how this
will be accomplished depends on how light rail and urban renewal are coordinated -- for
example how might the two parallel efforts attract business that serves the local
community. Citizen involvement is mandatory in working out the details. Both friends of
light fail as well as those having legitimate concerns with negative impacts (temporary
construction and traffic problems for example) must be folded into the process. The huge
effort that Kenton has made in planning and promoting a revitalized Denver Avenue town
center must be respected. Recognizing the tremendous contribution light rail will make
toward the goal every effort has been made by the neighborhood to integrate land use and

transportation. Light rail and Kenton should be looked on as equal partners.

Concerns of citizens and their input does not and should not end at Kenton Center. The
design must serve PIR, Haydon Meadows and East Delta Park to the maximum extent
possible. Future developments at Expo must take into account proximity to the North
Max station so that fewer visitors use their cars to get there. Metro should especially pay
attention to this. It is after all a Metro facility and it is Metro’s mission to coordinate land
use and transportation. In fact MERC as a component of Metro has a responsibility for

setting an example of good planning and coordination of land use and transportation.

Finally let me say that there are Environmental impacts to the project in the stretch
through Pen-1. Every effort should be made to minimize the addition of impervious

surface and encroachment into both sensitive environmental areas and open space



recognizing the important asset that Pen-1 is and the vision contained in the NRMP. This

assumes the preservation of all forested upland and wetlands.

As a player and consistent with its principles as the regions planning agency, promoter of
livability and protector of open space I simply ask that Metro be a good custodian of our
resources, that it show an example of good coordination. Its own principles and values

should shine in this project.
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SOUTH-NORTH LAND USE CRITERIA

L. Coordinate with and provide an opportunity for Clackamas and Multnomah Counties, the
cities of Gladstone, Milwaukie, Oregon City and Portland, the Tri-County Metropolitan
Transportation District of Oregon and the Oregon Department of Transportation to submit
testimony on the light rail route, light rail stations, park-and-ride lots and vehicle maintenance
facilities, and the highway improvements, including their locations.

2. Hold a public hearing to provide an opportunity for the public to submit testimony on the
light rail route, light rail stations, park-and-ride lots and vehicle maintenance facilities, and the
highway improvements, including their locations.

‘3. Identify adverse economic, social and traffic impacts on affected residential, commercial

and industrial neighborhoods and mixed use centers. Identify measures to reduce those impacts
which could be imposed as conditions of approval during the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process or, if reasonable and necessary, by affected local governments during the local
permitting process.

A. Provide for a light rail route and light rail stations, park-and-ride lots and vehicle
maintenance facilities, including their locations, balancing (1) the need for light rail
proximity and service to present or planned residential, employment and recreational areas
that are capable of enhancing transit ridership; (2) the likely contribution of light rail
proximity and service to the development of an efficient and compact urban form; and (3)
the need to protect affected neighborhoods from the identified adverse impacts.

B. Provide for associated highway improvements, including their locations, balancing
(1) the need to improve the highway system with (2) the need to protect affected
neighborhoods from the identified adverse impacts.

4. Identify adverse noise impacts and identify measures to reduce noise impacts which could
be imposed as conditions of approval during the NEPA process or, if reasonable and necessary, by
affected local governments during the permitting process.

5. Identify affected landslide areas, areas of severe erosion potential, areas subject to
earthquake damage and lands within the 100-year floodplain. Demonstrate that adverse impacts
to persons or property can be reduced or mitigated through design or construction techniques
which could be imposed during the NEPA process or, if reasonable and necessary, by local
governments during the permitting process.

6. Identify adverse impacts on significant fish and wildlife, scenic and open space, riparian,
wetland and park and recreational areas, including the Willamette River Greenway, that are
protected in acknowledged local comprehensive plans. Where adverse impacts cannot practicably
be avoided, encourage the conservation of natural resources by demonstrating that there are
measures to reduce or mitigate impacts which could be imposed as conditions of approval during

Page 1 -- South-North Land Use Criteria



the NEPA process or, if reasonable and necessary, by local governments during the 'pennittiﬁg
process.

7. Identify adverse impacts associated with stormwater runoff. Demonstrate that there are
measures to provide adequate stormwater drainage retention or removal and protect water quality
which could be imposed as conditions of approval during the NEPA process or, if reasonable and
necessary, by local governments during the permitting process. '

8. Identify adverse impacts on significant historic and cultural resources protected in
acknowledged comprehensive plans. Where adverse impacts cannot practicably be avoided,
identify local, state or federal review processes that are available to address and to reduce adverse
impacts to the affected resources.

9. Consider a light rail route connecting the Clackamas Town Center area with the City of
Milwaukie's Downtown. Consider an extension of the light rail route connecting the City of
Oregon City and the City of Gladstone with the City of Milwaukie via the Interstate 205 corridor
and/or the McLoughlin Boulevard corridor.

10.  Consider a light rail route connecting Portland's Central City with the City of Milwaukie's
Downtown via inner southeast Portland neighborhoods and, in the City of Milwaukie, the
McLoughlin Boulevard corridor, and further connecting the Central City with north and inner
northeast Portland neighborhoods via the Interstate 5/Interstate Avenue corridor.

Page 2 -- South-North Land Use Criteria
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EXHIBIT C

| Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

South/North LRT Land Use Final Order Amendment
Interstate MAX

10/19/99



2. Amendments to the Light Rail Route, Stations, Lots and Maintenance
Facilities for the Project, Including Their Locations ‘

2.1 Introduction

In the original LUFO, the Council approved the light rail route, stations, lots and maintenance
facilities, and highway improvements for the Project, including their locations. The Council's
decision considered the entirely of Phase 1, from the Clackamas Town Center to the Columbia
River. '

The modifications adopted by this LUFO amendment involve only that portion of the Project
extending from the Steel Bridge northward to the Expo Center. The remainder of the Project is
unchanged. However, for an interim period prior to construction of the Downtown Portland
Segment alignment, trains traveling between downtown Portland and the Expo Center will travel on
the existing east-west MAX light rail alignment along SW First Avenue and SW Morrison and SW
Yamhill Streets in downtown Portland. The result will be increased use of the capacity of the
existing system. Increased use of existing downtown Portland light rail facilities will have some
adverse traffic impacts. Those impacts are addressed in these LUFO findings. No other adverse
impacts along the existing downtown Portland alignment are anticipated beyond those identified and
addressed in the original Eastside MAX Final Environmental Impact Statement.

Except as otherwise noted in this document, these findings replace and supersede the segment- .
specific findings for the Eliot Segment and the North Portland Segment that the Council adopted in
support of the original LUFO.! They also supplement the findings for the Downtown Portland
Segment to address interim traffic impacts resulting from use of the existing light rail alignment
through downtown to the SW 11" Avenue Turnaround. '

Further, to the extent these findings create inconsistencies with other sections of the original LUFO
findings [see, e.g.. Sections 2.1 and 6.1 (descriptions of Eliot and North Portland segments)], these
findings control and supersede the earlier findings. To the extent these findings are not inconsistent
with the findings supporting the original LUFO, the original LUFO findings remain valid, and they
are incorporated herein by this reference in support of the amendments identified herein.

2.2 Selected South/North Amendments

The Council amends the original LUFO to select the light rail route, stations and lots that are
summarized below. More detailed descriptions are provided on a segment by segment basis later in
these findings. The Council finds that its selected light rail route, stations and lots, including their
locations, are identical to those for which Tri-Met requested Metro Council approval in its
"Application for South/North Land Use Final Order Amendment”, which Tri-Met filed on
September 24, 1999 and which the Council incorporates herein by this reference. The light rail
route, stations and lots selected by this amendment are described textually and illustrated on maps in

the Council's adopted LUFO. '

! See original LUFO findings. Sections 6.4.7. 6.4.8 and 7.2

Page 2-1 - Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law: South/North LRT Land Use Final Order Amendment
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In the original LUFO, the areas affected by these amendments were located within what the Council
referred to as the Eliot and North Portland segments of the Project. Based on the nature of the
changes to the Project, and consistent with Tri-Met's application and the recommendation of the
South/North LUFO Steering Committee, the Council now deems it appropriate to divide the area
directly affected by the modifications into three segments: Albina, Upper Interstate, and Expo
Center. These segments are described in more detail in Section 6 of these findings.

" Albina Segnient
e Interstate Avenue Aligbnment; 2 LRT stations
e Stations in vicinity of Rose Quarter and N Russell Street

Uppef Interstate Segment

e Interstate Avenue Alignment; 6 LRT stations _ '
e Stations in vicinity of Edgar Kaiser Medical Center. N Going Street, N Killingsworth Street, N
_Portland Boulevard, N Lombard Street, N. Denver Avenue. ‘ '

Expo Center Segment .

e N Denver Avenue/N Expo Road Al'ignment'; 2 LRT stations; 2 Park-and Ride Lots
e Stations in vicinity of Portland International Raceway and the Expo Center _
e Park-and-Ride Lots in the vicinity of Portland International Raceway and the Expo Center

Page 2-2 - Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law: South/North LRT Land Use Final Order Amendment
(Interstate MAX) (October 28. 1999)



1 Introduction

1.1 Nature of the Metro Council's Action

This action adopts a Land Use Final Order (LUFO) for the South/North Light Rail Project. The
action is taken pursuant to Oregon Laws 1996 (Special Session), Chapter 12 (referred to herein as
"House Bill 3478" or "the Act"), which directs the Metro Council (the "Council") to issue LUFOs
establishing the light rail route, the light rail stations, park-and-ride lots and maintenance facilities,
and the highway improvements for the South/North Project, including their locations (i.e. the
boundaries within which these facilities and improvements may be located).

On July 23, 1998, the Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 98-2673, adopting a LUFO ("the
original LUFQ") for the South/North Project. The original LUFO established the light rail route,
stations, lots and maintenance facilities and the highway improvements, including their locations, for
the first phase of the South/North Project, i.e. that portion extending from Clackamas Town Center
to the Columbia River' (hereinafter the "Project")’. '

This LUFO amends the original LUFO with respect to that portion of the Project extending from the
Steel Bridge northward to the Exposition Center (Expo Center). It modifies the light rail alignment;
establishes, relocates or expands light rail station boundaries along that alignment; and authorizes
park-and-ride lots at Portland International Raceway (PIR) and the Expo Center along the light rail
route. ‘ :

1.2 Relationship of Council's Order to Requiremen'ts. of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969

Like the original LUFO, this action is taken solely to implement the provisions in HB 3478
authorizing the Council to make land use decisions on the light rail route, stations, lots and
‘maintenance facilities and the highway improvements for the South/North Project, including their
locations. This land use decision is not required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA) or other federal law.

1.3 Requiremenfs of House Bill 3478

Section 6(1) of House Bill 3478 requires the Council to "establish the light rail route, stations, lots
and maintenance facilities, and the highway improvements for the project or project extension,
including their locations." Section 6(1)(a) further provides that the locations for each of these
facilities and improvements:

"The Council's jurisdiction is limited only to the Oregon portion of the South/North Project.

2Section 1(18) of HB 3478 defines the "Project” as that portion of the South/North Project set forth in the Phase I South
North Corridor Project Locally Preferred Alternative Report. In lay terms. this is the segment extending westward from
the Clackamas Town Center area to downtown Milwaukie and then northward through downtown Portland to northeast
and north Portland. Section 1(19) of HB 3478 defines the "Project Extension" as that portion of the South/North Project
set forth in the Phase 2 South North Corridor Project Locally Preferred Alternative Report. This would include the
extension of light rail southward through Gladstone to Oregon City. )
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