
MINUTES OF THE METRO COUNCIL MEETING 
 

October 17, 1996 
 

Council Chamber 
 
 
Councilors Present: Jon Kvistad (Presiding Officer), Susan McLain, Ruth McFarland, Ed 

Washington, Patricia McCaig, Rod Monroe, Don Morissette 
 
Councilors Absent: None  
 
 
Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad called the meeting to order at 2:08 p.m. 
 
1. INTRODUCTIONS 
 
 None . 
 
2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Dave  Nada l, 2014 SE 12th , #304, Port land , OR 97214, appeared before  the  Council to  ask if regula r 
citizens  would  be  perm itted  to  tes tify a t the  public hearing  scheduled  for next week. Pres id ing  
Office r Kvis tad  sa id  the  public hearing  would  be  open  to  anyone  wish ing  to  tes tify on  the  
Functiona l Plan .  Mr. Nada l expressed h is  wish  tha t the  October 24 Council m eeting  had been  
scheduled  for 7:00 PM. 
 
Mr. Nada l then  sa id  tha t in  read ing  the  RUGGOs, he  cam e upon a  ru le  tha t any leg is la tion  to  be  
acted  on  had to  be  presen ted  in  its  fina l form  three  days  prior to  be ing  acted  on; and  he  po in ted  
out tha t the  Functiona l Plan  leg is la tion  before  the  Council had  been  in  a  s ta te  of change  up  until 
the  s ta rt o f the  m ee ting .  
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  responded  tha t the  process  of adopting  the  Functiona l Plan  was  an  
ongoing  process  and  had  been  on  the  agenda  for m ore  than  a  m onth . He  further s ta ted  tha t a fte r 
the  am endm ent process  was  com ple te , Ord inance  No. 96-647A would  becom e the  fina l vers ion , 
Ord inance  No. 96-647B, and  the  fina l vers ion  would  be  vo ted  on  accord ing  to  the  es tab lished  
process . 
 
3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS 
 
None . 
 
4. CONSENT AGENDA 
 
4.1 Cons idera tion  of Minutes  for the  October 10, 1996 Metro  Council Regula r Meeting  
 
Mot ion : Councilor Washington  m oved approva l o f the  consent agenda . 
 
Vote : Councilors  McCaig , Monroe , Washington , McLain , Morisse tte , McFarland, 

and  Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . The  vote  was  7/0 in  favor and  the  m otion  passed  
unanim ous ly. 
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5. ORDINANCES - SECOND READING 
 
5.1 Ordinance  No. 96-647A, For the  Purpose  of Adopting  a  Functiona l Plan  for Early 
Im plem enta tion  of the  2040 Growth  Concept 
 
The  Council then  cons idered  Ordinance  No. 96-647A, which  would  adopt a  Functiona l Plan  for 
Early Im plem enta tion  of the  2040 Growth  Concept. Pres id ing Office r sa id  the  Council would  be  
acting  on  am endm ents  proposed  by ind ividua l councilors , and  he  gave  a  brie f descrip tion  of how 
the  am endm ent process  would  proceed  for the  rem ainder of the  m ee ting . 
 
Accord ing  to  Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad , the  fo llowing  am endm ents  were  approved  a t the  Council 
m eeting  of October 3, 1996: Kvis tad  Am endm ent No. 2, Kvis tad  Am endm ent No. 3, McLain  
Am endm ent No. 4, and  the  Morisse tte  Am endm ent No. 3. The  fo llowing  am endm ents  were  
approved  a t the  Council m eeting  of October 10, 1996: McLain  Am endm ent Title  1 Am endm ent, and  
the  Monroe  Am endm ent No. 1. 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  sa id  Councilor Morisse tte ’s  am endm ent to  Title  1 would  be  d is tributed  
and  added  to  the  lis t of am endm ents  to  be  cons idered .  He  asked  Councilor McLain  about a  le tte r 
rece ived  from  Doug Bollam , and  asked  if Mr. Bollam ’s  concerns  were  addressed  in  her 
am endm ent. Councilor McLain  sa id  Larry Shaw, Ass is tant Genera l Counse l, had  reviewed McLain  
Am endm ent 2A, and  both  she  and  Mr. Shaw be lieved  the  “and  deve lopm ent”  language  sugges ted  
by Mr. Bollam  was  included . 
 
Mr. Shaw  sa id  language  appeared  in  McLain  Am endm ent 2A, which  included  the  defin itions  for a ll 
Titles , and  which  cla rified  McLain  Am endm ent No. 2. He  sa id  McLain  Am endm ent No. 2 m ade  
extens ive  am endm ents  to  Titles  1 and  8. Included in  the  defin itions  found  in  2A was  the  defin ition  
of the  te rm  “deve lopm ent” . Mr. Shaw sa id  he  had  worked  with  Mr. Bollam , and  had  reached  
agreem ent as  to  the  exact words  of the  defin ition . However, Councilor McLain  po in ted  out tha t Mr. 
Bollam  re ferred  to  “or deve lopm ent” , while  she  used  the  phrase  “and  deve lopm ent” . She  asked  
Mr. Bollam  to  speak to  h is  reques t. 
 
Mr. Bollam , 3072 Lakeview  Blvd ., Lake  Osw ego, appeared  before  the  Council to  d iscuss  the  
language  in  ques tion . He sa id  in  McLain  Am endm ent No. 2, on  line  46 the  words  “and  
deve lopm ent”  had  been  s truck. He  sa id  de le tion  of th is  language  would  preclude  citizens  who had  
a  res idence  with in  the  present wate r qua lity and  flood  m anagem ent a rea  from  adding  to  the ir 
d riveway, widening  it, o r from  putting m ore  than  one  load  of grave l o r aspha lting  the ir driveway. 
He  recom m ended tha t the  “and  deve lopm ent”  language  not be  s truck from  the  docum ent. 
 
Mr. Shaw  refe rred  to  d iscuss ions  with  Mr. Bollam , s ta ting  he  thought Mr. Bollam  had  agreed  tha t 
h is  purpose  in  m aking  h is  reques t was  to  pro tect exis ting  s tructures . Mr. Shaw sa id  exis ting  
s tructures  were  protected  because  the  deve lopm ent defin ition  tha t began  on  line  38 was  a ll-
inclus ive . He sa id  if the  word  “deve lopm ent”  was  le ft in , you  would  have  wate r qua lity and  flood  
m anagem ent a reas  tha t were  broader than  the  curren t s tructure . Therefore , people  would  be  ab le  
to  m ake  changes  to  the ir d riveway and  o ther parts  o f the ir p roperty tha t were  included  in  the  word  
“deve lopm ent”  tha t were  no t s tructures  even  though it would  encroach  on the  wate r qua lity and  
flood  m anagem ent a rea . Mr. Shaw sa id  it was  h is  unders tanding  Mr. Bollam  had  agreed  th is  was  
no t a  good  idea ; and  th is  was  why the  word  was  le ft out.  
 



Metro  Council Meeting  
Thursday, October 17, 1996 
Page  3 
 
Mr. Bollam  responded  tha t he  thought Mr. Shaw had  been  referring  to  the  “accessory uses”  
aspect tha t was  be ing  added . He  sa id  he  d id  no t rea lize  h is  p roposed  language  had  been  
in te rpre ted  as  be ing  developm ent in  the  broad  sca le  sense  of the  text itse lf. 
 
Councilor McLain  d is tribu ted  a  le tte r from  Mr. Bollam  for cons idera tion  a t the  appropria te  tim e . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  asked  Michae l Morris sey, Council Ana lys t, to  d iscuss  the  am endm ent 
packets . Mr. Morris sey sa id  the  am endm ents  would  be  cons idered  in  title  o rder. Copies  of a ll o f 
the  proposed  am endm ents  d iscussed  in  the  fo llowing  pages  a re  included  as  part o f the  m eeting  
record . 
 
TITLE 1, MCLAIN AMENDMENT NO. 2 
 
Mr. Morris sey poin ted  out tha t McLain  Am endm ent No. 2 am ended  Title  1, “Requirem ents  for 
Hous ing  and Em ploym ent Accom m odation” ; Title  8, “Com pliance  Procedures” ; and  Title  10, 
“Defin itions” . It was  decided  to  cons ider the  am endm ent as  it dea lt with  each  Title  ind ividua lly. 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McLain  m oved, seconded  by Councilor Monroe  to  am end Title  

1 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t fo rth  in  her am endm ent en titled  McLain  
Am endm ent No. 2. 

 
Councilor McLain  sa id  her am endm ent se t fo rth  ce rta in  wordsm ith ing  changes  and  added  
language  regard ing  the  deve lopm ent of a  se t o f reg ion-wide  com m unity deve lopm ent code  
provis ions , s tandards  and  o ther regula tions  to  he lp  im plem ent the  2040 Growth  Concept and  
Functiona l Plan . 
 
Councilor Morisse t te  sa id  h is  p roblem  with  th is  portion  of the  Functiona l Plan  had  to  do  with  the  
80% m inim um  dens ities . He  sa id  the  chart a t the  end  of Councilor McLain’s  am endm ent m eant 
tha t m in im um  dens ities  had  been  ra ised  to  a  po int where  there  would  not be  op tions  ava ilab le  to  
loca l ju risd ictions , o r the  ab ility to  provide  the  hous ing  types  necessary. Therefore , he  would  not 
support the  am endm ent. 
 
Vote : Councilors  McCaig , Monroe , Washington , McLain , and  McFarland  voted  

aye . Councilors  Morisse tte  and  Kvis tad  vo ted  nay. The  vote  was  5/2 in  
favor and  the  m otion  passed . 

 
 
TITLE 1, MCLAIN AMENDMENT NO. 8A 
 
Mr. Morris sey sa id  McLain  Am endm ent No. 8A was  a  subs titu te  for her am endm ent No. 8. 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McLain  m oved, seconded  by Councilor McFarland  to  am end 

Title  1 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t forth  in  her am endm ent en titled  
McLain  Am endm ent No. 8A. 

 
Councilor McLain  sa id  the  proposed  language  would  offe r a  m ore  specific defin ition  for m in im um  
dens ities  tha t would  no t lim it crea tivity or the  ab ility to  dea l with  open  spaces , a reas  outs ide  the  
Urban  Growth  Boundary (UGB), and  areas  des ignated  as  unbuildable . J ohn  Fregonese , Director of 
Growth  Managem ent, sa id  the  purpose  of the  am endm ent was  to  provide  tha t m in im um  dens ity 
s tandards  would  not be  applied  th roughout Metro’s  ju risd iction , on ly in  the  appropria te  p laces . He 
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po in ted  out Metro  has  la rge  a reas  of ju risd iction  outs ide  the  UGB. He  sa id  the  m axim um  zoned  
dens ity does  no t include  the  dens ity bonus  for zones  tha t a llow them . 
 
Richard  Rodgers , 2429 SE Brooklyn , Port land , Or. 97202, leg is la tive  ana lys t to  Councilor 
Morisse tte , appeared  before  the  Council to  ask about Title  1, line  87, with  regard  to  fu ll tim e  and  
part tim e  jobs  as  they re la te  to  Table  1 in  the  Functiona l Plan . He  asked  if fu ll tim e  and  part tim e  
jobs  would  be  counted  as  equa l equiva len ts  in  m ee ting  the  ta rge t num bers . Mr. Fregonese  
responded  tha t Metro’s  job  es tim ates  were  for to ta l jobs , no t fu ll tim e  equiva len ts  (FTE). He  sa id  
on ly 75% of the  jobs  lis ted  in  the  job  capacity were  fu ll tim e  jobs . Mr. Rodgers  asked  if th is   
represented  a  devia tion  from  the  in itia l assum ption , o r if it was  a  cla rifica tion  of an  exis ting  
unders tanding . Mr. Fregonese  sa id  it was  a  cla rifica tion . 
 
Vote : Councilors  Monroe , Washington , McLain , Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig, 

and  Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . The  vote  was  7/0 in  favor and  the  m otion  passed  
unanim ous ly. 

 
 
TITLE 1, MCLAIN AMENDMENT NO 9 
 
Councilor McLain  po inted  out tha t two com peting am endm ents  were  before  the  Council, he r 
Am endm ent No. 9 and  Councilor Morisse tte ’s  unnum bered  am endm ent. She  asked  tha t they be  
cons idered  toge ther. 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McLain  m oved, seconded  by Councilor McFarland  to  am end 

Title  1 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t forth  in  her am endm ent en titled  
McLain  Am endm ent No. 9. 

 
Councilor McLain  sa id  her am endm ent provided  cla rifica tion  to  the  portion of the  Functiona l Plan  
dea ling  with  accessory un its . Councilor Morisse tte  sa id  he  fe lt the  am endm ent tha t was  approved  
earlie r needed  additional cla rifica tion. He  sa id  he  fea red  the  am endm ent proposed  by Councilor 
McLain  could  prohib it potentia l good  uses  for accessory un its , however, it would  no t go  as  far as  
to  prohib it crea tion  of duplex zones  in  s ing le  fam ily res identia l a reas . 
 
Councilor Monroe  asked  Councilor McLain  if the  language  she  proposed  would  a llow loca l 
ju risd ictions  to  prohib it a  kitchen  or a  range  and  refrigera tor as  part of the  accessory unit. 
Councilor Monroe  sa id  he  was  concerned  tha t the  language  would  perm it loca l ju risd ictions  to  act 
in  such  a  way as  to  negate  the  in ten t o f the  proposed  language . Mr. Fregonese  sa id  a  dwelling  unit 
was  defined  in  the  s ta te  bu ild ing  code  as  having  separa te  san ita tion  and  cooking  facilities . He  sa id  
the  language  s ta ting  tha t regula tions  “m ay include , bu t a re  not lim ited  to ....”  was  in tended  to  
a llow d iscre tion  for loca l ju risd ictions  to  p lace  reasonable  regula tions  to  ensure  accessory units  
would  fit in  with  s ing le  fam ily ne ighborhoods . These  regula tions  m ight perta in  to  off-s tree t parking  
requirem ents , type  of s tructure , s ize  lim ita tions , and  o ther requirem ents . 
 
Mr. Shaw  sa id  the  word  “ reasonable”  was  in tended  to  re la te  to  the  word  “prohib it” . 
 
Councilor Morisse t te  spoke  to  h is  p roposed  am endm ent, specifica lly address ing  the  language  he  
proposed  adding  to  the  end  of paragraph  two, section  “D”  which  read  “ ....ins ide  the  Metro  urban  
growth  boundary. Cities  and  counties  m ay m ake  reasonable  regula tions  on  accessory units  
p rovided  res trictions  a re  no t m ade  tha t p rohib it ren ta l occupancy, separa te  access , and  fu ll 
kitchens  in  the  accessory un its . Minim um  square  foo tage  res trictions  for accessory un its  m ay be  
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enacted  provided  tha t m in im um s a re  no  h igher than  800 square  fee t.”  In  response  to  a  concern  of 
Councilor McLain , he  sa id  he  would  have  no  problem  with  excluding  the  language  perta in ing  to  
square  footage . However, he  sa id  he  would  be  concerned  with  having  too la rge  a  un it next to  the  
house , as  it could  m ove  the  property in to  duplex zoning . 
 
Councilor McLain  asked  if Councilor Morisse tte  would  be  willing  to  e lim ina te  the  te rm  “unit”  tha t 
fo llowed the  language , “s ing le  fam ily dwelling”  in  paragraph  2 to  h is  am endm ent. If he  would  do  
so , she  fe lt h is  p roposed  language  would  accom plish  the  purpose  of her am endm ent language . 
 
Councilor McFarland  sa id  she  would  res is t inclus ion  of Councilor Morisse tte ’s  p roposed language  
a t the  end  of paragraph  2, because  it p laced  too  m any res tra in ts  on  loca l ju risd ictions . She  sa id   
Council should  ensure  tha t loca l ju risd ictions  could  no t p rohib it accessory un its , but a t the  sam e 
tim e  a llow them  flexib ility in  de term ining  the  types  of accessory un its  to  perm it. She  re fe rred  to  
the  assurance  of lega l counse l tha t the  language  proposed  by Councilor McLain  would  prohib it 
loca l ju risd ictions  from  pass ing  regula tions  tha t would  essentia lly exclude  these  types  of bu ild ings . 
 
Councilor McLain  sa id  she  had  no  problem  with  Councilor Morisse tte ’s  in ten t language , which  was  
the  firs t paragraph  in  section  “D” . 
 
Councilor Monroe  sa id  he  fe lt Councilor Morisse tte ’s  proposed language , “separa te  access”  was  
m ore  clea r than  Councilor McLain’s  proposed  language , “entrances” . Councilor Monroe  asked  if 
Councilor McLain’s  language  would  perm it separa te  access  to  be  denied . Mr. Fregonese  sa id  the  
McLain  could  conce ivably no t be  a  clea r p rohib ition . Mr. Fregonese  sa id  h is  op in ion  was  tha t no  
jurisd iction  would  write  an  accessory unit o rd inance  would  prohib it separa te  entrances . Councilor 
Monroe  sa id  he  wanted  to  ensure  tha t reasonable  regula tions  would  not p rohib it separa te  access . 
 
Mot ion  to  Am end 
Main  Mot ion: 

Councilor Monroe  m oved, seconded  by Councilor McFarland  to  am end 
McLain  Am endm ent No. 9 by de le ting the  period  afte r the  word 
“occupancy” , and  adding , “but, sha ll no t p rohib it ren ta l occupancy, 
separa te  access , and  fu ll kitchens  in  the  accessory units .”  

 
Councilor McLain  asked  for cla rifica tion  tha t the  language  would  include  s ize , ligh ting , en trances , 
and  owner occupancy as  genera l issues ; and  specific issues  tha t would  be  ca lled  ou t as  be ing  not 
acceptab le  would  be  prohib itions  regard ing  renta l occupancy, separa te  access , and  full kitchens . 
 
Mr. Fregonese  sugges ted  tha t the  word ing , “of the  prim ary unit”  be  added  fo llowing  the  language , 
“owner occupancy” , and  the  words , “of the  accessory unit”  be  added  fo llowing  the  language  
“ ren ta l occupancy” . 
 
Councilor Monroe , the  m over, and  Councilor McFarland , the  seconder agreed  to  accept th is  
language  as  a  friendly am endm ent to  Councilor Monroe’s  am endm ent. The  am endm ent under 
cons idera tion  then  read : 
 
“Cities  and  counties  sha ll no t p rohib it the  cons truction  of a t leas t one  accessory unit with in  any 
[a llowed] de tached  s ing le  fam ily dwelling  [un it] tha t is  perm itted  to  be  bu ilt in  any zone  ins ide  the  
urban  growth  boundary. Reasonable  regula tions  of accessory un its  m ay include , bu t a re  no t 
lim ited  to , s ize , ligh ting , en trances  and  owner occupancy[.] o f the  prim ary unit, bu t sha ll no t 
p rohib it renta l occupancy of the  accessory unit, separa te  access , and  fu ll kitchens  in  the  accessory 
un its .”  
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Councilor Washington  asked  how the  Council would  ensure  tha t loca l ju risd ictions  were  
com plying  with  these  provis ions . Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  responded  tha t if it was  d iscovered  
loca l ju risd ictions  were  having  com pliance  problem s , the  Council would  have  to  address  those  
problem s  a t tha t tim e . Mr. Fregonese  concurred  with  Pres id ing Office r Kvis tad , and  added  tha t the  
provis ions  would  be  required  to  be  in  the  loca l ju risd iction’s  code , and  they could  not p rohib it 
som eth ing  the ir code  a llowed. 
 
 
Vote  on  Mot ion  to  
Am end Main Mot ion: 

Councilors  Washington , McLain , Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig , Monroe , 
and  Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . The  vote  was  7/0 in  favor and  the  m otion  passed  
unanim ous ly. 

 
Mayor McRobert  asked  tha t “or de tached  garage  be  added  afte r “de tached s ing le  fam ily 
dwelling” . She  reques ted  a fte r the  words  “de tached  s ing le  fam ily dwelling”  add  the  word  “or 
de tached   
garage”  or a t leas t no t to  prohib it them . The  language  on  the  tab le  does  no t p rohib it the  garage  
option . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  asked  Mr. Cooper what those  changes  would  m ean  to  the  in ten t o f what 
was  in  the  docum ent. 
 
Dan  Cooper, rep lied  from  what he  unders tood  from  the  reques t from  Mayor McRobert, the  words  
written  curren tly would  require  the  loca l governm ents  to  a llow the  accessory units  with in  the  
exis ting  dwelling  units .  What she  had  reques ted  if the re  were  a  de tached  garage , tha t was  not part 
o f tha t dwelling  unit, tha t the  loca l ju risd iction  could  have  the  op tion  of e ither /o r as  the  loca tion  of 
the  accessory un it.  The  curren t language  would  prohib it tha t.   
 
Councilor Monroe  asked  if the  Guss ie  Am endm ent were  added , would  tha t a llow loca l ju risd ictions  
to  prohib it accessory un its  except in  de tached  garages . 
 
Mr. Cooper rep lied  if the re  were  a  de tached  garage  it would . If the re  were  no t de tached  garages  
and  the  ju risd iction  sa id  you  had  to  have  a  de tached  garage  then  he  thought it would  prohib it it. 
 
Councilor Monroe  s ta ted  he  d id  no t want to  do  tha t, bu t he  had  no  problem  a llowing  loca l 
ju risd ictions  the  authority to  a llow them  to  be  cited  and  de tached  garages .  He  d id  no t want to  g ive  
them  the  au thority to  prohib it them  in  the  m ain  s tructure . 
 
Mr. Cooper s ta ted  they d id  no t need  to  be  g iven  au thority to  a llow them  attached  garages , they 
a lready had  tha t au thority.  What was  be ing  done  here  was  se tting  a  m in im um  s tandard  for what 
they m us t a llow. 
 
Councilor Monroe  asked  for Mayor McRobert to  com e back up.  He  asked  Mayor McRobert to  
in te rvene  and  cla rify h is  line  of ques tion ing . 
 
Mayor McRobert  s ta ted  the  in tent was  it d id  no t work to  do  it with in  the  s ing le  fam ily dwelling  and 
if the re  was  a  de tach  garage  tha t they not be  prohib ited  from  doing  tha t.   
 
Councilor Monroe  com m ented  what was  a lso  be ing  sa id  was  tha t if a  bu ilder, deve loper or 
ind ividua l hom eowner wanted  to  convert with in  the  bu ild ing  to  one , tha t they would  want to  a llow 
tha t. 
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Mayor McRobert  com m ented  if tha t were  the  case  then  why would  they need  th is  a t a ll.  If it was  
no t m entioned , then  she  saw no  point in  the  whole  am endm ent. 
 
Councilor Monroe  s ta ted  the  purpose  was  there  were  loca l ju risd ictions  tha t p rohib ited  accessory 
un its  and  granny fla ts , the  Council was  trying  to  s top  tha t. 
 
Mr. Cooper re ite ra ted  h is  p revious  s ta tem ent.  It was  requiring  them  not to  prohib it it in  e ither 
s tructure .   
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  s ta ted  as  he  unders tood  th is , righ t now loca l ju risd ictions  could  do  
whatever they wanted  to .  With  th is  there  were  certa in  ju risd ictions , tha t do  not a llow any of it.  He  
to ld  Mayor McRobert tha t in  her ju risd iction  it would  m ake  no  d iffe rence  whether or no t the  garage  
was  in  there  or no t.  It was  in  o ther com m unities  tha t it was  an  is sue  as  to  whether th is  should  be  
se t up  or no t.   
 
Mr. Cooper concurred  with  Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad’s  com m ent tha t th is  d id  no t p rohibit loca l 
ju risd ictions  from  a llowing  accessory units  and  garages . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  cla rified  tha t any jurisd iction  had  the  au thority with in  the ir boundary to  
m ake  those  changes .   
 
Councilor Washington  asked  if now they could  have  them  de tached  in  the  garage  or over the  
garage  wherever they wanted  and  as  m any units  as  they wanted . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  rep lied  tha t any jurisd iction  could  m ake  the  de te rm ina tion . 
 
Councilor Monroe  clarified  in  respect to  the  prohib ition  of these  un its , was  m andatory bu t with  
respect to  whether or not such  units  were  a llowed in  garages  would  rem ain  perm iss ive .   
 
J im  J acks , Planning  Director, City of Tua la t in ,  sa id  as  the  d iscuss ion  showed th is  issue  was  no t as  
s im ple  as  the  concept tha t was  in  the  am endm ent.   He  thought the  idea  was  in  the  concept form  
but d id  no t know how it was  go ing  to  work out case  by case  a t the  loca l leve l and  had  s im ply not 
had  enough d iscuss ion  or thought behind  it.  He  fe lt m ore  work needed  to  be  done  on  th is  and  it 
m ight be  reasonable  for loca l ju risd ictions  to  run  it by the ir p lanning  com m iss ion , city councils  o r 
s ta ff to  see  how it would  work.  He  fe lt th is  could  lead  to  additiona l parking problem s .   
 
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  tha t what was  be ing  done today was  to  pass  the  am endm ents  tha t they 
had  genera l agreem ent and  support for, so  the  ju risd ictions  could  take  an  opportun ity to  review 
the  entire  docum ent.   
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  gave  a  tim eline  of October 24 for a  public hearing  then  vote  it fo rward  to  
lega l counsel for review, then  on  Novem ber 14 tha t docum ent would  com e back to  the  Council fo r 
fina l action . This  would  a llow for a  com ple te  public hearing  on the  24th  as  well as  fina l action  and  
it would  a llow the  com m unities  m ore  tim e  to  react to  specific portions  of th is  docum ent. 
 
S tacy Fow ler, s ta ted  it seem ed to  her tha t the  Council wanted  to  a llow persons  the  opportun ity to  
have  an  accessory s tructure .  She  d id  no t th ink tha t the  in ten t was  necessarily with in  the  house , 
with in  the  garage  or next to  the  house .  She  fe lt the  in tent was  one  accessory dwelling for each  
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s tructure , m aking  an  am endm ent tha t de le ted  the  words  “within  any”  changing  the  language  to  
“ for each” , would  a llow it to  be  perm iss ive .   
 
Councilor McLain  asked  Mr. Cooper or Mr. Shaw if by read ing tha t it d id  no t change  the  in ten t of 
her am endm ent but m ade  it clea re r. 
 
Mr. Cooper rep lied  the  language  written  in  Councilor McLain’s  am endm ent was  pre tty narrow 
because  it re fe rred  to  with in  the  dwelling  unit.  If the  in tention  was  s im ply as  Ms . Fowler s ta ted , to  
a llow one  per dwelling  unit, then  what she  sugges ted  was  a  very reasonable  th ing  to  do .   
 
Councilor McLain  com m ented  about no t be ing  a  prohib ition  by any jurisd iction  on  adopting  a t 
leas t one  accessory un it pe r de tached  dwelling , th is  d id  the  sam e th ing .  It would  a llow for Mayor 
McRobert’s  s itua tion  to  take  p lace  with in  the  language  and  she  d id  no t see  tha t it would  do  
dam age .   
 
Councilor Monroe  fe lt it would  be  appropria te  for loca l ju risd ictions  to  prohib it the  actua l bu ild ing  
of a  second house  on  each  res identia l lo t.  He  would  ha te  to  prohib it a  loca l ju risd iction  from  
having  som e contro l over whether or no t people  could  actua lly bu ild  a  second house  on each  
res identia l lo t. 
 
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  Councilor Monroe  was  persuas ive  but would  no t am end tha t. 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  s ta ted  he  d id  no t hear a  m otion  on  tha t am endm ent and  unless  he  heard  
a  m otion  to  am end the  language  they would  be  m oving  forward . 
 
Vote  on  Main  Mot ion  
as  Am ended: 

Councilors  Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig , Monroe , Washington , McLain , 
and  Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . The  vote  was  7/0 in  favor and  the  m otion  passed  
unanim ous ly. 

 
 
TITLE 1, MCLAIN AMENDMENT NO. 10 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McLain  m oved, seconded  by Councilor Monroe  to  am end Title  

1 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t fo rth  in  her am endm ent en titled  McLain  
Am endm ent No. 10. 

 
Councilor McLain  sa id   Mr. Fregonese  ta lked  about som e of the  issues  re la ting  to  the  d iffe rence  
be tween  res identia l and  em ploym ent.  The  d iffe rence  needed  to  be  identified  as  far as  when  
looking  a t the  h is toric dens ity for hous ing  and  for em ploym ent tha t it was  very d iffe rent.  What th is  
would  do  would  require  to  increase  capacity of recent deve lopm ent a t low dens ity and  it applied  
on ly to  the  res identia l and  it took out the  em ploym ent section in  it.  
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  asked  Mr. Fregonese  to  expla in  h is  concern  of the  “a ll cities  and  counties  
sha ll”  language  and  wondered  what kind  of cos ts  and  burdenance  could  be  pu t on  loca l 
ju risd ictions . 
 
Mr. Fregonese  s ta ted  th is  was  part of the  com pliance  procedure  to  de te rm ine  if they had  the  
activity in  the  recent pas t.  There  were  cases  in  the  reg ion  where  the  zoning  would  perm it h igh  
dens ity bu t the  pa tte rn  of approva l had  been  for low dens ity.  This  was  a lso  required  for 
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com pliance  to  2709 tha t they look a t the  previous  five  years  actua l dens ity perm itted , so  tha t work 
had  to  be  done  by Metro  or by the  loca l governm ents .   
 
Councilor McCaig  s ta ted  she  d id  not th ink th is  was  a  technica l am endm ent.  She  asked  if th is  had  
been  reviewed by MPAC, because  they were  the  ones  who would  u ltim ate ly e ither like  th is  o r no t. 
 
Mr. Fregonese  sa id  it had  not been  reviewed but the  d iffe rence  be tween  perm itted  and m axim um  
zoned  dens ities  was  a  technica l am endm ent tha t Mr. Cooper in itia ted  to  ensure  there  was  
cons is tent word ing  and  they both  m eant the  sam e th ing .  
 
Mr. Cooper sa id  bo th  te rm s  m eant the  sam e th ing. When the  review was  firs t done , there  were  a  
lo t o f d iffe ren t te rm s  for dens ity.  What was  new about the  am endm ent was  not the  requirem ent to  
do  the  ca lcu la tion  and  not tha t cities  and  counties  had  to  do  it.  It would  change  the  previous  
requirem ent tha t was  included  in  the  Functiona l Plan  tha t those  ca lcu la tions  be  done  for hous ing  
and  em ploym ent, and  s im ply m ake  it a  requirem ent for do ing  the  ca lcu la tions  for hous ing  only.  
This  was  why it was  not a  technica l am endm ent and  why it was  no t included  in  the  technica l re -
write  because  tha t was  a  po licy decis ion .  The  de le tion  of em ploym ent ca lcu la tions  was  the  
change , the  res t was  technica l clean  up . 
 
Councilor McCaig  asked  why th is  was  done . 
 
Mr. Fregonese  rep lied  the  on ly requirem ent of House  Bill 2709 was  for res identia l use .  Actua lly 
m easuring  em ploym ent dens ities  was  very d ifficult because  em ployees  com e and  go  depending  
upon the  bus iness  cycle , hous ing  units  tend  to  s tay fixed  and  don’t tend  to  vary m uch.  It would  be  
nearly im poss ib le  to  do  with  any accuracy, and  not required  by any law to  be  m et. 
 
Councilor McLain  added  the  po licy e lem ents  of tha t, were  s im ply le ft out o f the  am endm ent 
m aking  process , she  thought it had  been  done , it had  not and  tha t was  what was  be ing done  now. 
 
Rich  Rodgers  s ta ted  by rem oving  em ploym ent it would  no t have  to  do  anyth ing  to  prove  it had  
m et em ploym ent ta rge ts .  Rem oving  th is  requirem ent then  essen tia lly sa id  tha t a  loca l ju risd iction  
had  the  ca rte  b lanche  tha t they would  be  ab le  to  m eet the  ta rge t even  if it was  not based  on  
anyth ing  from  experience . 
 
Mr. Cooper rep lied  he  unders tood  the  tes tim ony, if one  d id  no t go  back and look a t what 
ju risd ictions  d id  for p rovid ing  em ploym ent bu ild ing  opportun ities  and  see  what the ir track record  
was , you  wouldn’t know how they zoned  the  ground.  The  is sue  was , when reviewing  what loca l 
ju risd ictions  d id  to  the ir com prehens ive  p lans  and zoning  m aps  to  m eet the  em ploym ent ta rge ts  in  
Table  1, how would  you  m ake  a  judgm ent ca ll a s  to  whether or no t they ach ieved  tha t o r no t.   
 
Mr. Fregonese  responded  the  m ethod  used  to  de te rm ine  com pliance  with  the  Functiona l Plan  
would  be  the  key here .  Under the  revis ions  Section  6, it sa id  they had  to  m eet the  overrid ing  
Perform ance  Standard .  All those  Perform ance  Standards  applied  bo th  to  em ploym ent and  
hous ing .  He be lieved  the  overrid ing  Perform ance  Measures  covered  the  ins tance , he  thought it 
would  be  very d ifficu lt to  go  through the  section  recom m ended to  be  de le ted . 
 
Mr. Rodgers  responded  to  Mr. Fregonese’s  po in t tha t it was  d ifficu lt to  m easure  em ploym ent 
dens ities , the  1992 Technica l Appendix conta ined  m easurem ent of both  hous ing  and  em ploym ent 
dens ities  for a ll 2040 des ign  types .  He  thought th is  change  took the  m easurem ent capacity 
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m easurem ent process , to  a llow the  loca l ju risd ictions  to  base  the ir goa ls  m ore  on  abs tract ideas  
than  on  actua l experiences .   
 
Mr. Fregonese  rep lied  tha t em ploym ent could  be  m easured  by wage  and  sa la ry da ta  re trieved  
from  the  Labor Divis ion , bu t was  non-d isclosure , confidentia l in form ation  tha t could  not be  
d isclosed  a t a  sm all enough geography so  tha t if could  be  de term ine  how the  em ploym ent had  
occurred .  Therefore  it could  no t be  published  the  leve l o f de ta il tha t would  be  required  of th is , it 
would  be  aga ins t the  law to  ge t the  num ber of em ployees  a  particu la r bus iness  had  and  put it ou t 
in  a  publica tion .  For tha t reason  em ploym ent dens ities  could  be  m easured  on  an  a rea  wide  bas is .   
It’s  d ifferent with  dwelling  units , it was  a  public record  which  could  be  published  free ly. 
 
Mayor McRobert  was  concerned  about what was  previous ly brought up .  This  was  a ll based  on  
change  and  h is  idea  would  not a llow change .   
 
Vote : Councilors  McFarland , McCaig , Monroe , Washington , McLain , and  

Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . Councilor Morisse tte  voted  nay. The  vote  was  6/1 in  
favor and  the  m otion  passed . 

 
TITLE 2, MCCAIG AMENDMENT NO. 1 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McCaig  m oved, seconded  by Councilor McFarland  to  am end 

Title  2 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t forth  in  her am endm ent en titled  
McCaig  Am endm ent No. 1. 

 
Councilor McCaig  s ta ted  th is  was  to  es tab lish  parking  ra tios .  To  change  the  exception  process  in  
zone  A to  a  variance , to  m ake  it a  m ore  s tringent p rocess , ra ther than  an  ad jus tm ent, inasm uch an  
exception  process  in  zone  B were  re laxed .  Loca l ju risd ictions  would  have  a  tigh ter perim ete r to  
a llow am endm ents  for exceptions  to  the  parking  ra tios  tha t had  been  es tablished  under zone  A. 
 
Councilor McLain  com m ented  she  thought Councilor McCaig’s  am endm ent was  exce llen t and  
supported  it. 
 
Robert  LeFeber, In te rna t iona l Council o f Shopping  Cente rs , 50 SW Pine  St ree t , #400, Port land , Or. 
97204, s ta ted  there  were  s ign ifican t d iffe rences  be tween  an  ad jus tm ent and a  variance .  He  saw a  
problem  with  wanting  des irab le  m ajor em ployers  to  loca te  in  the  well se rved  a reas  but ye t they 
m ay not be  ab le  to  do  it because  they had  som e conflicts  like  m ultip le  sh ifts .  If they could  no t 
com e in  and  m eet th is  hardsh ip  tes t, they would  be  driven  out in to  zone  B where  they would  not 
be  se rved  by trans it.  He  fe lt th is  was  counter p roductive . 
 
Councilor McCaig  thought the  hardsh ip  tes t had  not changed a  b it.  It was  jus t the  ava ilab ility of 
the  loca l ju risd iction  to  have  a  d iffe ren t decis ion  as  a  resu lt o f the  hardsh ip  tes t.  If the  hardsh ip  
tes t was  es tab lished  in  s ta tu te , then  what was  be ing  done  was  he lp ing  the  loca l ju risd iction  enact 
and  m ake  a  decis ion  based  on  a  review of those  perform ance  m easurem ents . 
 
Mr. LeFeber rep lied  the  way it was  written  now it a lready ta lked  about tha t in  very well se rved  
a reas  with  trans it tha t should  be  taken  in to  account whether no t an  ad jus tm ent was  g iven  and  tha t 
it was  a  case  by case  de te rm ination .  He  d id  no t know if any of the  ins tances  he  recited  would  m eet 
a  variance  tes t.   
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Mark Whit low , Bogle  and  Gates  for Re ta il Task Force , 222 SW Colum bia  #1400, Port land , Or. 
97201, s ta ted  the  variance  procedure  d id  no t g ive  loca l governm ent any flexib ility when they 
wanted  to  approve  som eth ing .  The  s tandards  for ad jus tm ent were  written  often  tim es  to  work off 
a  purpose  s ta tem ent and if they could  no t m ee t the  s tandards , then  deve lop  som eth ing tha t was  
equa l o r be tte r than  the  regula tions  in  m eeting  those  s tandards .  He  com m ented  on  zone  A 20 
m inute  se rvice  a t peak hours , was  rea lly no t very good service  a t a ll, and  fe lt un til those  s tandards  
were  bu ilt up  for be tte r se rvice  then  there  would  be  a  need  for parking .   
 
Mayor McRobert  supported  th is  am endm ent.  Variances  have  in  addition  to  the  hardsh ips  of 
showing  tha t you  could  ge t by with  the  m in im um  required  change , and  it should  be  hard  to  ge t in  
zone  A.  She  thought there  were  o ther a lte rnatives  to  us ing  land  wise ly. 
 
J im  J acks , City of Tua la t in , P.O. Box 369, Tua la t in , Or. 97062, refe rred  to  the  proposed  language  in  
the  am endm ent on  lines  278-279 tha t spoke  to  parking  ra tios  and  the  m in im um  parking  ra tios .  He  
s ta ted  if the re  were  the  m in im um , why would  you  want a  com pany to  go through a  variance  
process  if they sa id  they only needed  2 1/2 spaces  per thousand .  If the  idea  were  to  encourage  
less  parking , why put them  through a  variance  to  pu t in  less  than  what the  typ ica l requirem ent 
would  be .  He  touched  on  the  proposed  am endm ent in  line  771, he  sa id  those  then  in  a  loca l 
regula tion  would  becom e approva l crite ria .  He  fe lt tha t h idden  in  the  defin ition  of variance  was  
two m ore  approva l crite ria , and  fe lt those  should  be  pu t in  line  771.  He  s ta ted  he  d id  not support 
us ing  a  variance  process  when  o ther processes  could  work. 
 
Peggy Lynch, 3840 SW 102nd Avenue , Beaverton , Or. 97005, expressed  the  goa l o f the  
am endm ent was  good but was  concerned  tha t the re  were  loca l ju risd ictions  tha t d id  no t have  
variance  processes , and  would  now be  required  to  crea te  a  new process  in  the ir code .  The  en tire  
d iscuss ion  about th is  whole  Title  had  been  on  its  re levance  to  trans it se rvice .  The  o ther a rea  tha t 
was  worked  on  was  pedes trian  access ib ility and  pedes trian  perform ance .  She  was  concerned  for 
the  Council to  rem em ber when  ta lking about the  en tire  Title  tha t it was  no t jus t ta lking  about 20 
m inute  bus  se rvice  or trans it se rvice .  The  goa l was  trying  to  crea te  com m unities  tha t had  a  
pedes trian  perform ance  tha t was  grea te r than  before .   
 
Councilor McCaig  s ta ted  she  had  no  difficu lty with  de le ting  in  lines  278-279 the  “  or and  m in im um  
parking  ra tios” .   
 
Mr. Morris sey m ade  a  technica l com m ent, he  po in ted  out tha t the re  was  an  addition  to  Title  10 and  
wanted  to  be  clea r tha t was  part o f the  m otion . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  s ta ted  if it passed  it would  becom e part o f the  defin itions .  He  expressed  
concern  about variance , fam ily wage  jobs  tha t further res triction  on  people  be ing  ab le  to  ge t to  
and  from  em ploym ent was  not som eth ing  he  was  com fortab le  with  and  would  be  a  “no”  vote  on  
th is  item . 
 
Councilor McCaig  closed s ta ting  tha t was  not what th is  item  d id .  She  d id  no t be lieve  th is  would  
res trict fam ily wage  jobs . 
 
Vote : Councilors  McCaig , Monroe , Washington , McLain , and  McFarland  voted  

aye . Councilors  Morisse tte  and  Kvis tad  vo ted  nay. The  vote  was  5/2 in  
favor and  the  m otion  passed . 
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TITLE 2, MCLAIN AMENDMENT NO. 7 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McLain  m oved, seconded  by Councilor McCaig  to  am end Title  

2 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t fo rth  in  her am endm ent en titled  McLain  
Am endm ent No. 7. 

 
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  there  were  sugges tions  of m aking  the  language  in  th is  Title  m ore  
unders tandable .  If 20 m inute  bus  se rvice  had  been  ava ilab le  in  the  a rea  with in  the  one-quarte r 
m ile  walking d is tance , som e item s  were  added  to  dea l with  som e of the  issues  perta in ing  to  the  
walking  issues .  She  s ta ted  there  were  th ree  m ajor types  of am endm ents  in  Title  2 for cla rifica tion .  
One , lega l cla rifica tion , two, cons is tency cla rifica tions  and  three , m aking  sure  it was  para lle l with  
transporta tion  ru le  and  the  RFP work.   
 
Robert  LeFeber, In te rna t iona l Council o f Shopping  Cente rs , 50 SW Pine  St ree t , #400, Port land , Or. 
97204, apprecia ted  the  change  of zone  B to  becom ing  a  recom m endation .  He  s ta ted  som e 
concerns  with  zone  A and  the  extent o f it.  There  had  been  severa l cities  tha t sa id  20 m inute  peak 
hour service  was  inadequa te  for zone  A s tandards , and  thought it should  be  m ore  res trictive . 
 
Mark Whit low , Bogle  and  Gates  for Re ta il Task Force , 222 SW Colum bia  #1400, Port land , Or. 
97201, com m ented  he  agreed  with  Mr. LeFeber’s  s ta tem ent.  From  a  re ta il po in t o f view if a  person 
were  to  wait 20 m inutes  for a  bus  they would  choose  other m odes .  Cons is tency in  the  reg ion  and  
s ta te  was  good and  d id  apprecia te  the  e fforts  o f the  Council bu t a t the  sam e tim e  the  s ta te  was  re -
exam ining  reduction  of parking  for a  requirem ent under the  Transporta tion Planning  Rule .  He  
recom m ended tha t the  Council see  what find ings  the  s tudy provided , and  to  pu t th is  o ff un til next 
year for im plem enta tion  of the  Functiona l Plan . 
 
Mayor McRobert   a sked  if in  section  2-A-1 tha t cities  and  counties  sha ll require  m ore  parking  than  
the  m in im um s and  was  tha t rea lly what was  wanted  to  be  sa id .  
 
Mr. Cooper rep lied  tha t the  “no”  should  s tay in . 
 
Mayor McRobert  further asked  if zone  B had  been  e lim ina ted  ins tead  of m aking  it optiona l.   
 
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  it was  the  unders tanding  tha t those  requirem ents  were  on ly in  zone  A and  
would  not have  them  both  on  the  m aps  for both  zone  A and  zone  B. 
 
Mayor McRobert  re ite ra ted  tha t there  was  no  zone  B on  the  m ap a t a ll and  tha t it had  in  fact been  
e lim ina ted . 
 
Mr. Fregonese  rep lied  tha t zone  A was  on  the  m ap and  everyth ing  e lse  was  zone  B. 
 
Mayor McRobert  com m ented  tha t she  continued  to  rise  above the  loca l a rgum ents  about parking .  
She  s ta ted  there  was  a  lo t o f re liance  on  the  Council.  The  bus inesses  in  zone  A were  go ing  to  be  a t 
an  econom ic d isadvantage  if the ir com petito r could  be  in  zone  B and  have  m ore  parking .  New 
bus inesses  would  not be  a llowed in  zone  A, they would  have  to  go  to  zone  B.  This  was  im portan t 
because  parking  was  part o f the  Ozone  Main tenance  Plan .  The  respons ib ility had  sh ifted  from  tha t 
o f the  au tom obile  owner to  tha t o f the  factory indus try.   
 
Councilor Monroe  com m ented  on  Mayor McRobert’s  d iscuss ion  of ozone  a tta inm ent and  non-
a tta inm ent.  There  had  been  a  d iscuss ion  on  th is  a t J PACT and  if they were  to  go  in to  non-



Metro  Council Meeting  
Thursday, October 17, 1996 
Page  13 
 
a tta inm ent one  of the  poss ib le  so lu tions  was  the  requirem ent to  use  re form ed fue ls  which  would  
be  m uch m ore  expens ive  to  the  user.  He  sa id  her po in t on  ozone  a tta inm ent was  well taken . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  added  tha t the  J PACT com m ents  tha t 55% of the  non-a tta inm ent was  
au to  re la ted  and  of tha t 80% of the  pollu tion  and  em iss ions  cam e from  20% of the  vehicles . 
 
Peggy Lynch, 3840 SW 102nd Avenue , Beaverton , Or. 97005, d iscussed  section  2-A-2, and  thanked  
the  Council fo r the  las t sen tence  on  how to  dea l with  pedes trian  access  on  m ap, bu t needed  to  
know if the  m ap tha t had  been  part o f tha t package  had  been  ad jus ted  to  ensure  tha t those  a reas  
would  be  a  part o f the  m ap of zone  A.  She  had  rece ived  inform ation  from  DEQ in  the  Hillsboro  
a rea  where  there  were  two indus tries  asking  for DEQ perm its .  This  was  an  is sue  about jobs  and  
the  econom y and  was  why th is  needed  to  be  done .  It was  no t an  is sue  about whether there  would  
be  another Cos tco  for exam ple , it was  an  is sue  of how Cos tco  would  be  bu ilt so  it could  provide  
those  kinds  of services . 
 
Mr. Fregonese  rep lied  to  Ms . Lynch’s  previous  ques tion  s ta ting  the  m ap would  rem ain  as  it was  
un less  it was  ordered  to  be  am ended , the  current m ap d id  have  pedes trian  a reas  as  well as  o ther 
a reas .   
 
Councilor McLain  closed  tha t they went to  zone  A and  zone  B, because  it tried  to  m ake  sure  tha t it 
was  as  s trong  and  was  trying  to  he lp  with  the  Air Shed  and  the  Ozone  Main tenance  Plan  as  m uch 
as  poss ib le .  She  was  convinced  afte r looking  a t the  in form ation  tha t it was  a  com bina tion  of Title  
2 with  Title  4 and  a  lo t o f the  o ther title s , and  the  whole  2040 Growth  Concept as  im plem ented  
under the  Regiona l Fram ework Plan  tha t would  cause  them  to  s tay with in  the  Air Shed  Ozone  
Main tenance  Proposa l.    
 
Vote : Councilors  McCaig , Monroe , Washington , McLain , and  McFarland  voted  

aye . Councilors  Morisse tte  and  Kvis tad  vo ted  nay. The  vote  was  5/2 in  
favor and  the  m otion  passed . 

 
Councilor Morisse t te  b rie fed  tha t with  parking  res trictions , he  saw a  d iffe ren t vis ion  out o f som e of 
the  th ings  be ing  d iscussed .  He  could  envis ion  som e people  ge tting  out of the ir ca rs , ge tting  in to  
busses  and  o ther m odes .  But he  saw a  lo t m ore  conges tion  with  th is  and  be lieved  there  would  be  
an  a ir qua lity problem .  Not jus t from  the  dens ity bu t from  the  sprawl of people  com m uting  
because  they could  not a fford  a  house  in  the  city.  It seem ed to  h im  tha t bes t way to  so lve  the  
problem  was  to  put th ings  people  need  close t to  them  so  they d id  no t have  to  com m ute  long  
d is tances .  He  saw som e of the  goa ls  happening  but he  d id  no t see  purer a ir with  the  dens ities  of 
people . 

Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  announced  tha t fo llowing  a  brie f recess , Resolu tions  No. 96-2388, 96-
2393A, and  96-2401 would  be  heard  ou t o f o rder in  order to  accom m odate  s taff schedules . 
 
6. RESOLUTIONS 
 
6.1 Resolu tion  No. 96-2388, For the  Purpose  of Authorizing  the  Re lease  of a  Reques t for 
Proposa ls  (RFP) to  Deve lop  and  Des ign  an  In te ractive  Multi-Media  Environm ent for a  Mobile  
Inform ation  Sys tem , a lso  Known as  Metro  Inform ation  on  Long-Range  Transporta tion  (MILT), 
Authorizing  the  Executive  Office r to  Ente r In to  a  Multi-Year Contract 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McLain  m oved, seconded  by Councilor Monroe  for adoption  of 

Resolu tion  No. 96-2388. 
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Councilor McLain  s ta ted  th is  reso lu tion  gave  an  opportun ity to  approve  the  re lease  of a  reques t for 
the  deve lopm ent of a  m ulti-m edia  pro ject including  program , troubleshooting  and  bus  des ign .  
She  re fe rred  to  a ttachm ent A which  described  exactly what the  proposa l included . The  Council 
would  a llow The  Executive  to  en te r in to  m ulti-year agreem ent subject to  the  fina l contract. If it 
subs tan tia lly d iffe red  from  the  orig ina l RFP and  d id  no t exceed  funds  for th is  p ro ject, the  
Transporta tion  Com m ittee  reques ted tha t com e back to  the  Com m ittee  to  see  what it looked  like  to  
see  if it was  representa tive  of what the  Com m ittee  gave  them  the  license  to  do . 
 
J ohn  Houser Council Analys t  s ta ted  tha t s ta ff had  subm itted  a  revised  pro ject schedule .  The  
revis ion  pushed  back the  tim eline  for a ll activities  by about two to  th ree  weeks . 
 
Councilor Morisse t te  s ta ted  it was  very im portant, when  going  through th is  p rocess , to  be  ca re fu l 
with  the  ana lys is  of the  ques tions  tha t they asked  to  find  the  resu lts .  This  kind  of in form ation  
could  be  very he lpfu l if g iven  a  broad scope  of pros  and  cons  to  each  one  of the  choices .   
 
Vote : Councilors  Monroe , Washington , McLain , Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig, 

and  Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . The  vote  was  7/0 in  favor and  the  m otion  passed  
unanim ous ly. 

 
 
6.2 Resolu tion  No. 96-2393A, For the  Purpose  of Authorizing  the  Release  of a  Reques t for 
Proposa ls  for the  Com m odity Flow Data  Collection  and  Analys is  Pro ject and  Council Approva l o f 
the  Contract 
 
Mot ion : Councilor Monroe  m oved, seconded  by Councilor Washington for 

adoption  of Resolu tion  No. 96-2393A. 
 
Councilor Monroe   asked Mr. Houser to  describe  a  change  to  the  docum ent.  
 
J ohn  Houser re fe rred  to  the  m em o from  Dick Walker.  On Tuesday a fte rnoon, s ta ff p rovided  h im  
with  a  revised  copy of the  RFP docum ent tha t addressed  concerns  from  the  Transporta tion  
Planning  Com m ittee .  The  principa l issue  dea lt with  the  am ount of funding  for the  proposed  
pro ject, a t the  Com m ittee  m eeting  there  was  d iscuss ion  tha t the  funding  leve l could  range  
anywhere  be tween  $250,000 to  $350,000 which  would  include  $250,000 a lready in  the  budge t p lus  
an  es tim ated carry-over of up  to  $100,000.  S ince  the  Com m ittee  m eeting  the  s taff had  de te rm ined  
tha t ca rry-over was  in  fact on ly $12,000 and  there fore  was  now propos ing  to  take  ou t of the  RFP in  
the  specific am ount of $262,000.  They a lso  m ade  som e cla rifica tion  in  som e of the  word ing  with  
regard  to  what the  perspective  vendors  would  be  reques ted  to  provide  to  Metro .  He  further asked 
Mr. Cooper if the  revis ions  to  the  RFP docum ent was  sufficien t enough to  require  tha t they go  back 
to  J PACT for recons idera tion  by tha t body. 
 
Councilor Monroe  s ta ted  the  $262,000 d id  fa ll with in  the  range  of $250,000 - $350,000 tha t had  
been  d iscussed  in  the  Com m ittee .   This  cam e through J PACT because  it was  RFP for a  Com m odity 
Flow Data  Collection  Project, to  de te rm ine  com m odity flows  with in  the  Metro  Region  which  would  
have  an  im pact on  infras tructure  decis ion  for fre igh t m ovem ent in  the  2040 process .   
 
Mr. Cooper rep lied  tha t the  contracting  is sue  was  s im ply a  Metro  Council is sue .  If those  decis ions  
were  m ade  a t Council then  they would  not have  to  go  back to  J PACT.   
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Councilor Monroe  com m ented  tha t the  Transporta tion  Planning  Com m ittee  added  an  am endm ent 
to  th is  Resolu tion  tha t sa id  the  fina l proposed  pro ject scope  of work and  budge t would  be  subject 
to  review and  approva l by the  Council Transporta tion  Planning  Com m ittee .  Tha t language  had  
been  added  as  a  part o f the  reso lu tion  and  was  why it was  96-2393A. 
 
Mr. Cooper rep lied  norm ally tha t was  som eth ing  tha t would  require  Council approva l bu t 
som eth ing  like  a  report back to  the  Com m ittee  was  one  th ing  but should  go to  the  Council  fo r the  
au thority to  b ind .  He  sugges ted  want to  do  tha t for ge tting  it approva l for the  fina l p ro ject it ought 
to  com e back to  the  Council no t the  Com m ittee .  What ever was  added  should  be  a t the  Council 
leve l. 
 
Councilor Monroe  asked  if it should  be  a t the  Transporta tion  Planning  Com m ittee  and  the  Council, 
sub ject to  review and  approva l by the  Metro  Council. 
 
Mr. Cooper rep lied  it should  be  jus t the  Council and  then  refe rred  to  the  Transporta tion Planning  
Com m ittee . 
 
Mot ion  to  Am end 
Main  Mot ion: 

Councilor Monroe  m oved, seconded  by Councilor Washington to  am end 
Resolu tion  No. 96-2393A as  shown in  the  preceding   

 
Vote  on  Mot ion  to  
Am end Main Mot ion: 

Councilors  Washington , McLain , Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig , Monroe , 
and  Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . The  vote  was  7/0 in  favor and  the  m otion  passed  
unanim ous ly. 

 
Councilor Monroe  s ta ted  tha t the  Com m odity Flow Analys is  Pro ject was  som eth ing  tha t was  badly 
overdue .  Passenger Transporta tion  Mobility, b icycle  m obility, pedes trian  m obility was  s tud ied , 
bu t there  was  no  com prehens ive  s tudy of Fre ight Movem ent, a  Com m odity Movem ent with in  th is  
reg ion .  It was  som eth ing  tha t the  Port o f Portland  had  been  urg ing  to  be  done  for som e tim e .  It 
was  very needed  if the re  was  to  be  a  whole  sys tem  tha t worked  to  m ove  people  and  goods .  He  
hoped  tha t the re  would  be  m ore  m oney than  the  $262,000 and  hoped  they would  be  ab le  to  ge t a  
usab le  s tudy.  If no t the  Council would  have  fina l say and  fina l review of whether or no t tha t job  
could  be  done  for tha t am ount of m oney and  could  te rm ina te  the  pro ject a t tha t tim e  or add  
additiona l m oney from  another source  if it was  decided  it needed  to  be  enhanced .   
 
The  reso lu tion  as  am ended  then  becam e Resolu t ion  No. 96-2393B. 
 
Vote  on  Main  Mot ion  
as  Am ended: 

Councilors  McLain , Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig , Monroe , Washington, 
and  Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . The  vote  was  7/0 in  favor and  the  m otion  passed  
unanim ous ly. 

 
 
6.3 Resolu tion  No. 96-2401, For the  Purpose  of Reappoin ting  Monica  Hardy and  Steve  Schwab 
to  the  Solid  Waste  Ra te  Review Com m ittee  
 
Mot ion : Councilor McFarland  m oved, seconded  by Councilor Washington  for 

adoption  of Resolu tion  No. 96-2401. 
 
Councilor McFarland  brie fed  there  was  an  Advisory Com m ittee  tha t was  a  seven  m em ber 
com m ittee  with  ra ther specific kinds  of g roupings .  Monica  Hardy represented  the  genera l public 
and  had  been  very active  and  recom m ended tha t she  be  reappoin ted  for a  four year te rm  and  
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S teve  Schwab represented  the  haule rs  and  asked  tha t he  com e back for a  one  year te rm .  His  a rea  
of in te res t and  concern  was  of the  ra tes  and  wanted  to  address  them  after the  s taff report o f ra tes  
had  been  published .  Councilor McFarland  recom m ended tha t the  Council endorse  both  of these  
m em bers  to  the  te rm s  recom m ended tha t they serve . 
 
Vote : Councilors  Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig , Monroe , Washington , McLain , 

and  Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . The  vote  was  7/0 in  favor and  the  m otion  passed  
unanim ous ly. 

 
5. ORDINANCES - SECOND READING (cont .) 
 
5.1 Ordinance  No. 96-647A, For the  Purpose  of Adopting  a  Functiona l Plan  for Early 
Im plem enta tion  of the  2040 Growth  Concept (cont.) 
 
TITLE 4, KVISTAD AMENDMENT NO. 4A 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  com m ented h is  concern  had  been  due  to  the  conflict the re  was  on  the  
Re ta il Com m unity, tha t the re  be  further d iscuss ions  to  see  if the re  could  be  som e com m on ground.   
His  sugges tion  was  to  m ove  th is  o rd inance  to  accept the  draft, m ove  the  dra ft to  lega l counse l, 
have  the  lega l counse l g ive  the ir in te rpre ta tions  for fina l action on  Novem ber 14.  He  reques ted  the  
cha ir o f the  Com m ittee  to  have  further d iscuss ion  with  m em bers  of the  Re ta il Com m unity.  At th is  
tim e  he  would  not m ove  h is  am endm ent. 
 
Mr. Cooper cla rified  h is  d iscuss ions  with  the  Pres id ing  Office r, which  had  been  regard ing  the  need  
for lega l review for the  prepara tion  of find ings  and not jus t review of text.  The  prim ary purpose  
was  to  com e back to  the  Council with  the  find ings  to  a ttach  to  the  Ordinance  before  the  fina l vo te . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  com m ented he  spoke  to  the  find ings  portions  the  firs t tim e  when dea ling  
with  Title  2.  In  the  tim e  fram e before  fina l adoption , thought it m ay be  poss ib le  to  com e up  with  
som e language  tha t would  su it the  re ta il com m unity as  well as  the  m em bers  of the  Council.   
 
Councilor McCaig  asked  about the  schedule  and  if the  Functiona l Plan  would  be  reviewed in  a  
Public Hearing  and  a  fina l vo te  would  be  taken  with  no  am endm ents  a t tha t tim e  or Public 
Tes tim ony.  She  further cla rified  tha t the  lis ten ing  pos ts  were  no t in  p lace  of the  Council Meetings . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  re ite ra ted  tha t the  Public Tes tim ony would  occur on  the  24th  and  the  
dra ft as  tes tified  to  with  any poin ts  of cla rifica tion would  be  acted  upon as  a  fina l d ra ft on  the  14th .  
If the re  were  am endm ents  they could  be  passed  a t any tim e  up until the  fina l vo te .  Pres id ing  
Office r Kvis tad  a lso  affirm ed tha t the  lis ten ing  pos ts  were  in  addition  to  the  regula r Council 
m eetings . 
 
TITLE 4, MCFARLAND AMENDMENT NO. 2 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McFarland  m oved, seconded  by Councilor Monroe  to  am end 

Title  4 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t forth  in  her am endm ent en titled  
McFarland  Am endm ent No. 2. 

 
Councilor McFarland  brie fed  th is  am endm ent changed  the  m ap and  the  Multnom ah Kenne l Club  
would  be  m oved  out o f an  em ploym ent a rea  des igna tion  and  then  would  be  redes ignated  as  part 
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of “Fa irview”  Towncenter.  All tha t was  be ing  done  a t th is  tim e was  taking  it o ff the  m ap.  When it 
was  to  be  put in to  som eth ing  e lse  it had  to  be  addressed  through the  RUGGOs.   
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  cla rified  th is  was  s im ila r to  what was  done  with  the  grave l quarry in  the  
towncente r o f Murrayhill. 
 
Mr. Cooper rep lied  tha t was  correct. 
 
Vote : Councilors  McFarland , McCaig , Monroe , Washington , McLain , Morisse tte , 

and  Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . The  vote  was  7/0 in  favor and  the  m otion  passed  
unanim ous ly. 

 
TITLE 4, MCLAIN AMENDMENT NO. 6 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McLain  m oved, seconded  by Councilor McFarland  to  am end 

Title  4 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t forth  in  her am endm ent en titled  
McLain  Am endm ent No. 6. 

 
Councilor McLain  ind ica ted  tha t ou t of a ll o f the  work done  on  the  Functiona l Plan  there  was  no t 
one  Title  o r paragraph  tha t had  m ore  scru tiny than  Title  4.  The  d iffe rence  of op in ion  on  th is  title  
was  what kind  of regula tion  should  be  used , if any, to  regula te  re ta il in  trying  to  pu t toge ther an  
overa ll concept o r 2040 com m unity p lan .  An agreem ent had  been  reached  on  to  break out 
indus tria l and  em ploym ent.  Indus tria l should  be  a  s tand  a lone  with  the  sam e exceptions  and  the  
sam e process  with  indus tria l and  em ploym ent.  Section  1 of the  in ten t had  been  changed  to  “very 
little”  to  “supportive” .  One  of the  a reas  of debate  was  how la rge  of a  re ta il bu ild ing  or bus iness  
would  be  a llowed in  an  em ploym ent a rea .  The  second issue  was  be tte r language  had  been  
described  for Section  2b .  The  new language  ind ica ted  under exceptions  tha t those  exceptions  was  
a  s tandard  for the  em ploym ent a reas  on ly, tha t it m ay be  included  in  the  loca l com pliance  p lans .  
This  would  give  an  opportun ity if the re  were  exceptions  ou t there  tha t they have  an  exceptions  
process  to  work through.  Councilor McLain  touched  on  re ta il uses , section  C.  One  of the  reason  
th is  was  put in  was  because  there  were  som e local re ta il people  who cam e and  ta lked  about the  
d iffe rences  be tween  s tore  s izes  and  m arket a reas .  She  asked  for Mr. Fregonese  to  com e forward  
and  present som e of the  in form ation  ga thered  to  support th is  am endm ent technica lly.      
 
Mr. Fregonese  d iscussed the  m em o Councilor McLain  re ferred to  regard ing b ig  box re ta il.  He  
s ta ted  th is  was  not a  ban  on  b ig  box re ta il o r a  ban  on  re ta il in  indus tria l a reas .  It would  a ttem pt to  
ban  the  kind  of re ta il tha t genera ted  a  lo t o f tra ffic and  to  put tha t in  a reas  tha t were  des igned  to  
handle  tra ffic associa ted  with  b ig  box re ta il.  He  refe rred  to  the  m em o sen t to  Councilor 
Washington .  The  firs t poin t was  specific square  foo t regula tions , som e ques tions  were  asked  why 
the  use  of 50,000 to  60,000 square  fee t.  The  reason square  footage  was  be ing  used  was  a lthough 
it was  im perfect it d id  approxim ate  d iffe ren t kinds  of s tores  and  the ir m arke t a rea .  Recent 
cons truction trends  showed there  was  a  b ig  d iffe rence  be tween s tores  like  grocery s tores  tha t had  
less  than  60,000 square  fee t and  la rge  re ta il uses  tha t were  the  class ic b ig  box, such  as  Cos tco  and  
Hom e Depot.  He  s ta ted  he  would  like  to  en te r in to  the  record  a  m ap tha t showed a ll o f the  grocery 
s tores  in  the  reg ion , and  poin ted  out the  rad iuses  and  s izes  of the  s tores .  It was  be lieved  tha t the  
50,000 to  60,000 square  fee t was  a  good  average  way of de te rm ining  what was  appropria te  for an  
em ploym ent a rea  and  what was  no t.  There  were  exceptions  m ade  to  a llow a  m arket a rea  
de te rm ination  to  be  used  for the  sm all d raw bus iness .  One  of the  m ain  concerns  in  a llowing  b ig  
box re ta il in  em ploym ent a rea  was  the  la rge  am ount of tra ffic they genera ted  as  well as ,  re ta il 
wages  be ing the  lowest in  tha t sector.  What happens  when re ta il goes  in to  an  indus tria l o r 
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em ploym ent a rea  tha t was  often  bu ilt and  se t as ide  som etim es  with  public funds , to  form  the  
econom ic base  of a  reg ion .  Re ta il use  would  use  up  capacity which  was  in tended  for fre igh t for 
re ta il em ployees .  In  exchange  for the  h igher wage , indus tria l and  m anufacturing  uses  to  d isp lace  
those  with  low re ta il wages .  He  s ta ted  re ta il was  needed  but in  the  righ t p laces .  Re ta il in  indus tria l 
d isp laces  both  h igher wage  jobs  and  tra ffic capacity and  crosses  ju risd ictiona l lines .  There  was  
4,043 acres  of vacant land  with in  cente rs  and  corridors  ins ide  the  curren t UGB.  All those  could  be  
ava ilab le  for b ig  box re ta il deve lopm ent.  In  addition  when 2040 Means  Business  looked a t a lm os t 
8,000 specifica lly, in  the  tim e  be tween Septem ber 1994 and  the  sum m er of 1996, 292 acres  of 
indus tria l land  had  been los t to  re ta il o r res identia l use .   
 
Councilor Washington  thanked  Mr. Fregonese  for h is  in form ation .   
 
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  she  asked  both  Hillsboro and  Gresham  to  g ive  her a  take  on  Am endm ent 
6.  She  ind ica ted  tha t Mayor McRobert favored  Am endm ent 6 over the  orig ina l MPAC language .  
She  a lso  ta lked  to  the  City of Hillsboro  and  the  head  p lanner Wink Brook, he  ind ica ted  they fe lt 
m uch  m ore  com fortab le  with  Am endm ent 6, Title  4 than  they had  on  any of the  o ther vers ions .  
She  d id  no t be lieve  th is  particu la r Title  would  find  a  puzzle  or so lu tion  tha t would  be  100% 
acceptab le  to  everyone .  She  fe lt tha t Am endm ent 6 addressed both  loca l jurisd iction  and  re ta il 
is sues  as  bes t as  poss ib le  and  gave  an  opportun ity to  go  forward  to  keep  the  Air Shed  and  
Main tenance  Plan  on  Air Quality and  to  do  what they would  do  orig ina lly with  2040. 
 
Councilor McCaig  s ta ted  she  unders tood  in  McLain  Am endm ent 6, the  d is tinction  be tween  
em ploym ent and  indus tria l.  The  next item  was  the  requirem ent of loca l ju risd ictions , tha t they be  
required  to  am end the ir loca l com prehens ive  p lans  in  order to  accom m odate  in  em ploym ent a reas  
to  prohib it in  em ploym ent and  indus tria l a reas  60,000 square  foo t, she  thought there  was  som e 
d iscuss ion  a t som e point about a  “m ay”  , the  poss ib ility of a llowing  loca l ju risd ictions  to  have  
m ore  flexib ility to  review extenuating  circum stances  and  provide  exceptions  to  th is .  The  weight o f 
th is  was  now on  the  “sha ll require”  versus  continu ing  to  a llow com e facilitie s  to  exis t.   
 
Mr. Fregonese  rep lied  the  change  m ade  in  the  exceptions  process  Title  4 Section  3-B was  pre tty 
broad .  If they had  subs tan tia lly deve loped  re ta il which  had  proposed  to  be  or had  been  loca lly 
des igna ted  but no t acknowledged  re ta il.  It could  be  done  in  em ploym ent a reas  on ly if the re  was  
adequa te  transporta tion  facilitie s .  The  h igher burden  of proof was , if tha t was  go ing  to  be  done , 
m ake  sure  there  was  the  road  capacity to  handle  the  extra  traffic.  He  thought th is  was  a  tougher 
s tandard  but there  was  a  ra tiona l nexus  to  tha t s tandard .  The  Section  3-B was  a  fa irly broad  
s tandard  because  it sa id  it e ither exis ted  or it needed  to  be  proposed .  It was  a  wide  open  door to  
propose  it in  em ploym ent bu t it needed  to  be  shown there  were  facilitie s  to  accom m odate  it. 
 
Councilor McCaig  s ta ted , looking  a t the  orig ina l MPAC recom m endation, bes ides  the  d iffe rence  in  
the  fee t be tween  50,000 and  60,000 under Section  2, she  asked  Mr. Fregonese  to  te ll her 
specifica lly what the  d iffe rences  were  be tween  the  orig ina l recom m endation  and  Am endm ent 6, 
and  wanted  to  know what the  ne t e ffect would  be . 
 
Mr. Fregonese  s ta ted  tha t Section  2 in  bo th  of them  was  the  prohib ition .  McLain  6 was  very m uch 
longer and  m ore  de ta iled .  Section  2 jus t sa id  to  am end the  p lans  to  ban  it.  Section  3 was  
genera lly the  exceptions  clause  in  bo th , th is  one  would  a llow deve lopm ent in  re ta il cente rs  bu t d id  
no t require  a  showing  of transporta tion  adequacy.  The  MPAC draft d id  no t require  tha t, the  new 
dra ft d id . 
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Councilor McCaig  re fe rred  to  item  C under 3, which  was  the  2.5 m ile  rad ius .  She  s ta ted  th is  was  
actua lly no t supported  by Fred  Meyer and  asked  why tha t would  be  included . 
 
Mr. Fregonese  rep lied  tha t Fred  Meyer d id  ra ise  the  is sue  of la rge  s tores  which  draw from  sm all 
a reas .  This  would  a llow a  la rge  s tore  to  go  through a  d iffe rent kind  of landuse  prom ise , bu t 
a llowed local governm ents  to  perm it la rge  s tores  tha t d raw from  the  sm all a rea , like  Fred  Meyer 
which  tend  to  be  bu lky in  s ize  bu t tend  to  draw bas ica lly from  the  a rea  im m edia te ly a round the  
em ploym ent a rea . 
 
Councilor McCaig  s ta ted  if she  was  ab le  to  te ll wha t the  th ree  d iffe rences  were  be tween  the  MPAC 
proposa l and  McLain  Am endm ent #6, it would  be  tha t it separa ted  em ploym ent and  indus tria l, tha t 
it was  m ore  specific in  the  prohib itions , bu t the  prohib itions  were  no t b roader, the re  were  m ore  
specific and  it was  broader in  the  kinds  of exceptions , and  she  would  not support the  th ird  
exception . 
 
Mr. Fregonese  s ta ted  tha t the  d iffe rence  be tween  A and  B was  tha t the  McLain  dra ft was  a  tougher 
exception  clause  because  it d id  require  showing  of transporta tion  facilitie s , the  MPAC proposa l d id  
no t. 
 
Councilor McCaig  a ffirm ed it was  3C on  the  exceptions  of the  2.5 m ile  rad ius . 
 
Councilor McLain  com m ented  on  the  exceptions  process .  A num ber of hours  had  been  spent with  
Fred  Meyer to  g ive  an  ind ica tion  of what they wanted .  They wanted  Title  4 to  be  gone .  What C d id  
was  to  g ive  cred itab ility, as  find ings  were  bu ilt, tha t the  exception  type  s tore  was  no t be ing  
ignored  tha t seem ingly had  a  d ifferent square  foo tage  need  and  a  d iffe ren t m arket need.  As  Mr. 
Fregonese  sa id , the re  was  som eth ing  tha t could  be  done  a t the  counte r and  som e a reas , bu t in  the  
exception  a llowed them  on  a  case  by case  bas is  to  m ake  the ir case .  It was  specifica lly g iven  a  
requirem ent of what was  m os t in teres ted  in , which was  the  requirem ent to  do  be tte r with  
Transporta tion . 
 
Councilor McCaig  s ta ted  to  Councilor McLain  tha t a t one  po int she  cons idered  in  the  prohib ition  
ca tegory rem oving  the  “sha ll”  to  a  “m ay” , bu t decided  aga ins t tha t by the  am endm ent she  pu t 
forward  and  asked  if she  could  expla in  why she  concluded  it should  continue  to  be  “sha ll”  and  not 
“m ay” . 
 
Councilor McLain  responded  tha t from  what she  rem em bered of tha t conversa tion , was  tha t the  
reason  “sha ll”  should  rem ain  and  not “m ay”  was , with  the  “m ay”  it was  no t g iving  d irection  to  
what was  rea lly wanted  to  be  crea ted  in  those  em ploym ent a reas , with  the  “sha ll”  it was  asking  
them  to  crea te  the ir own exception  issues  which  would  be  reviewed to  m ake  sure  tha t they fit.  
She  fe lt tha t it s trengthened  the  des ign  type  for the  p lan , and  was  actua lly m aking  a  be tte r, 
s tronger s ta tem ent of what was  wanted  in  those  areas  to  accom plish  for the  overa ll com m unity 
and  the  p lan . She  was  convinced  tha t “m ay”  would  not do  tha t. 
 
Chuck Mart in , Pres ident-Alliance  of Port land  Neighborhood Bus iness  Associa t ions , 3030 NW 29th  
Avenue , Port land , Or. 97210 asked  for a  change  in  the  Em ploym ent and  Indus tria l a rea  m ap.  One  
of the  indus tria l sanctuaries  was  the  Brooklyn  Indus tria l Sanctuary which  surrounded  the  Southern  
Pacific Ra ilroad  yards  and the ir in te rm odal te rm inal.  He  s ta ted  tha t about a  year ago  he  saw tha t 
indus tria l sanctuary as  an  em ploym ent zone .  He  ca lled  it to  the  a tten tion  of the  bus inesses  in  the  
a rea  and  the  Southern  Pacific Ra ilroad in  San  Francisco .  Southern  Pacific was  go ing  to  send  a  
team  of people  here  to  s ta rt working  with  the  City and  Metro  to  try and  hold  tha t as  an  indus tria l 



Metro  Council Meeting  
Thursday, October 17, 1996 
Page  20 
 
zone .  The  ra ilroad  d id  no t want em ploym ent zones  a round ra il switch ing  yards  and  they fe lt those  
were  prim e  indus tria l a reas .  At the  tim e  Charlie  Hales ’ o ffice  was  contacted , Mr. Hales  s ta ted  th is  
was  go ing  to  be  changed  from  an  em ploym ent zone  back in to  an  indus tria l zone .  Mr. Martin  was  
susp icious  if in  fact the  City had  m oved Metro  on  th is  a rea , so  he  contacted Mr. Fregonese  and  
was  to ld  tha t it was  be ing changed  back in to  an  indus tria l zone .  He  was  confused  to  the  fact tha t 
the  current m ap showed the  Brooklyn  Indus tria l Sanctuary around tha t ra ilroad  yard  was  s till be ing  
shown as  an  em ploym ent zone .  He  wanted  to  know what needed  to  be  done  to  ge t tha t indus tria l 
sanctuary changed  to  indus tria l on  the  m aps . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  rep lied  tha t one  of the  key th ings  was  to  ca ll a  Metro  Councilor tha t had  a  
vo te  and  could  d irect them  ra ther than  the  City of Portland .  He asked  Mr. Fregonese  to  m ake  tha t 
change .   
 
Mr. Mart in , s ta ted  there  were  15 square  b locks  be tween  Thurm an and  Love joy and  between  12th  
and  15th  tha t were  zoned indus tria l in  the  River Dis trict Plan .  They were  contiguous  with  o ther 
indus tria l zoning  tha t reached  in to  Northwes t Portland .  He  was  concerned  about tha t p roperty 
because  the  Northwes t Indus tria l Bus iness  Associa tion  was  driven  by deve lopm ent oriented  
people  who had  little  respect for indus tria l p roperty and  h is  g roup  had  been  encouraging  them  to  
adopt those  15 square  b locks  and  keep  it indus tria l cons is ten t with  the  zoning  tha t it now had  
which  was  genera l indus tria l.  He  thought it was  shown as  an  em ploym ent zone  on  the  m ap.  He  
thought the  s taff a t Metro  should  be  d irected  to  com m unica te  with  the  City of Portland to  see  if in  
fact those  15 b locks  as  well should  keep  the ir characte r as  indus tria l.  He  s ta ted  he  was  working  
very hard  to  keep  an  indus tria l base  in  the  city as  well as  in  the  Metro  Region . 
 
Councilor McLain  asked  Mr. Martin  to  le t he r know the  specific descrip tion of the  15 square  b lock 
property he  re fe rred  to . 
 
Wendy Kelling ton , Halton  Com pany, 111 SW 5th  Avenue , #3200, Port land , Or., fe lt tha t 
Am endm ent #6 m oved in  the  righ t d irection , and  apprecia ted  the  specific exem ption  for the  
consum ptive  bu t low traffic genera ting  kinds  of uses .  She  thanked  the  Council fo r the  sens itivity to  
the  indus tria l a reas  and  indus tria l sanctuaries  where  m os t of the ir bus inesses  were  loca ted . 
 
Robert  Lefeber, In te rna t iona l Council o f Shopping Cente rs , 50 SW Pine  St ree t , #400, Port land , Or. 
97204, agreed  with  Councilor McLain  tha t the re  had  been  a  lo t o f p rocess  on  th is  item  and  
apprecia ted  the  fact tha t he  had  been  ab le  to  participa te .  He  was  concerned  tha t the  resu lting  
language  was  too  res trictive  and  unclear.  The ir bas ic presum ption  was  tha t they would  be  facing  a  
m ajor shortage  of re ta il in  th is  com m unity as  they continue  to  deve lop  over tim e .  Curren tly he  
d isagreed  with  Mr. Fregonese’s  m em o tha t the re  was  5,000 acres  ava ilab le  for deve lopm ent in  
corridors  and  towncenters . The  2040 Means  Bus iness  d id  a  s tudy, they looked  a t the  land  tha t was  
zoned , they de te rm ined  tha t the re  was  approxim ate ly 1,000 acres .  They dete rm ined  it to  be  about 
a  5 to  7 year supply of zoned  ava ilab le  and  deve lopable  re ta il land  with in  the  com m unity.  In  
addition  they de te rm ined  tha t m os t o f the  parce ls  were  too  sm all fo r any b ig  box type  
deve lopm ent.  Big  box deve lopm ent tends  to  bring  a  lo t o f consum er goods  to  the  com m unity, it 
was  a  very efficien t use  of land , the  sa les  per square  foo t were  extrem ely h igh , p rices  were  low 
and  the  com m unity wanted  them .  He fe lt th is  am endm ent would  ge t in  the  way of what the  
com m unity wanted  and  fe lt it would  crea te  problem s  long  te rm .  The  transporta tion  e lem ents  of 
th is  item  was  the  b igges t concern .  Requiring  concurrency, es tab lish ing  tha t the re  was  sufficien t 
transporta tion  capacity on  the  road  sys tem s  in  order to  a llow a  la rger re ta il use r with in  an  
em ploym ent a rea  was  som eth ing  tha t should  be  done .  What if the re  were  a  problem  in  the  
exis ting  road  ne tworks , which  was  known to  be  true , the re  would  be  no  way of m eeting  tha t 
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s tandard .  He  fe lt the  Council was  lite ra lly down zoning  a  la rge  am ount of genera l com m ercia l land  
in  th is  com m unity tha t would  never be  a llowed to  be  deve loped  as  re ta il.  He  pondered the  
exis ting  deve lopm ents  tha t had  been  built tha t were  b igger than  60,000 in  indus tria l a reas  and  
what would  happen  to  those .  He  poin ted  out tha t the re  were  over a  m illion  square  fee t o f re ta il 
tha t could  be  decla red  a  non-conform ing  use  because  they could  no t es tab lish  there  would  be  
adequa te  transporta tion  capacity to  se rve  those  uses  now.  Mr. LeFeber further s ta ted  tha t Wink 
Brooks  in  Hillsboro  had  num erous  concerns  with  th is .  RUGGOs d id  no t require  th is , the  
em ploym ent a rea  defin ition  a llowed for crea ting  exceptions  for ce rta in  a reas .  In  addition , the  
em ploym ent a rea  defin ition  had  lite ra lly changed  m ids tream  throughout th is  en tire  process .  
When Mr. LeFeber got involved , a  lo t o f loca l ju risd ictions  had  no  idea  tha t the  em ploym ent a reas  
were  prohib ited  from  re ta il.  He  thought th is  would  lead  to  a  lo t m ore  conges tion , sprawl and  an  
increase  of trips  as  people  drive  to  the  suburbs  to  ge t to  those  b ig  re ta ile rs  and  fe lt it was  counte r 
p roductive  to  what was  trying  to  be  ach ieved . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  asked  Mr. LeFeber if he  had  reviewed Kvis tad  Am endm ent #5 and  if tha t 
was  som eth ing  tha t would  be  m ore  res trictive  or m ore  or less  acceptab le .   
 
Mr. LeFeber rep lied  tha t Kvis tad  Am endm ent #5 was  wonderfu l for its  b revity bu t ye t he  had  a  lo t 
o f ques tions .  He  thought the  m apping was  som ething  tha t was  a lways  an ticipa ted  in  be ing  done .  
He  prefe rred a  th inking  process , loca l ju risd ictions  needed  to  be  ab le  to  m ake  changes  over tim e , 
no t jus t in  the ir com pliance  p lan .   
 
Mr. McCathy wanted  to  thank the  Council fo r recognizing  the  va lue  of indus tria l p roperty in  the  
Metro  a rea .  He  supported  Title  4 in itia lly by keeping  b ig  box re ta ile rs  ou t o f indus tria l a reas  and  
McLain  Am endm ent #6 was  very m uch to  h is  liking .  He  hoped  tha t the  indus tria l com panies  tha t 
were  here  would  continue  to  m ake  cap ita l im provem ents  and  continue  to  have  fam ily wage  jobs  
close  to  the  city. 
 
Councilor Morisse t te  asked  tha t in  the  p lans  it was  no t jus t looking  a t re ta il uses  po ten tia lly in  
indus tria l zones  but a lso  hous ing  in  indus tria l zones .  If they were  worried  about re ta il use rs  go ing  
in to  indus tria l sanctuaries  would  they a lso  be  worried  about hous ing  going  in to  indus tria l 
sanctuaries . 
 
Mr. Fregonese  rep lied  tha t hous ing  was  not perm itted  in  indus tria l sanctuaries  on ly in  
em ploym ent a reas .  It was  indus tria l a reas  tha t had  zero  a lloca tions  for households . 
 
Councilor Morisse t te  re ite ra ted  tha t was  why it was  be ing  d ivided .  It was  em ploym ent a reas  tha t 
would  have  som e a lloca tions .  He  s ta ted  he  had  not seen  the  m ap in  de ta il and  asked  if the  3,000 
acres  in  Hillsboro  was  indus tria l. 
 
Mr. Fregonese  showed Councilor Morisse tte  the  m ap in  ques tion .  He  expla ined  the  m ap re fe rring  
to  the  indus tria l and  em ploym ent a reas . 
 
Councilor Morisse t te  re ite ra ted  tha t the  re ta il task force  wanted  to  go  in to  the  those  indus tria l 
a reas  a long  with  the  em ploym ent a reas . 
 
Mr. Fregonese  cla rified  tha t the  re ta il ta sk force  bas ica lly agreed  with  the  indus tria l sanctuary 
there , the  m ain  concern  was  go ing  in to  the  em ploym ent a reas . 
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Councilor Morisse t te  clarified  tha t by voting  on  th is , he  was  voting  on  a  process  to  res trict re ta il 
from  going  in to  em ploym ent a reas .  The  tes tim ony heard  a t th is  m ee ting  was  in  favor of excluding  
it from  indus tria l a reas  bu t th is  went a  little  further from  the  com m ercia l a reas  over 60,000 square  
fee t s ize . 
 
Mr. Fregonese  cla rified  tha t McLain  #6 was  a  clea r ban  in  indus tria l a reas , the re  were  no  
exceptions . 
 
Councilor Morisse t te  asked  if the  re ta ile rs  were  in  agreem ent to  tha t. 
 
Mr. LeFeber a ffirm ed tha t the  re ta ile rs  were  genera lly in  favor of s taying  out of the  indus tria l a reas .  
Those  re ta ile rs  tha t were  in  indus tria l a reas  could  be  ca rved  out and  be  m ade  em ploym ent a reas  if 
necessary so  tha t those  uses  could  continue  and  d idn’t th ink tha t could  be  prohib ited  by what th is  
am endm ent was  do ing . 
 
Councilor Morisse t te  sum m arized  tha t genera lly Mr. LeFeber was  in  favor o ther than  the  burden  
tha t the  com m ercia l a reas  were  p lacing  on  the  transporta tion  poin ts  in  the  process  of th is  
am endm ent. 
 
Mr. LeFeber a ffirm ed tha t was  correct.  He  sa id  it was  a  very d ifficu lt burden  to  m ee t for la rger 
re ta ile rs  to  go  with in  those  em ploym ent a reas . 
 
Peggy Lynch, 3840 SW 102nd Avenue , Beaverton , Or. 97005, s ta ted  tha t com p p lan  reviews  would  
be  done  with in  the  loca l ju risd ictions .  Those  concerns  about the  lack of com m ercia l p roperty tha t 
she  heard  from  the  2040 Means  Bus iness  Com m ittee , those  people  would  have  the  opportun ity as  
they look a t the  en tire  com p p lans , including  the  d iscuss ion  about dens ifying  and  hous ing , they 
ge t to  ta lk about com m ercia l needs  of the  citizens .  Hillsboro  had  an  opportun ity to  ta lk about its  
vacant land  tha t it had  and  to  decide  whether or no t it was  curren tly zoned  indus tria l p roperty 
m ight be  be tte r se rved  for com m ercia l uses  to  se rve  its  nearby res idents .  She  sa id  tha t was  part o f 
the  process  tha t she  hoped  Mr. LeFeber and  h is  g roup  would  ass is t in  saying  th is  was  a  m arket 
a rea  and  when doing  rezoning  th is  was  what would  be  needed in  a  com m unity for those  reasons .  
She  approved  th is  am endm ent, and  there  was  an  im portan t ro le  for Metro  to  have  in  th is  p rocess .   
 
Councilor Morisse t te  com m ented  he  supported  the  idea  of separa ting  the  indus tria l a reas  so  tha t it 
be  kept in  indus tria l sanctuaries .  He  a lso  be lieved  tha t in  th is  am endm ent it was  inadequa te  in  the  
am ount of re ta il capacity tha t the re  would  be  and  u ltim ate ly drive  up  prices . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  s ta ted  he  had  som e problem s  with  th is  Title , bu t fe lt the re  were  a  grea t 
m any th ings  in  it tha t m ade  a  lo t o f sense  including  the  indus tria l com m ents .  He  had  concern  with  
what th is  would  m ean  for re ta il and  for consum ers .  He  fe lt tha t la rger re ta ile rs  would  m ean  lower 
prices  and  it would  he lp  low and  m edium  incom e fam ilies  and  d idn’t fee l it dea lt with  an  ana lys is  
o f the  effect o f facility s ize , p roduct p rices  and  the  e ffect it had  on  consum ers .  Without do ing  tha t 
and  to  have  th is  kind  of res triction , he  d id  no t th ink as  an  agency they were  prepared  to  do  tha t o r 
have  the  skills  o r expertise  to  do  tha t.   
 
Vote : Councilors  McCaig , Washington , McLain , and  McFarland  voted  aye . 

Councilors  Morisse tte  and  Kvis tad  vo ted  nay. Councilor Monroe  was  
absent. the  vo te  was  4/2 in  favor and  the  m otion  passed . 
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Councilor McCaig  s ta ted  to  Mr. LeFeber tha t he  had  been  a  crea tive  p layer in  a ll o f th is  and  
unders tood  tha t he  d id  no t fee l like  he  had  m ade  a  lo t o f head way.  Her unders tanding  and  
apprecia tion for the  issue  and  em ploym ent is sues  in  em ploym ent a reas  was  m uch better a t th is  
tim e  than  it was  five  weeks  ago .  She  supported  Councilor Kvis tad’s  in teres t in  trying  to  work with  
the  defin itions  dea ling  with  em ploym ent a reas  but thought it needed  to  m oved  a long .   
 
TITLE 4, KVISTAD AMENDMENT NO. 5 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  s ta ted  he  would  not be  m oving  forward  Am endm ent No 5. a t th is  tim e . 
 
TITLE 4, WASHINGTON AMENDMENT NO. 2 
 
Councilor Washington  asked  to  add  som e additiona l language to  th is  am endm ent.  He  was  asked  
to  add  language  regard ing  the  Brooklyn  Rail ya rds .  It was  asked  to  add  roughly SE Stee le  S tree t 
extend  on  the  south , Powell Boulevard  on  the  north , SE 17th  on  the  wes t and  SE 28th  on  the  eas t.  
This  would  change  tha t from  Em ploym ent to  Indus tria l and  would  be  a  m ap change .  
 
Mot ion : Councilor Washington  m oved, seconded  by Councilor McLain  to  am end 

Title  4 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t forth  in  h is  am endm ent entitled  
Washington  Am endm ent No. 2. 

 
Councilor Washington  s ta ted  th is  would  change  the  Brooklyn  Yard  from  em ploym ent to  indus tria l 
and  the  o ther technica l change  was  the  em ploym ent a rea  north  and  wes t of the  S t. J ohn  Bridge  in  
the  vicin ity of Lin ton  was  a lso  changed  from  an  indus tria l.  It was  a  m apping  m is take  and  th is  
am endm ent was  to  correct it. 
 
Elana  Em len, Port land  Bureau  of Planning , 1120 SW Fifth  Avenue , Room  1002, Port land , Or. 97204,  
s ta ted  the  Lin ton  Am endm ent cla rified  the  m ap e rror and  m ake  the  m ap m ore  cons is ten t. The  only 
change  tha t the  bureau  would  like  to  add  would  be  a t the  end  of the  sentence  would  be  to  add  the  
word  “except”  be tween  107th  and  112th . 
 
Councilor McFarland  asked  why there  needed  to  be  th is  sugges ted  change  from  Ms. Em len . 
 
Ms . Em len  rep lied  tha t the  a rea  they would  like  to  rem ain  indus tria l was  the  part tha t had  a  lo t o f 
the  b ig  tanks  and  a reas  tha t would  not be  cons idered  em ploym ent a reas .  Be tween  107th  and  
112th  the  Linton  a rea  took on  d iffe rent characte ris tics  and  was  m ore  conducive  to  be  an  
em ploym ent a rea .   
 
Mot ion  to  Am end 
Main  Mot ion: 

Councilor Washington  m oved, seconded  by Councilor Morisse tte  to  
am end Washington  Am endm ent No. 2 to  add  the  word  “except”  be tween  
107th  and  112th . 

 
Vote  on  Mot ion  to  
Am end Main Mot ion: 

Councilors  Washington , McLain , Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig , and  
Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . Councilor Monroe  was  absent. The  vote  was  6/0 in  
favor and  the  m otion  passed . 

 
 
Vote  on  Main  Mot ion  
as  Am ended: 

Councilors  Washington , McLain , Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig , and  
Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . Councilor Monroe  was  absent. The  vote  was  6/0 in  
favor and  the  m otion  passed . 
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TITLE 6, MONROE AMENDMENT NO. 2 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McLain  m oved, seconded  by Councilor McFarland  to  am end 

Title  6 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t forth  in  the  am endm ent en titled  
Monroe  Am endm ent No. 2. 

 
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  th is  am endm ent to  include  no  cu l-de-sac dwelling  units  on  closed  in  
s tree t sys tem s  except where  topographica l barriers  such  as  ra ilroads , freeways  or environm enta l 
cons tra in ts  such  as  a  m ajor s tream  or river p revent s tree t extens ions .  The  second part, while  
spacing  between  connections  of no  m ore  than  330 fee t except topographica l barrie rs  such  as  
ra ilroads  or freeways  or environm enta l cons tra in ts  would  prevent s tree t extens ions .   
 
Councilor Washington  asked  if she  m eant ins tead  of saying  not including  cu l-de-sacs  it m eant to  
say no . 
 
Mr. Cooper s ta ted  it was  se lf explanatory, it was  m ade  to  m ake  the  exception  of no t leaving  any 
room  to  dea l with  rea lity. 
 
Vote : Councilors  McLain , Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig , Washington , and  

Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . Councilor Monroe  was  absent. The  vote  was  6/0 in  
favor and  the  m otion  passed . 

 
TITLE 7, WASHINGTON AMENDMENT NO. 1 
 
Mot ion : Councilor Washington  m oved, seconded  by Councilor McFarland  to  

am end Title  7 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t fo rth  in  h is  am endm ent 
en titled  Washington  Am endm ent No. 1. 

 
Vote : Councilors  Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig , Washington , McLain , and  

Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . Councilor Monroe  was  absent. The  vote  was  6/0 in  
favor and  the  m otion  passed . 

 
TITLE 8, MCCAIG AMENDMENT NO. 2 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McCaig  m oved, seconded  by Councilor Morisse tte  to  am end 

Title  8 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t forth  in  her am endm ent en titled  
McCaig  Am endm ent No. 2. 

 
Councilor McCaig  d iscussed  tha t th is  had  to  do  with  the  com pliance  procedures  for loca l 
governm ents  as  well as  the  opportun ity for citizens  to  participa te  in  th is  p rocess  in  te rm s  of 
reviewing  com pliance  with  loca l governm ents .  Section  5 was  new language and  dea lt specifica lly 
with  loca l ju risd ictions .  It would  a llow loca l ju risd ictions  to  have  a  re la tionsh ip  with  the  Council 
and  with  the  agency prior to  pu tting  the ir p lans  toge ther to  ge t som e specific feedback on  the ir 
p roposa ls .  It was  an  a ttem pt to  provide  an  additiona l p rocess  tha t would  a llow the  re la tive ly easy 
problem s  to  be  ironed  out before  they got to  the  Council.  Section  6 was  unfin ished  and  it was  
assum ed in  a ll o f th is  a  citizen  process .  Assum ed with in  th is  process  was  a t the  tim e  the  Metro  
Council reviewed these  d iffe ren t p lans , a  loca l citizen  m ight com e to  the  hearing  and  m ake  the ir 
is sue  known to  the  fu ll Council.  If a fte r the  Council a rrived  a t a  conclus ion the  citizen  d id  no t 
support, the  citizen  then  could  appea l it to  LUBA.  Tha t would  be  im plicit in  its  p rocess , it was  the  
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curren t law.  If the  Council d id  no th ing  further then  to  s im ply s ta te  tha t in  th is  section  she  would  be  
happie r.  S im ply describ ing  th is  p rocess  for them , would  be  a  s igna l on  where  and  how an  
ind ividua l m ight participa te .  The  second is sue  would  be  whether to  provide  an  opportun ity for 
citizens  and  the  Council to  be  m ore  proactive , p rovid ing  citizens  the  sam e opportun ity as  provided  
to  loca l ju risd ictions .  Or a  second a lte rna tive  m ight be  tha t a  citizen  could  in  fact pe tition  the  
Metro  Council and  with  a  m ajority of vo tes  have  the  Metro  Council re fe r it to  th is  in term edia te  
process .  Those  were  bo th  a lte rnatives  for p rovid ing  citizens  a  m ore  d irect rou te  to  the  Council.  
She  s ta ted  the  ques tion  she  was  putting  before  the  Council was  d id  they want to  have  tha t p rofile  
on  those  decis ions .  She  was  concerned  tha t it m ight be  an  appropria te  ro le  as  a  Regiona l 
Governm ent to  be  seen  by citizens  as  the  p lace  to  com e to  reso lve  these  kinds  of is sues .  If no t she  
would  be  sa tis fied  by s im ply de ta iling  the  options  the  citizen  had  in  reso lving  those  issues  if they 
were  uncom fortab le  with  a  loca l governm ent decis ion .     
  
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  she  thought the  work done  on  section  4 and  5 was  good work.  The  
concern  she  had  with  section  6 was  tha t it pa ra lle led  the  Boundary Com m iss ion  d iscuss ion  and  
a lso  the  review of how to  use  a  hearings  office r with  the  Urban  Growth  Boundary am endm ent 
process . She  s ta ted  she  could  go  with  section  6 outlin ing  the  process  bu t could  no t do  the  o ther 
two options  without having  som e d iscuss ion  with  the  lega l s ta ff on  how to  com pare  those . 
 
Councilor McCaig  s ta ted  her unders tanding  was  tha t if a  citizen wanted  to  take  som eth ing  to  
LUBA, they had  to  be  in  on  the  fron t end  and  tes tify to  the  issue  a t the  agenda  item  a t the  loca l 
leve l.  She  was  sugges ting  tha t in  Section  6 tha t a  citizen  could  no t have  participa ted  a t anywhere  
e lse  and  com e in  a t Metro  firs t hand , they had  to  have  built a  record  of involvem ent before  they 
cam e before  Metro . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  asked  in  te rm s  of the  hearing  office r p rocess , who would  pay for tha t, 
wha t fees  were  leve led  and  how would  tha t p rocess  work. 
 
Councilor McCaig  rep lied  tha t in  Section  5 the  hearing  office r fee  would  be  covered  by a  filing  fee . 
 
Mr. Cooper po in ted  out tha t the  lega l s ta ff had  been  working  with  Councilor McCaig  to  ge t a ll o f 
those  th ings  flushed  out and  ra ther than  have  the  Council vo te  on  anyth ing, it would  be  worth  
while  to  a llow a  few m ore  days  to  craft som e m ore  de ta iled  language  before  taking  a  vo te .  The  
hearings  office r p rocess  was  very s im ila r to  the  one  tha t was  in  the  UBG Am endm ents .  If the  
Council was  in itia ting  the  in te rpre ta tion  as  provided  in  section  5, the  m oney would  have  to  be  
found  som e p lace  in  the  budget to  cover the  cos t o f a ll those  th ings .   
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  s ta ted  he  was  kind  of there  on  concept and  d id  no t see  a ll the  ends  tied  
together and wanted  Councilor McCaig  to  a ffirm  tha t they would  be  or they could  be . 
 
Councilor McCaig  thought tha t the  burden  would  be  on  an  ind ividua l citizen  who had  tes tified  and  
participa ted  a t the  loca l leve l to  find  a  m ajority of Councilors  to  support the ir partition  but for the  
Council to  take  it up  was  a  hurd le .  Tha t m ight be  an  acceptab le  way to  de ta il a  citizen  ge tting  
involved  separa te  than  the  hearings  office r p rocess  tha t a  loca l governm ent could  file  a  fee  and  go  
through a  hearings  officer.   
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  a ffirm ed there  would  be  res triction  on  the  Council m em ber s ide .  He  
wanted  to  m ake  sure  tha t som e sort of res triction  was  bu ilt in . 
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Councilor McCaig  s ta ted  she  d id  not want to  take  up  any m ore  tim e  but wanted  to  know if the re  
was  in te res t in  trying  to  pursue  a  separa te  kind  of process  to  provide  citizen  input and  if the re  
wasn’t in te res t to  do  tha t whether she  could  ge t the  go  ahead  to  pu t in  the  curren t p rocess  for a  
citizen  who wanted  to  be  involved  in  reviewing  th is  p rocess . 
 
Councilor McFarland  responded  tha t she  would  be  in te res ted  in  see ing  som eth ing  put in  the  
presen t p rocedure  and  would  not be  adverse  to  see ing  som e way the  Council could  be  m ore  
access ib le  then  presently. 
 
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  she  hoped  the  Council could  act on  som eth ing  so  there  would  be  
som eth ing  to  be  pu t forward .  She  would  be  willing  to  vo te  for Section  6 as  putting  in  the  de ta il 
p rocess  of what was  there .  She  sa id  if Councilor McCaig  and  Mr. Cooper then  wanted  to  work on  
th is  and  am end th is  on  the  24th  tha t would  be  agreeable  with  her. 
 
Councilor Washington  s ta ted  tha t he  apprecia ted  the  freeze  fram e s tuff.  He  thought th is  was  one  
item  tha t the  Council should  g ive  its  bes t shot. 
 
Mr. Cooper s ta ted  a fte r d iscuss ing  th is  with  Councilor McCaig  and  recognizing  tha t it could  be  
im proved , if it was  des ired  to  have  som eth ing  in  the  docum ent tha t would  be  sent ou t a fte r today 
tha t sa id  it was  here , he  sugges ted  to  add  the  words  in  Section 6, a fte r ... “ in itia te  a  com pliance  
in te rpre ta tion .”   Tha t would  fit with  what he  unders tood  Councilor McCaig  was  trying  to  ge t 
written  when th is  was  prepared .  Then  Councilor McCaig  would  be  free  to  com e back with  further 
am endm ents  to  th is  section  to  m ake  it clea re r, bu t there  would  be  a t leas t the  principa l o f it in  the  
ord inance .   
 
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  she  would  be  willing  to  vo te  yes  on  tha t with  the  unders tanding  tha t Mr. 
Cooper would  be  having  the  conversa tion  with  Councilor McCaig  and  o ther Councilors  with  how 
th is  para lle led  the  de ta il o f the  Boundary Com m iss ion  work and  poss ib le  changes  there  and  
poss ib le  changes  with  the  Urban  Growth  Boundary Am endm ent process .  She  be lieved they were  
overlapping . 
 
Mr. Cooper s ta ted  a ll o f those  th ings  were  som eth ing  tha t would  be  taken  in to  account. 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  s ta ted  he  was  conceptua lly there  on th is  and  would  leave  it up  to  
Councilor McCaig  to  decide .  This  would  be  a  technica l am endm ent tha t would  be  dea lt with  a t the  
24th  m eeting  or if it was  des ired  could  be  acted  on  a t th is  m eeting . 
 
Councilor McCaig  s ta ted  she  would  be  a t the  very leas t prepared  to  bring  the  de ta iled  vers ion  of 
how the  curren t p rocess  worked .  She  s ta ted  they would  bring  a  proposa l on  an  additiona l p rocess  
and  see  whether the  Council liked  it o r no t and  if they d idn’t like  it then  it would  no t be  m oved . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  s ta ted  th is  was  som eth ing  tha t could  be  adopted  anytim e  up  until the  
fina l adoption  of the  Functiona l Plan  as  an  am endm ent to  the  Fram ework Plan  or an  am endm ent to  
the  Functiona l Plan  a t any tim e  fo llowing  its  com ple tion . 
 
Mr. Cooper s ta ted  tha t was  true .  Procedura lly it would  be  s im pler to  do  it a s  part o f th is  Functiona l 
Plan , to  lay forth  the  po licies  so  the  Functiona l Plan  wouldn’t have  be  am ended  to  further define  
what the  actua l p rocedures  were . 
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Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  s ta ted  tha t they could  put in  a  p lace  ho lder s ta ting tha t there  would  be  a  
section  having  to  do  with  citizen  involvem ent. 
 
Mr. Cooper sugges ted  tha t on  the  24th  pu t som eth ing  in  before  the  fina l adoption  on  the  14th , tha t 
further refined  it.  It would  be  in  the  sa fe  harbor tha t it was  an  am endm ent bu t it was  not a  
subs tan tia l revis ion .  Making  the  fina l vers ion  of th is  appear in  the  ord inance  for the  very firs t tim e  
on  Novem ber 14th  would  be  a  problem .  
 
Councilor McCaig  thought tha t having  Section  6 dea ling  with  the  citizen  review process  would  be  
som eth ing  tha t would  be  used  to  he lp  cla rify what citizens  opportun ities  would  be  for lobbying . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  asked  if Councilor McCaig  would  like  to  m ove  th is  forward  now knowing  
tha t the re  would  be  am endm ents  and  ad jus tm ents . 
 
Councilor McCaig  added  with  the  am ended  com pliance  in te rpre ta tion . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  asked  Councilor Morisse tte  who seconded  the  m otion  if tha t was  
acceptab le . 
 
Councilor Morisse t te  replied  a ffirm ative ly. 
 
Peggy Lynch, 3840 SW 102nd Avenue , Beaverton , Or. 97005, asked  the  Council to  m ove  forward  
with  the  Functiona l Plan .  She  addressed  Section  5 and  the  in ten t by Councilor McCaig  to  provide  
som e sort o f m edia tion  opportun ity.  She  a lso  read  th is  to  say tha t th is  would  be  an  opportun ity to  
ask for in te rpre ta tion  of what would  be  the  po licy, the  Functiona l Plan .  She  d id  no t unders tand  
how a  hearings  office r could  have  the  respons ib ility of in te rpre ting  the  po licy.  If it was  des ired  to  
have  a  m edia tion  procedure  then  a  m edia tion  procedure  should  be  written .  It was  des ired  to  have  
the  ab ility of a  ju risd iction  to  com e to  the  Metro  Council and  ask for an  in terpre ta tion  of the  
Council’s  po licy, then  they need  to  be  ab le  to  com e d irectly to  the  Council.  She  d id  no t see  tha t the  
hearings  office r idea  was  appropria te  in  th is  ins tance  and  would  apprecia te  lega l counsel 
address ing  tha t.  The  sam e th ing  would  apply to  the  citizen  review process .   
 
Councilor McCaig  closed tha t herse lf and  Mr. Cooper would  be  reviewing  the  com m ents  Ms . Lynch  
m ade  to  see  if the re  was  som eth ing  diffe ren t tha t could  be  brought forward . 
 
Vote : Councilors  McFarland , McCaig , Washington , McLain , Morisse tte , and  

Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . Councilor Monroe  was  absent. The  vote  was  6/0 in  
favor and  the  m otion  passed . 

 
TITLE 8, MCLAIN AMENDMENT NO. 2 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McLain  m oved, seconded  by Councilor McCaig  to  am end Title  

8 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t fo rth  in  her am endm ent en titled  McLain  
Am endm ent No. 2. 

 
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  th is  Title  was  s tra ight forward  and  se lf explana tory. 
 
Vote : Councilors  McCaig , Washington , McLain , Morisse tte , McFarland , and  

Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . Councilor Monroe  was  absent. The  vote  was  6/0 in  
favor and  the  m otion  passed . 
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TITLE 9, MCCAIG AMENDMENT NO. 3 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McCaig  m oved, seconded  by Councilor Morisse tte  to  am end 

Title  8 of the  Functiona l Plan  as  se t forth  in  her am endm ent en titled  
McCaig  Am endm ent No. 3. 

 
Councilor McCaig  s ta ted  th is  was  not a  work in  progress , it was  bas ica lly done .  She  s ta ted  in  lines  
840-846 there  were  no  subs tan tive  changes , she  s im ply broke  out the  way it was  written  in  the  
docum ent so  tha t it was  clea rer.  On line  867, Councilor Morisse tte  had  reques ted  four additions  to  
the  Perform ance  Measurem ents  tha t would  be  used  in  th is  p rocess .  She  was  com fortab le  with  
accepting  two of those , num ber 7 and 8.  Curren tly 10 and  8 were  be ing  worked  on .  She  was  
com fortab le  recom m ending  the  additions  of num ber 7 and  8 and  s topping  a t tha t. 
 
Councilor Washington  asked  if Councilor McCaig  m eant 9, and  7 ins tead  of 7 and  8. 
 
Councilor McCaig  s ta ted  tha t was  correct.  They took num ber 7 and  9 from  Councilor Morisse tte  
and  m ade  them  7 and  8.  She  added  lines  875-876, were  a ll dependent upon when it would  be  
asked  for the  in form ation  and  the  review to  be  presented  back to  Council.  Orig ina lly it would  be  
March  1s t of every o ther year, beg inning  March  1s t o f 1998.  She  sugges ted  th is  be  am ended  to  
1999, p rim arily because  1998 would  be  an  e lection year and  thought it would  be  be tte r to  be  done  
in  an  odd  num ber of years  and  not during  an  e lection  cycle .   
 
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  she  had  no  problem s  with  lines  840-846 and  was  happy to  em brace  lines  
875-876.  She  d id  have  a  problem  with  the  m iddle  line .  Her thought was  tha t the re  was  6 item s  
tha t Council had  asked  Mr. Fregonese  and  the  Executive  Officer to  look a t in  the  way of 
perform ance  m easures .   What would  be  done  here  was  adding  7 and  8.  When she  asked  
ques tions  about re la ted  is sues  in  Com m ittee  on  item s  dea ling  with  7 and  8, for exam ple  cos t o f 
land  based  on  lo t p rices  accord ing  to  ju risd iction , one  of the  com m ents  tha t was  m ade a t tha t tim e  
was  were  they jus t looking  a t the  cos t o f land  in  a  vo id , versus  in  a  contextua l way with  o ther 
re la ted  variab les  and  issues .  She  was  no t com fortab le  with  ca lling  it a  perform ance  m easure .  If 
the  work for the  genera l type  ones  were  reviewed she  m ight becom e com fortab le .   
 
Councilor McCaig  s ta ted  she  rem em bered  those  conversa tions  bu t rem em bered  them  as  they 
re la ted  to  the  Urban  Growth  Report, no t as  re la ted  to  perform ance  m easurem ents .  She  s ta ted  she  
ta lked  to  Mr. Fregonese  and  he  responded  th is  was  m ore  do-ab le  for the  perform ance  
m easurem ents .   
 
Mr. Fregonese  rep lied  tha t th is  could  be  m easured .  In  review, redeve lopm ent land  cos ts  would  be  
d ifficu lt to  cap ture  and  there  were  a  lo t o f factors  tha t e ffect land  cos ts .  It m ight be  m ore  of an  
ind ica tor perform ance , and  thought it was  an  im portant factor to  watch . 
 
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  her is sue  was  tha t s ta ff gave  her 90% certa in ty tha t they could  ga ther 
in form ation .  But as  a  perform ance  m easurem ent, she  thought they had  to  do  m ore  than  ga ther 
the  in form ation , it had  to  be  known what it was  m eant and  how it would  be  used .  She  d id  no t fee l 
tha t those  th ings  were  known.  She  was  uncom fortab le  with  pu tting  tha t in  the  Functiona l Plan  as  
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a  m easurem ent.  She  would  not be  adverse  g iving  d irection  to  s taff to  pu t tha t on  the  lis t o f th ings  
in form ally to  review and  com e back with  som e ideas . 
 
Councilor Morisse t te  com m ented  on land  prices  and  thought th is  was  a  very im portant 
perform ance  m easure  because  it had  som e connection  to  the  p lanning  process .  Perform ance  
m easures  were  good  for ba lancing  econom ic factors .   
 
Councilor McCaig  asked  if the  Council could  take  a  vo te  on  the  am endm ent before  the  Council and 
if it d id  no t pass , could  she  am end it to  e lim ina te  it and  go  forward . 
 
Councilor McFarland  s ta ted  tha t if it was  voted  down, she  would  like  to  check with  Mr. Cooper on  
the  proper procedure . 
 
Mr. Cooper rep lied  if the  m otion  was  passed , it was  passed .  If the  m otion  was  defea ted , another 
m otion  could  be  m ade  by leaving  out the  problem  section  and  voted  on  aga in  and  could  go  for a  
qu ick vote  on  the  second m otion  and  so  on . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  pre fe rred  to  have  th is  happen  in  an  e lection  year to  po liticize  it so  it 
would  actua lly becom e som eth ing  tha t would  be  g iven  a ttention  to .   
 
Councilor Morisse t te  a ffirm ed th is  d iscuss ion  refe rred  to  the  Functiona l Plan  and  d id  no t re la te  to  a  
boundary m ovem ent, th is  was  the  ga thering  of da ta . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  rep lied  tha t was  correct. 
 
Peggy Lynch com m ented on  item  7, the  2040 m ap was  a  b igger p icture  than  jurisd ictiona l.  There  
were  2040 des ignations  such  as  towncente rs  tha t crossed  jurisd ictiona l lines , if in  fact the  
in form ation  tha t was  brought forward  as  a  resu lt, she  was  no t sure  tha t the  Council would  ge t the  
in form ation  needed  to  be  ab le  to  m ake  whatever decis ion  or po licy ad jus tm ent with  the  
phraseology in  th is  item .   She  touched  on  land  prices  and  how they a re  be ing  driven  up. 
 
Vote : Councilors  Washington , Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig , and Kvis tad  

vo ted  aye . Councilor McLain  vo ted  nay. Councilor Monroe  was  absent. 
The  vote  was  5/1 in  favor and  the  m otion  passed . 

 
TITLE 10, MCLAIN AMENDMENT NO. 2 
 
Mot ion : Councilor McLain  m oved, seconded  by Councilor McCaig  to  am end Title  

10 of the  Functiona l Plan as  se t fo rth  in  her am endm ent en titled  McLain  
Am endm ent No. 2A. 

 
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  the  defin itions  cam e from  Transporta tion , Growth  Managem ent and  lega l 
s ta ff.  She  refe rred  to  a  le tte r from  Mr. Bollam  re fe rring  to  a t lines  45-47.  Mr. Bollam  had  asked  
tha t in  rep lacem ent, addition  and  a lte ra tion  and  accessory uses  for exis ting s tructure , tha t the  
word  “and  deve lopm ent”  be  le ft in .   He  be lieved  tha t by taking  out “and  deve lopm ent”  it d id  no t 
a llow people  to  do  th ings  like  re -pave  the ir d riveways .  She  thought th is  item  d id  no t cause  a  
problem  because  it could  no t do  m ore  dam age  then  anyth ing  tha t was  a lready there .   
 
Doug Bollam , 3072 Lakeview  Blvd , Lake  Osw ego, Or. 97035, s ta ted  Metro  had  to  acknowledge  
exis ting  deve lopm ent.  He  addressed  specifica lly Title  3, the re  were  som e hom e and  s tructures  
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presen tly exis ting  with in  the  Water Quality and  Flood  Managem ent Area  and  the  Fish  and  Wild life  
Habita t Conservation  Area .  He  fe lt those  a rea  had be  acknowledged .  He  fe lt if a  person  lived  
with in  one  of those  a reas , they should  be  ab le  to , upkeep  and  m ain ta in  the ir hom e.  He  was  asking  
for the  language  to  be  clea r and  g ive  equity for people  presen tly res id ing  in  those  areas .  He  
re fe rred  to  the  le tte r he  subm itted .  He  asked  for the  Council to  look forward  to  the  fu ture  and  
acknowledge  th is  a rea . 
 
Mr. Fregonese  s ta ted  he  agreed  with  Mr. Bollam  tha t it m ade  sense  to  leave  in   “and  
deve lopm ent”  because  one  of the  th ings  deve lopm ent m eant was  paving .  If you  rep lace  the  word  
deve lopm ent with  paving  in  the  next section  45-47, it would  no t m ake  sense  leaving  out the  “and  
deve lopm ent” .  He  d id  no t be lieve  tha t the  Fish  and  Wild life  Quality Area  needed  to  be  included  
because  it was  not e ffective  under the  Functiona l Plan .   
 
Doug Bollam  concurred with  Mr. Fregonese  except for the  fact tha t in  the  fu ture  if th is  particu la r 
language  was  no t included  in  the  Fish  and  Wild life  Habita t Conservation  Area , in  tu rn  what was  
be ing  passed  here  could  nega te  som eone  tha t a lready had  an  exis ting  s tructure .   
 
Councilor Washington  s ta ted  he  could  no t im agine  som eth ing be ing  put toge ther tha t would  do  
what Mr. Bollam  sa id  it would  do .  He  s ta ted  tha t was  not the  ob jective  of th is  Plan . 
 
Mr. Fregonese  rep lied  tha t was  correct and  was  no t the  in tention .  He  agreed  with  Mr. Bollam  tha t 
it m ade  m ore  sense  and  the  in ten t was  the  sam e, no t to  prohib it people  from  re-paving  an  exis ting 
driveway. 
 
Councilor McLain  s ta ted  tha t she  would  put the  ques tion  ra ised by Mr. Bollam  about the  fish  and  
wild life  is sue  on  a  lis t for d iscuss ion .  She  fe lt there  were  o ther is sues  about tha t and  thought it 
needed  m ore  input before  it could  be  done .  She  asked  Mr. Cooper if tha t could  be  done  a t a  la te r 
da te  when  the  m ap was  done . 
 
Mr. Cooper rep lied  tha t could  be  done . 
 
Doug Bollam  com m ented  tha t in  ta lking  to  Councilor McLain  about th is  am endm ent, she  was  very 
open  and  he  be lieved  tha t she  d id  in tend  to  acknowledge  exis ting  deve lopm ent.  He  touched  on  
the  notion  of accessory uses  and  thought if there  were  people  who wanted  to  bu ild  a  hom e or 
s tud io  if th is  would  apply and  be  perm itted . 
 
Mr. Cooper rep lied  tha t it would  apply bu t any additions  or accessory uses  which  could  be  new 
cons truction would  s till be  subject, and  d id  no t encroach  in to  the  Water Quality and  Flood  
Managem ent Area  m ore  than  the  exis ting  s tructure . 
 
Mot ion  to  Am end 
Main  Mot ion: 

Councilor McLain  m oved, seconded  by Councilor McFarland  to  am end 
line  46 of McLain  Am endm ent No. 2, by leaving  in  the  words  “and  
deve lopm ent” , and  line  48 of McLain  Am endm ent No. 2 by replacing  the  
incorrect acronym  “DHB” with  the  correct acronym  “DBH”. 

 
Vote  on  Mot ion  to  
am end Main Mot ion: 

Councilors  McLain , Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig , Washington , and  
Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . Councilor Monroe  was  absent. The  vote  was  6/0 in  
favor and  the  m otion  passed . 

 
Vote  on  Main  Mot ion  Councilors  Morisse tte , McFarland , McCaig , Washington , McLain , and  



Metro  Council Meeting  
Thursday, October 17, 1996 
Page  31 
 
as  Am ended: Kvis tad  vo ted  aye . Councilor Monroe  was  absent. The  vote  was  6/0 in  

favor and  the  m otion  passed . 
 
Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  gave  the  procedure  from  th is  po in t forward , there  be ing  a  public hearing  
on  Novem ber 24th  which  would  be  open  for am endm ents .  Prior to  the  public hearing  would  be  a  
review of the  new language  to  be  brought forward  by Councilor McCaig  on  the  item  curren tly 
under draft.  Fo llowing  the  public hearing  a  vo te  would  be  taken  to  m ove  the  item  to  lega l counse l 
for lega l review a t which  poin t in form ation  would  be  back to  the  Council and  fina l action on  the  
14th . 
 
 
 
7. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS 
 
None . 
 
There  be ing  no  further bus iness  before  the  Council, Pres id ing  Office r Kvis tad  ad journed  the  
m eeting  a t 6:51 PM. 
 
Prepared  by, 
 
 
 
Lindsey Ray       Millie  Brence  
Council Ass is tan t      Council Ass is tan t 
i/m inutes /1996/oct/101796c.doc 
 
 
*Addendum/Attachments 
A copy of the originals of the following documents can be found filed with the Permanent Record of 
this Meeting, in the Metro Council Office. 
 
Document Number   Document Origination/Originator  Doc. Date 
 
101796-1    Robert D. Van Brocklin     10-17-96 
     S toe l Rives  LLP Attorneys  
     S tandard  Insurance  Cente r 
     900 SW Fifth  Avenue , Suite  2300 
     Portland , Or. 97204-1268 
 
101796-2    Sh ie la  M. Ritz, City Adm inis tra tor  10-17-96 
     City of Wood Village  
     2055 NE 238th  Drive  
     Wood Village , Or. 97060-1095 
 
101796-3    Douglas  W. Bollam     10-17-96 
     3072 Lakeview Blvd . 
     Lake  Oswego, Or. 97035 


