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January 23, 1997 
Thursday 
6:00 PM
Council Chamber

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

1.

2.

3.

4.

5. 

5.1

INTRODUCTIONS

CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS

EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

MCCI PRESENTATION

CONSENT AGENDA

Consideration of Minutes for the January 16, 1997 
Metro Council Regular Meeting.

6.

6.1

ORDINANCES - FIRST READING

Ordinance No. 97-676, For the Purpose of 
Adopting the Regional Dumping Plan and 
Incorporating it into the Regional Solid Waste 
Management Plan.

7.

7.1

ORDINANCES - SECOND READING

Ordinance No. 96-665, For the Purpose of 
Coordinating Comprehensive Plans by 
Establishing an Urban Service Boundary.

8.

8.1

RESOLUTIONS

Resolution No. 96-2426, For the Purpose of 
Adopting Policies for Coordination of City 
and County Comprehensive Plans.
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8:05 PM 
(5 min.)

8:10 PM 
(5 min.)

8:15 PM 
(5 min.)

8:20 PM 
(5 min.)

8:25 PM 
(5 min.)

8:30 PM 
(10 min.)

8.2 Resolution No. 96-2436A, For the Purpose of 
Endorsing the Statewide Advisory Committee 
Recommendations on the Oregon Transportation 
Initiative.

8.3 Resolution No. 96-2442, For the Purpose of 
Endorsing a Regional Position on Reauthorization 
of the Intermodel Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act (ISTEA).

8.4 Resolution No. 96-2433, For the Purpose of 
Adopting Metro Citizen Involvement Principles.

8.5 Resolution No. 96-2432, For the Purpose of 
Accepting Nominees to the Metro Committee 
for Citizen Involvement (MCCI).

8.6 Resolution No. 97-2451 A, For the Purpose of 
Adopting the Metro 1997 Oregon Legislative 
Principles and Priorities.

9. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION

ADJOURN
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Washington

Washington

McLain

McLain

Naito

CABLE VIEWERS: Council Meetings, the second and fourth Thursdays of the month are shown on Channel 30 the first Sunday after the 
meeting at 8:30 pm. The entire meeting is also shown again on the second Monday after the meeting at 2:00 pm on Channel 30.

All times listed on the agenda are approximate; items may not be considered in the exact order.
For questions about the agenda, call Clerk of the Council. Chris Billington, 797-1542.
For assistance per the American Disabilities Act (ADA), dial TDD 797-1804 or 797-1540 (Council Office)
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MINUTES OF THE METRO COUNCIL MEETING 

January 16, 1997 

Council Chamber

Councilors Present: Jon Kvistad (Presiding Officer), Lisa Naito, Don Morissette, Susan 
McLain, Ruth McFarland, Patricia McCaig, Ed Washington

Councilors Absent: None.

Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad called the meeting to order at 2:08 p.m.

1. INTRODUCTIONS

None.

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS

None.

3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

Executive Officer Mike Burton briefed the Council on the Urban Services Boundary 
ordinance and resolution that would be before Council on January 23, 1997. He planned to 
include a detailed presentation at that meeting. At this meeting he reviewed what the process, 
that the Council would be going through. Next week’s meeting would be the final decision on 
determining the Urban Services Boundary in a dispute that had been going on for almost 12 
years between the City of Beaverton and the City of Portland over an unincorporated area that 
lie between the two cities. Two things brought this dispute to this point, one was the filing of law 
suits that went to the Oregon Supreme Court. The Supreme Court said that where there were 
conflicts between comprehensive plans within the Metro boundary area, the resolution of those 
conflicts would be determined by the Metro Council. Secondly, the State passed Senate Bill 122 
which required that the counties have an orderly withdrawal from providing those services in 
areas that were urbanizing. Washington County was going through that process in their 2000 
plan, indicating that in the area of dispute they would be withdrawing the urban services from 
that area and that those services should be provided by other government cities or special 
districts.

A year ago, Mr. Burton convened meetings with Portland, Beaverton and special districts that 
service that area including Tualatin Valley Parks and Recreation, Fire Department, the United 
Service Agency, Sewer Agency and others to try and see if the conflict could be resolved. The 
result of that was the narrowing of a geographic line on the Urban Services Boundary. He 
reiterated that this was not an annexation issue. What had happened in the past when an 
Urban Services Boundary was determined, that became the line at which an annexation usually 
occurred. That would not be the action being taken by the Council if they should act on this .
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recommendation. Mr. Burton recommended that the proposed Urban Services Boundary be 

-drawn. That same recommendation had been before City Councils of both Beaverton and 
Portland and they had approved that recommendation. The cities would be coming before the 
Council agreeing that this would be where the Urban Services Boundary should lie. He noted 
the map in the Council Office indicating those areas he was referring to. He added that not 
everyone agreed to this line even though the jurisdictions agreed, there would be testimony 
next week from people with views different than the Jurisdictions’ views.

The final analysis of that line was drawn where Mr. Burton thought that Metro could best 
provide a line of differentiation for services and where Metro would not Interfere with existing 
deed restrictions that might have existed at the time that there were plots or properties 
developed. The decision that the Council would be asked to make would be to make a decision 
as to where that boundary line should be and that was defined in the proposal. He reiterated 
that the jurisdictions had agreed to that line. If Council supported the proposal, it would allow 
those jurisdictions to go fonward, for the county to pull out of those urban services areas and for 
the City of Beaverton and the special districts in Washington County that services those areas 
and the City of Portland to know exactly where they were supposed to be planning who 
delivered services where. This would allow an issue that had been going on for twelve years to 
be resolved. He added that he would be happy to provide a tour of the area for any of the 
Council who would like this.

Councilor Morissette indicated he would not be at the January 23, 1997 meeting but he would 
make himself available if he was needed.

Presiding Officer Kvistad said that a written request from Councilor Morissette indicating his 
wish to vote on this issue would allow coordination of a vote by phone.

Councilor Morissette said if it were a three/three vote, he would coordinate with Mr. Stone to 
make sure he was available to vote by phone. He indicated that he had a gentleman come in to 
talk with him about this issue, he asked Mr. Cooper what the appropriate way to disclaim this 
was. He indicated that this man was lobbying for having the boundary in a different location 
than the current proposal.

Mr. Dan Cooper, Metro Legal Counsel, said that the matter before Council was not a quasi­
judicial matter but rather a legislative matter. The x-party contact limitation that Councilor 
Morissette expressed concern about did not apply here. However, out of caution, it would not 
be inappropriate for any of the Councilors who wanted to put in the record that they had had 
some information from individuals to do so at the next Council meeting.

Councilor Morissette reiterated that he would not be at next week’s Council meeting and he 
would provide to Counsel the name of the individual who talked to him.

Presiding Officer Kvistad read a memo into the record about the process (as attached in the 
Permanent Record). “As many of you know, no formal action was taken by the Growth 
Management Committee on Ordinance No. 96-665 or Resolution No. 96-2426.1 am announcing 
that the Ordinance and Resolution will be on next week’s Council agenda for consideration. A 
background memo is created by Michael Morrissey and Jeff Stone regarding the Urban 
Services Boundary issue and you should find the memo in your box.”
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Mr. Burton said he would keep the Council informed about the Elephants. The Elephants could 
not sit down thereby creating foot problems. He said that it had been a matter of concern at the 
Zoo for some time.

Councilor McFarland said that the Elephant problem was ongoing. In fact one elephant had 
already been lost to this problem. No one had found the solution yet.

4. TRAFFIC RELIEF OPTIONS STUDY UPDATE

Bridget Wieghart, Program Supervisor for the Traffic Relief Options Study, 
updated Council about this ongoing two year study, which commenced in July 1996 examining 
whether or not congestion pricing or peak period pricing or variable pricing would be something 
that would be advisable to undertake within the region. At the end of the two year study, it 
would be a determination by the Council and Oregon Transportation Commission as to whether 
or not to pursue a demonstration project to further evaluate this traffic management tool. The 
study was funded under a federal grant program as part of the ISTEA program and it had been 
approved by Council and JPACT to undertake the study, the contracting process and the task 
force. The study was guided by a 15 member independent task force. She noted the fact sheet 
and newsletter that the Council had received (a copy of these may be found in the Permanent 
Record of the Council) which had the names of the Task Force members.

In terms of the status of the study, they had identified the different types of congestion pricing to 
be evaluated as part of the study. They had looked at a number of projects on the ground and 
also studies going on throughout the country to learn from those activities. They had looked at a 
recent project in California, SR 91, which had been open for a year. It was a four lane toll road 
which was constructed in the medium of the existing congested highway with private revenues 
based on the projected toll. It was variably priced which made it congestion pricing. The peak 
period was priced higher than the off peak. It had produced some interesting results. Because 
travelers on the road had a choice, it had been pretty well accepted within that region 
(Riverside, California). It had also attracted a broader array of customers than originally 
anticipated. About 50% of the commuters on that route had purchased the electronic 
transponder which allowed the commuter to go on the roadway. It was not a traditional tolling 
system. It was an electronic tolling system.

The study had also undertaken focus groups and targeted workshops with a variety of interest 
groups in the region as well as stake holder interviews to establish baseline public opinion and 
to get some feedback on what had been done so far. Most recently the study group had tried to 
match up the types of congestion pricing that they were looking at with congested locations 
throughout the region to see whether they could come up with a group for further evaluation. 
They had also established proposed evaluation criteria. The types of congestion pricing were as 
follows (she noted the maps in the Council packet, a copy of which may be found in the 
Permanent Record of the Council):

1) Spot pricing, tolling either electronic or manual, identified the characteristics that would make 
this type of pricing appropriate for a particular location to see if it would work within the region.
In terms of the spot facility, a location that was a choke point was needed.
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2) Partial facility, similar to the SR 91 example, where you took one or two lanes of an existing 
highway and priced those higher at the peak and lower at the off peak. That option was only 
suitable if there were three lanes in each direction on the existing highway. The study group 
was looking at facilities as they were and also with proposed capacity improvements in the’ 
Regional Transportation Plan. The region had very few three lane facilities in each direction.
3) Whole facility option, this managed more of the traffic. The drawbacks were if there were 
parallel routes, one could have spill over onto those routes. It was really most appropriate if 
there were not a lot of good parallel arterials. The group had identified some of these areas in 
the region.
4) Corridor option would be a situation where there was congestion on the highway but the 
highway had some arterials parallel to it, one would look at pricing the highway as well as the 
parallel arterials. This would be the most comprehensive approach but more expensive and 
more intrusive.
5) Area pricing was similar to what had been undertaken in Singapore and Trontime Nonway 
where a congested downtown area was taken and priced it through parking pricing which varied 
by time of day or through some kind of cord or licensing system which would charge a higher 
fee at peak periods for people who went into that area. Because this option was more complex 
and there were a lot more questions, the group was doing further literature review and talking 
with some potential congested areas in the region to see what types of pricing incentive they 
may already be undertaking such as parking pricing and whether or not this might fit. The group 
would come back with specific proposals for areas if they wished to study them further.

At this point the Council had in their packet a detailed outline of how the group had matched 
congested locations with these different types of options. This was for their preliminary field, the 
group would review these further over the next months, come up with 10 specific alternatives, 
bring these back to JPACT, Metro Council, and to public open houses. That would be the real 
basis for the study. She asked for the input of the Council if areas were left out.

She reviewed the proposed evaluation criteria to be used throughout the study at each stage. 
These criteria would help the group identify ten alternatives for review in the spring. Over the 
summer, the group would do further review and try to evaluate and condense these down to 
three to five options for concept design. She noted the two page overview (as included in the 
Permanent Record). She identified these criteria: implementation issues (legal), technology, 
revenue use, performance of the transportation system (basic cost benefit), how much time was 
being saved in aggregate versus the cost on the system, compatibility with land use and 
transportation plans, did it support 2040 and the Regional Transportation Plan, societal effects - 
essentially focusing on air quality and neighborhood infiltration or benefits from the pricing 
system, equity - the distribution of benefits, positive cost benefit and aggregate but were certain 
groups being hurt or helped disproportionately, political feasibility and public acceptance. The 
detailed findings of the both the location and types were contained in working paper 3 and the 
evaluation criteria in working paper 4 (contained in the Permanent Record of this meeting found 
in the Council Office).

6. CONSENT AGENDA

5.1 Consideration of the Minutes for the January 7 and 9,1997 Metro Council Meetings.
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Motion: Councilor McFarland moved approval of the January 7 and 9,1997
Council Meeting minutes.

Seconded: Councilor Morissette seconded the motion.

Discussion:Councilor McFarland noted that when she referred to Mr. Hall in the 
January 9, 1997 minutes, the word she used was conscientious not 
contentious.

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

6. ORDINANCES - FIRST READING

6.1 Ordinance No. 97-677, For the Purpose of Amending the Metro Code Chapters 2.04 
and 6.01 and Declaring an Emergency.

Presiding Officer Kvistad assigned Ordinance No. 97-677 to the Regional Facilities 
Committee.

Councilor McFarland announced that because next Monday was Martin Luther King Day, the 
Regional Facilities Committee meeting had been moved to Tuesday at 10:30 a.m.

7. RESOLUTIONS

7.1 Resolution No. 96-2434A, For the Purpose of Approving Change Order No. 7 to the 
Waste Disposal Services Contract.

Motion: Councilor McFarland moved for the approval of Resolution No. 96-
2434A.

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion.

Discussion: Councilor McFarland said that this resolution had been heard several 
times both in REM and Finance Committees and in Council. She asked Mr. Burton, the 
Executive Officer as well as the leader of the negotiation team, to come forward and to give an 
overview. She had said in December that it would cost Metro $85,000 to wait until January for a 
vote, however, it actually cost $150,000 if indeed the resolution was adopted at this meeting. 
The passage of Change Order No. 7 would save the region $37 million over the next 13 years. 
This contract could not be negotiated with someone else but the people with whom Metro had 
the contract. She believed that Metro had been treated very fairly and that these amendments 
would be useful to Metro and would serve Metro’s rate payers well. She appreciated the 
evidence of good corporate neighbors because of the changes that were useful to Metro and to 
the rate payers.

Executive Officer Mike Burton reviewed the resolution and thanked Councilor McFarland for 
the work she had done to bring this resolution to this point. When he took office two years ago, 
at that time he said the rates being paid were way above market. He sat down with the 
principles of Oregon Waste and asked to talk about Metro’s rates. He was reminded by them
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that this was a business arrangement that this company had with Metro. It was a contract 
entered into in 1989 to dispose of the region’s waste. .In trying to reach accommodation, this 
resolution was an opportunity to save $37 million for the region over the remaining life of the 
contract. Could he have brought a contract to Council that would save more money? He said no 
he could not have. This did not mean that he may not come back to Council later with additional 
savings. The contract before Council today was what Metro was able to deal with. He noted the 
questions that had come up about comparability to rates in other cities such as Seattle, Salt 
Lake City, Los Angeles. He did not believe this was the question, the question was what could 
Metro get for savings here that were as close to what the market may be, given the 
environment they were in. He believed that Metro had reached something which reflected vej7 
closely what the market would be. Another question was, was there an effect on recycling? He 
reminded the Council that Metro was into recycling because it was what the State required of 
Metro and because it was a good thing to do. State statute required a recycling goal, Metro’s 
own Regional Management Waste Plan required efforts to reach those goals, the Council had 
set a goal for recycling and there was no deterrents from that. Metro would certainly press on 
every opportunity to reduce waste, to reuse waste and to recycling waste. He did not believe 
that this contract would effect that rate. What had been brought to Council was the best deal he 
could bring under the circumstances. He would continue to try to pursue the best business 
opportunities to reduce rates to regional customers. Some comments had been made about if 
there was a rate reduction, would these rate reductions be passed on to consumers? He noted 
that the Council did not set the consumer rates, it was the cities that did this. He encouraged 
the Council to ask for resolutions from those cities that those rate reductions be passed on to 
consumers.

Councilor McFarland said that if people wanted to hear a more detailed description she 
believed that Mr. Burton’s staff would be ready to provide this.

Councilor Naitb asked if Metro as an agency had an official position in the lawsuit over 
Amendment 4?

Mr, Dan Cooper responded that Metro, at the request of the Executive Officer, had filed an 
answer and motions in the lawsuit. Metro’s position that was filed was that Metro thought that 
the lawsuit should be dismissed and that Amendment 4 should be upheld. His office took that 
action at the request of the Executive Officer. The Council had not taken a formal action either 
way, so in the silence of the Council, there was no question in his own mind that the Executive 
Officer had the authority to ask him to take this action in the lawsuit.

Presiding Officer Kvistad asked Mr. Burton if he had given notice to the Council in writing 
about this negotiation when it began?

Mr. Burton said he did not believe he had, he had notified the Chair of the Solid Waste 
Committee, Ruth McFarland. She and he had proceeded with a lot of discussion before formal 
negotiations occurred. He was uncertain what the Presiding Officer meant by negotiations.

Presiding Officer Kvistad summarized that there was no notice to the whole Council but Mr. 
Burton had had discussion between himself and individual councilors. He asked Mr. Burton how 
were the members of the Council selected to deal with those negotiations. Were they simply 
asked?
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Mr. Burton responded that as the Executive Director he took the negotiations. He believed, 
under the Charter, this was his authority to do, to administer those contracts in place and that 
was the action that he took. He gave notification to the Chair of the Committee responsible for 
this area, that he was going to have those discussions.

Presiding Officer Kvistad asked at any time prior to notifying Metro’s attorney to take a 
position on the pending lawsuit, did he notify the Council?

Mr. Burton answered that the lawsuit was filed against Metro and had to be responded to. He 
believed that the Council members received notification of the lawsuit at that same time as he 
had.

Presiding Officer Kvistad asked Mr. Burton if it would not have been helpful to have a 
discussion as to whether or not the Council wanted to take a position, and if so, that we did take 
a position with the seven members of the policy body of this agency?

Mr. Burton said that he would assume that the leader of this policy body would have brought 
that up before Council and asked them to take a position.

'I'

Presiding Officer Kvistad indicated that it would have been possible for him to have done that 
but prior to notification that Metro had taken a position, he chose not to.

Mr. Burton said that he believed that in the Charter he had that authority.

Presiding Officer Kvistad indicated that there may be some disagreement about that 
interpretation of authority.

Mr. Burton asked if that was germane to the matter before Council?

Presiding Officer Kvistad said that it was germane because it tied in. Change Order No. 7 
stated that Metro gave up their right to Contract Amendment 4. It also stated that Metro had to 
take a position if any lawsuit were to come fonvard in favor of Waste Management or WMMX. 
He believed that was specifically germane to the issue. Metro would have to join a lawsuit and 
defend them on this item. It was directly germane.

Councilor McFarland said that when Mr. Burton said that she and he talked about these 
issues and as Chair of the Regional Environmental Management Committee she did, there was 
another person that was in on these negotiations from perhaps the very beginning and that was 
the Chair of the Finance Committee, Councilor Rod Monroe. She noted that she did unofficially 
poll the Council and found that there were four people in agreement with taking this action. She 
didn’t realize she should poll the Council formally. If she should have, she was terribly sorry.

Presiding Officer Kvistad indicated that he had some very strong opinions on this issue.

Councilor McLain believed that the Executive Officer and the Chair of REM believed that they 
were carrying their responsibility out in a reasonable fashion. She did ask Mr. Cooper as an 
individual member of this Council if there were going to be any change of status with the lawsuit
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that she wanted notification personally. She did not received that notice. She had talked with 
both of the lawyers about this and she thought that in their mind they did not feel that it was 
necessary because the Executive asked them to, as far as the motion to dismiss. She did now 
believe she would get notification the next time this occurred, but she was not notified this time. 
She added that it was a member of the industry that gave it to her and it was rather 
embarrassing not to have seen it prior.

Councilor McCaig said she was ready to vote on Amendment 7 or go to the public hearing?

Presiding Officer Kvistad said that the Council would be moving to the public hearing as soon 
as the Council was done with Mr. Burton and the Council had had general discussion about any 
technical matters. .

Mr. Burton commented that was to remind the Council to follow the dollar both ways because 
there were some dollars at stake and one of the other comments that he had heard was that 
this large Waste Management company was running over the tops of other companies. In this 
region, Metro had the largest waste management companies in the world. He asked the Council 
to remember that this was not mom and pop versus the giant.

Presiding Officer Kvistad called for any general discussion and technical questions.

Ms. Alexis Dow, Metro Auditor, commented on the report that the auditor’s office did 
addressing the issues surrounding Amendment No. 7. Her report was distributed to the Council 
on January 15, 1997 addressing the issues in an objective fashiori. (A copy of this report may 
be found in the Permanent Record of the Council Office) She reiterated that the first conclusion 
that came out of that objective review was that the adoption of amendment 7 would provide 
substantial savings to Metro, the $37 million. Also, Metro would continue to pay above market 
rates for waste disposal, yes it was a deal but Metro would still be above market. Metro did 
have an existing contract with Waste Management and apparently this was the best deal they 
could negotiate. The savings could be passed on to the rate payers and if adopted such action 
should be initiated. The auditor also found that recycling may or may not be effected by the 
reduction of the reduced tip fees. She believed that its effects could be mitigated if the tip fees 
were kept within 10% of the current rates and were based on averages rather than the 
incrementally reduced tiers under amendment 7. Lastly, with respect to competition and 
potential monopoly in the effects, the important thing to keep in mind was the effect it would 
have on Metro rather than on others.

Presiding Officer Kvistad opened a public hearing at 2:50 p.m.

Ms. Susan Keil, Business Service Manager for the Bureau of Environmentai Services, 
City of Portland, said that she was at this meeting on behalf of City Council to reaffirm their 
strong interest in having the Council pass the savings that would come from any change that 
was made on to the municipalities. They were committed to passing those on to their rate 
payers whether it be in terms of a real rate reduction or in terms of an absorption of costs but 
the rate payer would get the benefit of any savings Metro passed on. The rate payers told the 
City consistently that they liked the garbage and recycling service but they preferred that it cost 
less. Secondly, the City did not believe that a reduction, even if it were the full pass through of 
the savings that might be possible under this change, would adversely effect recycling either for
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commercial or residential customers. The amount was not large enough in light of a $75 tipping 
fee to have that kind of an impact.

Councilor McFarland said she and Ms. Keij had worked together for the last three years. She 
had tried before to lower the tipping fee rate. She believed that she could speak for herself as 
well as the present Chair of the REM Committee, Councilor Morissette, that a resolution would 
be brought before the Council that would lower the tipping fee particularly if this resolution 
passed. She anticipated that this could happen so it would be up to the Council as to what was 
done.

David Erickson, Metro Watch, a group of concerned citizens, were concerned that Metro 
citizens had been paying 28% higher than any other city in the entire western United States for 
garbage rates. He asked the Council, if the law suit regarding amendment 4 was successful, 
how much money would Waste Management owe Metro and how did that number compare to 
the $37 million in savings proposed by Waste Management in the settlement negotiations? 
Secondly, had the Council been considering the ramifications of awarding a monopoly such as 
this to one vendor? Had this been something that had been discussed? Obviously the rate 
payer would not be getting the full benefit of the competitive environment that everyone else in 
the business world had to deal with.

Presiding Officer Kvistad asked if Mr. Erickson wished to hear a response.

Mr. Erickson said he would be happy to hear a response today if possible.

Councilor McFarland responded to Mr. Erickson’s first question, it was that Waste 
Management wouldn’t owe Metro any money, in deed, she believed that Metro would owe them 
a considerable amount. She asked Mr. Warner if she was correct?

Mr. Warner responded, it was likely.

Ms. Diana Godwin, attorney in private practice representing the Regional Disposal 
Company. The Vice President of that company, Jim Frank, asked her to delivery remarks. 
Regional Disposal Company had brought forth information to assist Metro Councilors and staff 
in determining what rate Seattle was paying for disposal services only. Their company would 
have liked to have Metro retain the most favored rate agreement, they were a major competitor 
with Waste Management. The existence of the most favored rate had assisted competition in 
the region and had assisted the company in being very competitive in the region. Regional 
Disposal Company understood the position that the Council was in and had been in for some 
time; There was litigation pending concerning Contract Amendment No. 4, that was very 
stressful. They understood that Metro wanted to resolve that uncertainty. Metro signed a 
contract in 1988 that contained a disposal rate that today was significantly higher than market, 
there was not much dispute about that, however, while Metro must live with that contract, at the 
same time Regional Disposal Company understood that Metro wanted to achieve any available 
savings for the rate payers. Contract Amendment No. 7 offered the opportunity to the Metro to 
accomplish those major objectives. It accomplished the major objective of settling contract 
Amendment No. 4 litigation, it accomplished the objective of obtaining $37 million in savings for 
Metro that they presently did not have. Many would argue that there were potentially greater 
savings than that. Metro wanted rate relief for rate payers and also to settle the other legal
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issues that hadn’t been discussed too much but they knew that there were other pending 
problems that Contract Amendment No. 7 would settle. Given that, she understood why the 
Council wanted to move forward at this meeting. In the past her company and she had 
suggested delaying and getting some outside help. Her company understood that was not 
necessarily what was going to happen so what she wanted to do was to talk about the fact that 
Metro could accomplish their major objectives by adopting the amendment. Her company was 
very concerned that before that resolution was adopted that the Council amend it to eliminate 
the tiered rate structure that appeared in paragraph B1 of that contract. She understood that 
Metro staff and Oregon Waste Systems had agreed that $24.35 per ton approximated the 
disposal component only of the new Seattle contract. Regional Disposal Company urged the 
Council to eliminate the tiered rate, Metro needed to look to itself and the interest of its rate 
payers, however, it was in the best interest of Metro and its rate payers to be sure that Metro 
had continued competition in the region. The fact of competition in the Pacific Northwest was 
what had enabled and brought some pressure to bear to help make the negotiations successful. 
If the Council adopted the tiered rate it would result in one company getting 100% of the 
disposable municipal solid waste in this region. Presently 10% had been held out. If that went 
up for bid there would be no way that her client could come in and hope to bid against $7.50 a 
ton. Her company was the largest landfill in the country in terms of annual tonnage. They could 
not bid at $7.50 a ton for disposal. She did not believe other landfills could either. Metro would 
not have the benefit of any competition in this region. Her company would disappear from the 
Metro market and the situation that existed in 1988 of not having competition available would 
occur again with the tier rate. She believed that the tiered rate would destroy the competitive 
marketplace in the Metro region. She said others would talk to the Council about their concerns 
about the inherent conflict with the tiered rate with the tonnage at $7.50 per ton, what that 
would do to incentives to recycle where it cost more than that to recycle per ton.

Mr. Duane Woods, Counsel for USA Waste Services Inc. said that there had been much 
discussion about this proposed change order (a written memo of his comments to the Council 
may be found in the Permanent Record found in the Council Office). Was this the best deal? 
Was it as good as Seattle’s deal from Waste Management? Was it as good as the Pierce 
County proposal? In his company’s opinion, the answer was no. On the other hand, as a 
company that had invested a significant amount of expense, opposing what happened with 
Amendment Four and hoping that there would be a day where Metro got a better deal, they 
supported the view that Metro had something significantly better than what they had two and a 
half years ago. They also believed that the Executive and the Council wanted the best rate. He 
believed that there had been good faith on everyone’s part to get a better deal for the rate 
payers. But cost was not the only issue, several members had pointed out that that was not 
really the issue here today. If the Council decided that this was the best deal economically that 
Metro could cut, his company could live with that. The structure of this proposal caused his 
company grave concerns and should cause rate payers, others and the Council some concerns 
as well. It was self evident that when Waste Management was negotiating its business deal with 
Metro it had three clear objectives, one was to eliminate the risk that Amendment Four would 
be invalidated, in fact, it would be back under the most favored rate agreement, second, they 
would like to reduce the amount of dry waste that Metro was diverting out of the Metro system 
that was not going to the Waste Management facility-at Columbia Ridge, for example, effecting 
the RFP on the transfer station and that waste that went to River Bend Landfill. In addition, he 
believed that Waste Management wanted to minimize the cost of giving Metro reductions by 
trying to get larger waste volumes. The first objective of getting rid of the risk was achieved by
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correcting the procedural defect when Amendment Four was signed by the former Executive. 
The second and third objectives were achieved by the structure of the deal, by the way it 
dropped 63% at 550,000 ton to $10 per ton. In none of Metro’s analysis or staff analysis did his 
company think that Metro would ever get to 550,000 tons. In fact, they were projected to be at 
647,000 tons and this year they were over 700,000 tons. He asked why was there an 
adjustment at that level, 63% down, was it based on the cost savings and operating the landfill? 
Not a chance. It didn’t drop 63%. There were no drops like this in any contract he had seen 
nationally nor on the west coast. Seattle’s rate provided for a drop if they hit over 450,000 tons 
around $3 to $4. His company had many contracts that scaled down if they got additional 
volumes, $.50 to $1.50, not $17.00. Why did it do that? If it were the intent of staff or Metro in 
all of these competitive bids for the additional waste stream to look at that contract tiered rate 
and call that the marginal cost, then of course none of them were ever going to be able to 
compete for that waste stream. How could his company compete if Metro was going to tell his 
company that they had to compete against $8.00 per ton because that was what the contract 
said. In reality, they knew that Metro was paying more than that. If you averaged out the total 
tonnage against what Metro paid in total for disposal, the staff had indicated Metro paid about 
$25.00 per ton. What he was saying was that there was benefit to that competition. There was 
a significant benefit to the community, to having an extra facility available that could take waste 
streams, in terms of a lower cost and competition for that dry waste stream. This structure went. 
directly against that. It was directly against Metro policy of encouraging a healthy disposal 
sector, competition. One couldn’t help but wonder what it did to recycling. One could say that 
the Metro fee was not going to adjust so it wouldn’t effect it but on the commercial side of this 
industry, which was very deregulated for dry waste, why wouldn’t Waste Management be able 
to offer $7.50 a ton. It did not conflict with this contract to do that once they were over 550,000 
tons. His company couldn’t compete against that kind of a level. In fact because it was front 
loaded at $27, Metro had already paid for it. It was easy to offer that rate. There was no 
rationale for that kind of structure, there was no cost based rationale for dropping 63% at 
550,000 tons. It was his company’s hope that this Council, if they chose to approve this deal, 
would look at the actual rate that Metro was actually paying based on the total expense Metro 
was paying during any year and use that rate, the fixed rate or the blended rate. In any 
competition for other waste streams, don’t stop the attempts to competitively bid diversion of 
waste that was either not going there or did not have to go there. Make people compete for that 
waste. Keep the disposal sector healthy. It was better for the rate payer, better for Metro. It 
should not effect this deal.

Mr. David White, Regional Representative of the Oregon Refuse and Recycling 
Association and the Chair of the Tri-County Council, a group of garbage haulers 
representing the tri-county area. His council had discussed Change Order No. 7 and several 
issues came up for them. Mr. White was asked to put them in the record. These issues had to 
do with their request that any savings be passed along to their customers. He noted that Mr. 
Burton said that that was a local government issue but what caused the concern for his group 
was a letter from Mr. Warner addressed to a number people that said, “it was our expectation 
that these savings will be passed along as lower tip fees’’. That idea of an expectation, he 
understood that Mr. Warner couldn’t make a policy statement, that they would be passed along 
but he thought their fears were allayed to some degree because of what they had heard 
discussed today. It was a concern of the association and.the Tri-County Council. As discussed 
at the previous SWAK meeting, even if those tipping fees were lowered and passed along at 
the garbage can, that might only be $.30, but the fact was that Portland’s plastics program was
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considered to cost a $.25 and actually cost less. That could actually be a recycling program that 
could be implemented in the future based on that type of a savings. Next, they were concerned 
about the impact on recycling and dependent upon who one talked to, it could or could not have 
an impact, dependent upon whether the rates were averaged or not. Mr. Doug Anderson, on 
the REM staff, wrote a report to Mr. Warner saying that one of the ways to address that issue 
was to average the rates. At Tri-County, it seemed to them that if you were going to average 
the rate why not have a flat rate. It was confusing to them, did that mean that the garbage bill to 
their customer would be higher in January than in December. Of course that would not be what 
would happen. Metro was going to have to come up with an average tipping fee that Metro 
predicted would be the tipping fee for the entire year. It seemed that if this was done, the flat 
rate would go along way towards addressing this concern.

Mr. Jeff Murray, Far West Fibers Inc, a privately held recycling company operating three 
recycling facilities in the Portland area, addressed the tiered rate structure of the contract. As a 
recycling company. Far West Fibers objected to this tiered rate structure established by Change 
Order No. 7. They felt it was counter productive to the goals of Metro, the region and the State 
of Oregon in regards to waste reduction and recycling. If Change Order.No. 7 was passed as 
written the tons of future waste reduction and recycling would take away from Metro the most 
important tons to Metro, the cheapest ones. These would be the tons Metro needed to ship to 
Arlington to recognize the full savings that were being offered for giving up the most favored 
rate clause in the existing contract. On behalf of Far West Fibers, he recommended that the 
tiered rate structure offered in the Amendment 7 be eliminated and a lower rate for all garbage 
sent to Waste Management Landfill be negotiated, a rate that was comparable to rates paid by 
other large suppliers of garbage throughout the northwest. This would give the Metro region a 
competitive rate and help eliminate the potential conflict a tiered rate would create with the 
region’s goals of waste reduction and recycling.

Presiding Officer Kvistad closed the public meeting at 3:16 p.m.

Motion Presiding Officer Kvistad moved to amend Change Order No. 7 to
to Amend: provide a flat rate of $24.34 for all tons and all other terms and conditions 

of this contract would remain the same consistent with that flat rate.

Seconded: Councilor McLain seconded the motion to amend.

Discussion: Presiding Officer Kvistad said he was very sensitive to the comments 
that had been made about this tiered rate. He was very concerned about this contract and the 
potential predatory nature of the pricing. He thought that Metro had been presented by Waste 
Management a number representing the price that the City of Seattle paid for their waste. He 
personally disagreed with that but he was taking them at their word to say that this was the rate. 
As such, he believed for this agency and this government to accept any rate lower than 
received by another jurisdiction for a facility which Metro had helped to fund which allowed this 
vendor a opportunity to bid for other waste, for Metro to have a structure which was potentially 
detrimental to some of the recycling goals, convoluted and potentially predatory in nature, to 
move simply to a flat fee equaling that of Seattle would allay his fears and would allow him to 
vote fonward this contract.
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Councilor McFarland said she resisted this amendment to this agreement. One of the things 
that the Presiding Officer said about the implication that maybe the staff Had not given the 
Council an accurate reflection of what Seattle was paying, she did not understand their 
preoccupation with Seattle, but the reality was that she believed that the staff gave the Council 
a very conservative estimate. The truth was that it was very likely that this would bring Metro to 
what Seattle was paying without any further modification of these numbers. She understood 
why the staff was conservative in this because they did not try to over reach on any of their 
predictions or numbers but she thought that this amendment would defeat a part of the purpose 
of the resolution. She urged the Council to vote against this amendment.

Councilor McLain spoke in favor of the amendment. First, there was one philosophical 
problem with Change Order No. 7. She believed Bruce Warner, Jim Watkins, Mike Burton, Dan 
Cooper’s Office and Waste Management had acted in a very professional way during this 
conversation on contract. They had done their best to bring forward a good package for 
themselves and for the Council. She had no doubt about that. The work she had done 
especially with Jim Watkins and Bruce Warner had been very professional and she had 
appreciated all the help. There was one fundamental difference that Metro continued to carry on 
with this contract and that was that Metro had conflicting goals of a low disposal rate for this 
agency and for the public and a high recycling rate. With this Change Order No. 7, Metro 
continued that conflict at high degree. She thought that this Council had an obligation to try and 
minimize that conflict between Metro goals so that both of their goals could be successful. The 
only way this could be done would be with a flat or fixed rate. Metro had already given Waste 
Management 90% of a commitment of Metro’s waste stream. Those were big commitments.
She believed that Metro had to make an equal commitment to ourselves that we truly were 
going to try and make sure that there was not a conflict between low and reasonable disposal 
costs and extremely high and effective recycling rates. This was why she supported this 
amendment.

Councilor McCaig said that she wished that this was much easier but it was not. The 
complexity of this deal was worked out over weeks if not months of negotiation. She did not 
think, from her perspective, that it was appropriate that the Council take an item that had been 
on the table in negotiations and resolved, maybe not to the Council’s satisfaction, but the 
negotiation that resulted in the proposal before Council was built having reviewed whether 
Metro could do a flat rate and whether Metro’s partners in the negotiation would accept it. They 
had already said no. That was why the proposal in front of Council was as it was. It was the 
best deal that Metro could get from Waste Management. She was unwilling to unravel this as a 
result of an amendment that came in the day of the final proposal in order to unravel the entire 
proposal. The Council had no indication from Waste Management, in fact they had had early 
indications and negotiations that they would not accept this. That was the point. Waste 
Management did not want this. Yes the Council had the opportunity to say no to the entire deal. 
Change Order No. 7 but to amend Amendment 7 with this proposal in fact eliminated the deal. 
She planned to vote no on the amendment.

Councilor McLain said that in response to that last comment, it did not come to Council 
unless they wanted Council to review it. If it were going to come to Council as a basic situation 
where there was a plastic rubber stamp on it, she did not know why the Council was up there 
then. The Council was reviewing this amendment to look at this the negotiation work that had 
been done and to say if it were reasonable or if there were some flaws that this Council could
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not support. This was the only flaw that she found in this contract. Change Order No. 7 was in 
deed better than Amendment No. 4. Change Order No. 7 did do some things that Metro had not 
been able to do before but it still got away from the fundamental need that this Council had of 
not having a chance of not competing in both the recycling goals and low disposal fees. Metro 
needed an opportunity to take away that conflict that continued because of this type of tiered 
rate. This was why Metro got the small bucks. The Council was here to review any change 
order, any contract, and to represent the public. The public had written in, including a recycling 
advocate call, that indicated that this was a very concerning proposal because of this declining 
fee structure. She was responding to the public and to the industry and to this Council’s need 
for trying to make sure that Metro’s goals worked.

Councilor McCaig followed up by saying that this was not the deal before the Council. If the 
Council amended Amendment No. 7 to include this language, the Council would not have made 
it so. It was not a done deal. Metro had not cinched a deal. Waste Management would still have 
the opportunity as the Council had amended this to walk away from it. It was not the deal before 
the Council. Metro would be giving up a sure thing for an unknown if the Council accepted this 
amendment to amend Change Order No. 7.

Councilor McLain responded that this was true, if the Council put in an amendment then 
Waste Management had an opportunity to say that it did not work for them and walk away. If 
they had an opportunity to do that, she believed that was all fair in love and war. The situation 
was that they couldn’t talk to Metro nor find out how the Council was feeling unless the Council 
was in a public place. Waste Management would only find out what the commitment of this 
Council was on recycling and low disposal fees if the Council did public business in public. They 
were trying to do public business in public so that Waste Management knew exactly what the 
Council was thinking about the conflict with tiered rates between recycling and low disposal 
fees. It did not work. Waste Management had put them between a rock and a hard place. 
Wasn’t there anything that Council could be done on a flat rate? This was what was being 
asked for with this amendment.

Councilor McFarland reminded all the members of the Council that we had several hearings 
on the Change Order. She reiterated this further. It was heard in the REM Committee, in the 
Finance Committee and in the Council. She too believed that this was a last minute amendment 
that could have been brought forward much sooner than this. She reminded the Council that 
there had been several opportunities prior to this meeting to have public input on this 
information.

Councilor Naito said she would oppose the motion. She did agree that the declining rate was 
troublesome and had a potential concern down the road but those were concerns that the 
Council could address as they moved forward while taking advantage of the savings to the rate 
payers that this amendment offered. She believed that the recycling issue could be dealt with 
in looking at the tipping rate and she had talked to a number of recycling advocates. While they 
may be concerned, she thought that the Council should be concerned as well. There was 
nothing in this deal that would necessarily reduce recycling. While it was a concern and she 
believed that the Council should watchdog these, there was no question, she believed that a 
deal had been brought to Council and pending in front of the Council for several months, 
specifically since last December and at this late hour she thought it was inappropriate to open it 
up.
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Councilor Washington said he was not voting on a deal, today he was voting on an 
agreement.

Presiding Officer Kvistad closed by saying that he was attempting to deal with this with a 
positive approach and good humor. He still believed and felt very strongly about where the 
Council was with this. It was said that there had been a lot of hearings and a lot of opportunities 
on this, quite frankly, there had not been. The Change Order No. 7 was brought to Council on a 
Monday, it went to a committee meeting on a Wednesday, to another committee meeting the 
following Monday and then the Council was asked to vote on the Change Order that Thursday. 
The vote was put off for a week and he thought that at that time he had asked for a delay. He 
made a commitment at that time to the members of the Council that if they granted the delay he 
would not lobby the members of the Council on this item. He had stuck to that agreement. 
Today, that agreement ended. He believed that for Metro to have any rate lower than that of 
another vendor which was comparable to Contract Amendment No. 4 was not in the best 
interest of the people of this region. He consistently held his opinion that Contract Amendment 
No. 4 was invaiid, that the lawsuit proposed by this Council and moved forward by this Council 
would have succeeded on appeal. He supported the lawsuit that had been filed by other 
vendors in this region for that very reason. The only way for him to be able to support this in 
good conscience was for Metro to receive a rate that was equal or lower to that given to any 
other major vendor at a landfill that Metro helped fund and develop. That was the reason for 
this amendment, the reason that the amendment was before Council was that this was the 
place to make amendments and to be clear about where the Council was. The amendment was 
before the Council for that purpose regardless of which way it went, he would have some fairly 
strong comments to come but he would appreciate the Council’s aye vote.

Vote The vote was 2 aye / 5 nay / 0 abstain. The motion to amend failed with
to Amend Presiding Officer Kvistad and Councilor McLain voting aye. Councilors 
the Motion; Morissette, McFarland, Washington, Naito and McCaig voted nay.

Councilor Naito said she had learned more in the last week about garbage then anyone would 
want to know. If the Council were authorizing a new contract today there would be no way that 
any of the Council would go for this agreement or contract. Metro’s projections were that they 
would be paying an average of $25.15 or possibly lower per ton to Waste Management. Most 
people, even the Metro staff, had said that market rate was about $18.00 per ton. However, 
Metro was not in a position to negotiate a new contract. The Council was here to make a 
decision based on many action that had been taken prior to the current Council and she would 
try to make the best decision she could within that framework. She was essentially bound by 
the agreements that had been made before Council and by positions that the agency had taken 
in various lawsuits. Correctly or not, in 1994, the Executive Director opted for Amendment No. 
4. She knew that there was a lot of history on this issue and a lot of feelings on both sides of 
this issue. As an agency a position had been taken to uphold Amendment No. 4 so technically, 
in response to the individual testifying on Metro Watch, if Metro won the lawsuit, Metro’s win 
would be to uphold Amendment No. 4. This deal, being so much better for the rate payers than 
what was in Amendment No. 4, there was almost no position other than to go and vote yes 
today. She noted that she was a lawyer yet she had no knowledge of the merits of the lawsuit 
and she did have to rely on Metro’s Legal Counsel, who was part of the negotiating team, to
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make this contract, to make those decisions on the merits of the lawsuit and not to take his 
position completely but to seek his advise, he was the person that advised this entity. She had 
taken that into consideration. She had also looked at the report of Alexis Dow, Auditor, and her 
analysis of what the potential would be in accepting this amendment. Ultimately for Council 
Naito it came down to some policy considerations; one, it did provide substantial long term relief 
to the rate payers and she believed there was a commitment to reduce the tipping fee. This was 
good government when there could be actual savings to the public. This was what the public 
was asking for, both tax payers as well as rate payers. She did have two concerns about the 
Change Order, one was competition. She thought this was something that Metro had to 
continue to watch, whether or not this rate structure eliminated competition in this region. It was 
possible it could, however, the Council should be aware that when the original contract was 
signed there was no competition in the region. In Metro’s neighboring partner, Washington, 
there was competition and major multinational companies. With respect to the recycling, Metro 
would have to watch that and make sure that Metro’s goal was to continue recycling. She knew 
that the Executive Director had made a commitment that they would continue to comply with • 
State law and even exceed whenever possible. She felt comfortable in supporting Amendment 
No. 7.

Councilor McLain indicated that there were two things that were important to her, that was that 
the Council had in a public place Waste Management’s representatives and that they were 
hearing the Council’s dialogue and it was also publicly to tell the Council what each Councilor 
was feeling about what needed to be done whether the Change Order No. 7 was passed or not. 
She had tried her best over the last month to impact the process so that Metro would have a 
better contract then even what staff brought to Council over a month ago. There were three 
areas she had worked on. Area 1 was making sure that there would not be a connection to 
Change Order No. 7 and Amendment 4, that Change Order No. 7 would be what the Council 
was talking about and that Change Order No. 7 would not be tied to Amendment No. 4 or to 
that litigation. She got that. Area 2 was that in that resolution that Metro would again reaffirm 
and support that recycling and diversion would continue at a high level. She got that. The third 
area that she could not get was that flat fee. She had asked staff to go back again and again. 
Staff couldn’t do it. Waste Management could not honor that request. She thought that from the 
industry, from the community, from the recycling advocates and from at least two Councilors 
that Metro was still interested after Change Order No. 7 in looking at a flat rate. Metro was at 
the crux where if Metro was effective as she thought they were going to be on diversion of dry 
waste, creative ways to divert wet waste and Metro’s ability to be able to continue to get Metro’s 
transfer stations to be leaders in recycling even at that last ditch effort. Waste Management was 
going to want to go to a flat.rate because it would be beneficial to them as well. Her message 
today was, yes, $37 million over 13 years was OK, but it was not enough. She promised she 
would vote up if Metro got those things that we could do. She had tried to get the amendment, 
she couldn’t, She would be voting yes today but only with the understanding that her 
commitment was to djvert waste, to have higher recycling rates and to get Waste Management 
to a point where it would be better for them if there were a flat rate.

Presiding Officer Kvistad noted that he had been involved with Contract Amendment No. 4 
since day one. He expressed that he had a deep fear about Change Order No. 7, was 
apprehensive and felt a lack of trust. He addressed Waste Management, to where the Council 
was and where they came from, he could not say in good conscientious that he trusted them. 
This was difficult for him to say because he operated himself, his business and personally on
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the basis of trust. He had felt that there had been a breach of that trust and that there had been 
an underlying specific agenda that had not been in the best interest of the people of this region. 
He could not get beyond that, he had tried to be very cordial and he believed that he had been 
to Waste Management. But he wanted to say this for the record, flat out and right up front so 
there was no misunderstandings. Beyond that what did you do when you had $32 million that 
could go to the people of the region before you when you knew that they could receive more 
and that the people of this region deserved Metro doing more for them. They deserved a . 
competitive environment with the lowest rate possible. They deserved vendors from which they 
could make choices and they deserved the lowest rate that Metro could humanly get as elected 
officials. He did not believe that this rate was the best rate that Metro could get, he believed it 
was far from it. But having said that, he would like to move forward with Metro’s partners, 
hopefully in an environment where the trust would be built back. It pained him to do so and he 
was doing this with a great deal of apprehension but he would vote in favor of this contract with 
the understanding that in the future Metro’s negotiations with Waste Management and Waste 
Management’s discussions with this agency would be ones that really took in the best interest 
of the people of this region. He thanked those who were involved in putting this resolution back 
on the table. He thanked those in the industry who had worked with him over the last months 
and years on Contract Amendment No. 4 and who had been very good partners. It was his 
hope that Metro would not be in a situation where this would be used as a predatory and anti­
competitive pricing. It was however his feeling that it would be and that some of those who he 
had considered to be good regional partners with the rate payers here would no longer be able 
to operate in this market. He felt that this would be a shame for the people of this State and of 
this region. He indicated that he would reluctantly vote in favor of the resolution.

Councilor McFarland closed by urging the aye vote for this resolution.

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

7.2 Resolution No. 96-2423A, For the Purpose of Adopting the Capital Improvement Plan 
for Fiscal Years 1997-98 and 2001-02.

Motion: Councilor McCaig moved the approval of Resolution No. 96-2423A. .

Seconded: Councilor Morissette seconded the motion.

Discussion: Councilor McCaig thought that Jennifer Sims was going to give the 
presentation. She indicated that this resolution was Councilor Mornoe’s, putting in place the 
plan by which Metro would be investing in the capital needs over the next five years authorizing 
the next plan for the fiscal year to be completed.

Mr. Dennis Strachota, Capital Improvement Plan Coordinator Financial Planning 
Division, said what this resolution did was approve for consideration future projects that 
covered the years 1997-98 through 2001-02. In terms of the projects it was detailed in the 
substantive committees as well as the Finance Committee. He noted the changes that were 
approved by the Finance Committee would be reflected in a revised document that would be 
issued in the next several weeks. This resolution approved for consideration close to $300 
million worth of projects over the next five years and a large chunk of those were projects that



Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, January 16, 1997 
Page 18
had already had been approved, such as Open Spaces acquisitions and the Zoo Oregon 
Project.

Presiding Officer Kvistad said he had one or two concerns about some of the projects in the 
plan. He had verbalized them before but he did not believe they were substantive enough for 
him to not support the resolution.

Councilor Naito noted that she would abstain on this vote as the work had taken place prior to 
her being on board;

Vote: The vote was 6 aye/ 0 nay/1 abstain. The motion passed with Councilor 
Naito abstaining from the vote.

8. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION

Presiding Officer Kvistad announced next week’s meeting would be an evening meeting 
because it was a public hearing the neighborhoods had asked for as well as a MCCI 
presentation. He noted that the new schedules for committee meetings and Council meetings 
were in Council boxes.

Councilor Morlssette announced that he would not be at the meeting, he would be in Houston 
on business.

9. ADJOURN

With no further business to come before the Metro Council this afternoon, the meeting 
was adjourned by Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad at 3:45 p.m.

Prepared by.

ris Bmihgton 
Clerk or the Counci
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE )
REGIONAL ILLEGAL DUMPING PLAN AND ) 
INCORPORATING IT INTO THE REGIONAL ) 
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN )

ORDINANCE NO. 97-676

Introduced by Mike Burton 
Executive Officer

WHEREAS, the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan was adopted by the 

Metro Council on November 30, 1995, through Metro Ordinance No. 95-624; and

Whereas, ordinance No. 95-624 also rescinded the 1991 Illegal Dumping

Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan called for the 

development of updated goals, objectives and management practices to address the region’s 

current problems related to illegal dumping; and

WHEREAS, the Office of the Auditor issued a report entitled “Review of Metro’s 

Solid Waste Enforcement Unit,’’ dated February 1996, which included specific recommendations 

related to the management of illegal dumping prevention, investigation, enforcement and dump 

site cleanup; and

WHEREAS, the Solid Waste Advisory Committee appointed the Illegal Disposal 

Task Force to work with staff to develop an updated Illegal Dumping Plan and to involve the 

public in the planning process; and

WHEREAS, the task force has developed an Illegal Dumping Plan that is 

consistent with the main goal of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (to develop a plan 

that achieves a solid waste system that is regionally balanced, environmentally sound, cost- 

effective, technologically feasible and acceptable to the public) and that responds to the Auditor’s 

recommendations related to illegal dumping; and

WHEREAS, the regional Solid Waste Advisory Committee has endorsed the 

work of that task force; and



WHEREAS, The ordinance was submitted to the Executive Officer for 

consideration and was forwarded to the Council for approval; now therefore,

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

1. The Regional Illegal Dumping Plan, shown as Exhibit A to this ordinance, 

is adopted and is incorporated into Chapters 5 and 7 of the Regional Solid Waste Management 

Plan, a functional plan, under ORS 268.390.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this, day of. 1997.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer

ATTEST: Approved as to Form:

Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 97-676, FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
ADOPTING THE REGIONAL ILLEGAL DUMPING PLAN AND INCORPORATING 
IT INTO THE REGIONAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATE: January 7,1997 Presented By: Bruce Warner 
Marie Nelson 
Steve Kraten

Action Requested. Council adoption of Ordinance No. 97-676.

Introduction and Background. On November 30, 1995, the Council adopted a new Regional 
Solid Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) and rescinded the 1991 Illegal Dumping Plan. At that 
time, the Council acknowledged that some elements of solid waste management would be 
updated and incorporated into the new RSWMP, illegal dumping being one of those elements.

In February 1996, the Office of the Auditor issued a report entitled “Review of Metro’s Solid 
Waste Enforcement Unit.” The report included specific recommendations related to the 
management of illegal dumping prevention, investigation, enforcement and dump site cleanup, as 
well as other solid waste enforcement activities.

In April, 1996, the Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC) appointed the Regional Illegal 
Disposal Task Force — comprised of government, waste hauler, and Stop Oregon Litter and 
Vandalism (SOLV) representatives — to develop a regional plan to address illegal dumping 
problems and to involve the public in that process. The task force has completed its work.

The Illegal Dumping plan is consistent with the main goal of the Regional Solid Waste 
Management Plan: “To develop a plan that achieves a solid waste system that is regionally 
balanced, environmentally sound, cost-effective, technologically feasible and acceptable to the 
public.” The Illegal Dumping Plan acknowledges Metro’s responsibilities for regional solid 
waste management planning and disposal. The plan also responds to the Auditor’s 
recommendations related to illegal dumping prevention, investigation, enforcement, and dump 
site cleanup.

Please note that the Febmary 1996 Auditor’s recommendations not related to illegal 
dumping — activities concerning the enforcement of Metro’s revenue and facility regulation 
system -- are not addressed in the Illegal Dumping Plan. Goals and objectives for those activities 
will be added to the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan once the franchise code is revised.



The Illegal Dumping Plan is included in this packet as Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 97-676 (pages 
14 through 29). The following information is included as attachments to staffs report:

Plan Development 
Attachment 1 Pg. 5
Attachment 2 Pg. 6
Attachment 3 Pg. 7

Plan Implementation 
Attachment 4 Pg. 10
Attachment 5 Pg. 11

Illegal Disposal Task Force Membership 
Public Involvement Process and Schedule 
Public Comments Received on the Draft Plan

Implementation Work Group Membership (Draft) 
Implementation Schedule (Draft)

Organization of the Plan

The introduction summarizes the problems the plan will address, identifies the plan’s central goal 
and objectives, and lists six management practices to accomplish those objectives. A summary 
of government and private sector roles and responsibilities to implement the plan is provided in 
matrix form at the beginning of the document.

The remainder of the document provides information about the management practices 
recommended to accomplish the goal and objectives. These practices address regional concerns 
and will require continued planning and coordination to be implemented. The descriptions of 
these practices set expectations for what can be accomplished, and provide a strategy or approach 
for implementation.

Summary of Plan Recommendations 

♦ Roles and Responsibilities

Consensus. The task force spent much of its time reaching consensus regarding the specific 
roles and responsibilities of governments and the private sector to implement the 
recommended practices. The objectives of consensus were to aggressively address the 
problem of illegal dumping; provide better public service; eliminate duplication of efforts; 
and acknowledge the authorities of state, regional and local governments to enforce the laws 
they make.

Local governments regulate their respective waste collection franchises, illegal dumping on 
property within their jurisdictions, and other aspects of local solid waste management. Each 
local government has established penalties (usually criminal penalties) for those who break 
its laws and an enforcement unit to investigate cases and prosecute offenders. Each local 
government has also established a protocol for cleaning up dump sites.



This plan acknowledges that each local government has the authority to provide its own 
services to local citizens using local enforcement personnel, or it may choose to delegate 
certain responsibilities to the Metro Solid Waste Enforcement Unit (SWEU). Metro has also 
offered each local government the opportunity to prosecute cases under Metro’s ordinance 
which cites illegal dumping as a civil offense. This plan anticipates that further Metro / local 
government cooperation will be undertaken and that the public will continue to benefit from 
these cooperative efforts.

Metro. The plan acknowledges that Metro has enforcement authority for its requirements 
relating to Metro-owned disposal facilities, designated facilities, and facility franchises. 
Goals, objectives and management practices for those activities will be developed at a later 
date in tandem with the Metro facility regulation code revision. And as described above, 
Metro will continue to play a major role to assist local governments as requested to enforce 
against illegal dumping and to clean up dump sites. Dump site cleanup services will be 
provided according to Metro’s criteria. Investigation and prosecution services would be 
provided under Metro’s civil penalty code.

Private sector. Finally, the proposed plan anticipates a continued, major role for the private 
sector “ waste haulers, SOLV, neighborhood associations, businesses — to participate with 
governments in pubic education campaigns, community cleanup events, region-wide cleanup 
events, and other activities that address the problem of illegal dumping.

Six management practices are proposed in the plan. Under each practice, specific programs are
recommended that will solve the problem of illegal dumping. New programs include;

♦ A work group, facilitated by Metro, to implement the programs requiring regional 
cooperation and coordination [Practice 1, elements a) and b)]. See Attachment 4 for a 
proposed work group membership list.

♦ Illegal dumping prevention and public education programs for general and targeted 
audiences [Practice 2, elements a) through c)].

♦ A region-wide call referral service administered by Metro Recycling Information and the 
Illegal Dumping Work Group. The service would allow the public to call one phone number 
to report problems or receive information. Calls would then be referred, via "seamless" 
phone transfer, to the Metro or local government person designed to address the problem 
[Practice 3, element b)].

♦ A regional, computerized database of suspects, offenders, dump sites, and open and closed 
cases [Practice 3, element b)].

Methods to track programs, measure results, and report progress [Practice 6, elements a) 
through c)]. (The plan proposes benchmarks against which progress can be measured. Metro 
will continue to produce and distribute an annual report which will serve as the mechanism 
for reporting progress on implementing the plan, as well as the progress made toward 
reaching objectives aind benchmarks.



Plan Implementation. A draft implementation schedule is included as Attachment 5 to this staff 
report. Staff recommends that key dates not become part of this framework plan, they be 
established by the regional planning group in Febmary, 1997, reported to interested parties for 
review and comment, and progress to implement the plan be reported annually in late Febmary 
per Practice 6.

Financial Impact. Staff anticipate that the programs and recommendations proposed for Metro 
can be implemented without increases to the Regional Environmental Management (REM) 
budget.

The plan recommends that key existing programs continue. This includes illegal dump site 
cleanup, prosecution and investigation of illegal dumping cases under Metro’s civil code, a 
regional hearings officer, public information, the transfer station voucher program, and grants for 
community cleanup events.

The estimated cost to implement new projects is modest. For example, computer software and 
electronic equipment to implement the regional call referral service and the regional database 
will cost approximately $5,500 for fiscal year 1997-98. It is anticipated that maintenance costs 
for those projects would be approximately $5,000 per year thereafter.

The department has allocated .25 FTE staff time this fiscal year to coordinate plan 
implementation. The department’s FY 1997-98 budget request will include .25 FTE to complete 
the bulk of implementation tasks.

Executive Officer’s Recommendation. The Executive Officer recommends adoption of 
Ordinance No. 97-676.

S:\SHARE\P&TS\PLANN1NG\ENFORCEVSTAF0110.RPT



Attachment 1

Illegal Disposal Task Force Membership

Members;
Andre Bjomskov * 

Cory Chang *

JoAnn Herrigel 

Richard Atkinson * 

Linda Summers * 

Steve Kraten *

Jan McGowan 

Wayne Potter *

Ken Spiegle **

Jane Kolberg * (Alt.) 

David White **

Mike Beam * 

Project Advisors; 

Dave Kunz **

Terry Petersen 

Lynne Storz **

Staff;
Marie Nelson 

Facilitator;

Joe Hertzberg

Washington County, Enforcement Officer 

State of Oregon, DEQ, Enforcement Officer 

City of Milwaukie, Solid Waste Program Mgr.

City of Milwaukie, Code Enforcement Officer 

City of Gresham, Code Enforcement Officer 

Metro, Solid Waste Enforcement Officer 

SOLV (Stop Oregon Litter and Vandalism)

City of Portland, Enforcement Officer 

Clackamas County, Solid Waste Program Coord. 

Clackamas County, Community Environment 

ORRA / Tri County Council of Haulers 

ODOT, District 2-B Litter Coordinator

State of Oregon, DEQ, NW Region

Metro, Environmental Services Manager

Washington County, Solid Waste Program Coordinator

Project Coordinator, Metro SW Planning Supervisor

Decisions Decisions, Consultant to Metro

* Member, Solid Waste Inter-Agency Network for Enforcement (SWINE), a regional group 
** Member, Regional Solid Waste Advisory Committee (SWAC)



Attachment 2

Illegal Dumping Plan 
Public Involvement Process and Schedule

Review of Draft Public Involvement Timeline Oct. 8 - Nov. 22

Illegal Disposal Task Force completes 1st draft Oct. 8, 1996

SWAC Meeting Review and comment on 1st draft Oct. 16

Council REMCom 
Meeting

Council work session
Review and comment on 1st draft

Oct. 23

Public Revievv 
of Draft

Mailing to interested parties:
. Letter informing parties of the plan and how to 
request a copy of the document 

. Summary of public involvement process and 
schedule

Oct. 30

Deadline for public comments on 1st draft Nov. 22

The Illegal Disposal Task Force incorporates 
comments received to date into a 2nd draft

Nov. 22 - Dec. 13

Final Approval Public Involvement Timeline Dec. 30 - Feb. 5

Public Review 
of Final Draft

Mailing to interested parties:
. Copy of Illegal Dumping Plan - Final Draft 
. Report on the results of public involvement 
during prior public review phase 

. Public meeting schedule

Dec. 30, 1996

Deadline for public comments on final draft Jan.12,1997

SWAC Meeting Consideration of recommending the Illegal Dumping
Plan (final draft) for Metro Council 
adoption

Jan.15

Council meeting 1st reading of the ordinance* to adopt the Plan Jan. 23
Council REMCom 
Meeting

Public hearing on the ordinance* to adopt the Plan; 
REMCom forms its reconunendation to the Council

Feb. 5 (tentative)

Full Council Meeting 2nd reading of the ordinance* to adopt the Plan;
Consideration of Plan adoption

Feb. 13 (tentative)

DEQ approval DEQ approval of the Council’s adopted Plan March 1997

Adopted Plan distributed to interested parties March

* The ordinance, when approved by the Metro Council, would adopt the Illegal Dumping Plan and incorporate 
it into the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan.
REMCom: Regional Environmental Management Committee, a subcommittee of the Metro Council.
SWAC; Regional Solid Waste Advisory Committee; advisory to the Metro Executive Officer and Council. 
Meeting times and places - Call the Metro Council Office (797-1540) for information about REMCom meeting 
times and places. Call Connie Kinney about SWAC meeting times and places (797-1643).



Attachment 3
Summary of

Public Comments Received 
on the Draft Illegal Dumping Plan

Summary of Comment Received on the 1 st Draft Plan
Received
From: Response to Comments

Introduction
Beginning statement
Add language to clarify that the plan addresses the illegal 
dumping problem within the boundaries of Clackamas, 
Washington and Multnomah counties.

SWINE 
(Solid Waste 
Interagency 
Network of 
Enforcers)

“Goals and Objectives” section, 
new language added to show that this is a Metro 
plan to address the problem within the region 
and that local governments can use this plan to 
address problems outside Metro’s boundaries.

Beginning statement - Add language to show how the draft 
plan is consistent with the RSWMP goals.

Metro
councilor

“Goals and Objectives” section, 
new language

Beginning statement - Add language to show how the plan 
addresses Metro’s responsibility to manage the region’s 
solid waste.

Metro
councilor

“Goals and Objectives” section, 
new language

Summary of Management Practices
Staff recommends that key dates not become part of this 
framework plan. Key dates will be established by the 
regional planning group in February, 1997, reported to 
interested parties, and progress to implement the plan will 
be reported annually in late February per
Practice 6.

Metro staff “Summary of Mgt. Practices” section - 
key date reference deleted.
Practice 6, element b), last paragraph - 
key date reference deleted.

■

■

,
Practice 1: Communication and Regional Coordination
no comments received .

Practice 2: Mitigation and Education
Key Concept and Approach, “Problem Materials” and 
“Problem Generators” paragraphs
It may be helpful to state some examples here (unless there 
is a concern about implicating certain industries or trades).

Clark Co.,
SW Wash. 
Health Dist.

Specific examples were omitted due to the
Illegal Disposal Task Force’s concerns about 
implicating certain industries or trades.

b) Abate Disposal Facility Litter
Clark County offers public education and sells tarps in an 
effort to mitigate future problems with uncovered loads.

Clark Co.,
SW Wash. 
Health Dist.

Metro is currently providing the same type of 
public education and services. Staff have 
requested a copy of Clark Co.’s code and will 
consider improvements to its program.

c) Provide economic incentives for proper disposal - 
Low income dumpers will continue to be a problem without 
a specific plan and funds.

Clark Co.,
SW Wash. 
Health Dist.

We agree. The regional planning group will 
continue its work to develop specific 
implementation plans.

d) Construction and demolition materials
A third example could be to require containers, identified 
for placement of specific recyclable materials, placed on 
site during certain construction projects.

Clark Co.,
SW Wash. 
Health Dist.

We agree. Waste reduction'practices for 
building industries are addressed in the existing 
RSWMP, Chapter?, pg. 7-19, 20, 21, and 38.

d) Sharps handling and disposal
Form partnerships with sharps distributors such as 
pharmacies to take back used sharps for proper disposal. 
Encourage franchised haulers to provide bio waste 
collection to both commercial and residential haulers. It 
may also be prudent to provide a standard recommendation 
for the public on how to handle used syringes found 
indiscriminately discarded on public or private property.

Clark Co.,
SW Wash. 
Health Dist.

We agree. These suggestions have been passed 
on to the Pollution Prevention Outreach Group 
and Metro’s Hazardous Waste Unit who are 
currently working implement the suggestions 
offered by Clark County.



Summary of Comment Received
Received
From: Response to Comments

d) Sharps handling and disposal
Staff requested counsel review the statement to ensure it 
was consistent with Metro Code.

Metro legal 
counsel

The new language simplifies Metro’s policy on 
the acceptance of sharps at events and hazardous 
waste facilities.

e) Education re: homeowners’ responsibilities,
3rd bullet - The draft plan calls for educating homeowners 
that they may be responsible if they hire haulers who 
illegally disposes of their waste. In fact, they are 
responsible only if their local codes say they are. The Plan 
should also advocate for state legislation that requires the 
homeowners to be responsible state-wide.
The Plan should continue to advocate for local jurisdictions 
to adopt ordinances that would make homeowners 
responsible.

SWINE Element e) - language changed to specify 
responsibility only if local codes apply.
Practice 4, element d), 4th bullet - this language 
will remain; it advocates for local jurisdictions to 
adopt laws that will restrict homeowners’ use of 
unauthorized and name those haulers and/or 
homeowners responsible.
Practice 4, element d), 5th bullet - new language 
added to encourage Metro and local jurisdictions 
to advocate for new state legislation.

Practice 3: Dump Site Cleanup
a) Metro dump site cleanup criteria
Staff requested counsel review of the “hardship” criteria, 
paragraph a).

Metro legal 
counsel

Element a) - Counsel proposed amended 
language and did not think that “undue hardship” 
needed to be defined. SWAC will consider this 
language at its Jan. 15 meeting.

b) Regional Call Referral Service
Call referrals need to be made to the appropriate local 
jurisdictions unless there is a written agreement for other 
referral arrangements.

Wash. Co. 
Recycling 
Cooperative

We agree.

Practice 4: Prosecution and Enforcement
a) Delegation of enforcement responsibilities
Staff requested counsel review elements a) and d) to ensure 
they were consistent with Metro Code and state law.

Metro legal 
counsel

Elements a) and d) - new language

b) Computer database
The Coop, supports the database concept as long as 
participation is voluntary.

Wash. Co. 
Recycling 
Cooperative

We agree.

Practices: Theft of Service *
Delegation of enforcement responsibilities
The Coop, proposes a language change which 
acknowledges that local jurisdictions have primary authority 
in this area.

Wash. Co. 
Recycling 
Cooperative

Element a) - new language



Summary of Comment Received Received
From:

Response to Comments

Practice 6: Track Progress and Measure Results '
General comments on Practice 6
All of this depends on what’s known, what’s reported, 
what’s cleaned up, etc. An annual report could look quite 
different from reality, depending on what data are used.

Clark Co.,
SW Wash. 
Health Dist.

We agree. Implementation work will continue to 
ensure accurate and useful data collection and 
reporting.

a) Performance Indicators, element a),
“Illegal Dump Site Cleanup,” first bullet - 
Delete the performance indicator of quantifying how much 
in cleanup costs were repaid to the local jurisdictions. This 
indicator would be hard to measure and is not the most 
important indicator of how well dump sites are cleaned up.

Illegal
Dumping Task 
Force, mtg. of 
Dec. 5

Element a), “illegal dump site cleanup,” 1st 
bullet - The language has been deleted.

b) Annual Reports - The Coop. Is concerned that the 
proposed language would result in unnecessary reporting 
requirements.

Wash. Co. 
Recycling 
Cooperative

Element b) - new language

Other Comments . , ; " ■ . ■
The Auditor supports the plan and thinks an aggressive, cost 
effective, regional approach is needed to solve the problem.

City of
Portland
Auditor

Comments received via phone call. Staff memo 
summarize the call is available on request.

County staff like the plan and want to work with the region 
to solve the problem of illegal dumping.

Clark Co., SW 
Wash. Health 
Dist.

A memo from the county is available upon 
request. A delegate representing Clark,
Skamania and Klickitat counties will participate 
on the Illegal Dumping Work Group to 
implement the new plan.

The Cooperative is “strongly supports the plan’s proposal to 
utilize an IGA which would allow local governments to 
elect the various assistance options from Metro.”

Wash. Co.
Recycing
Cooperative

A letter from the Cooperative is available upon 
request.



Attachment 4
Illegal Disposal Work Group (Draft)

. Work Group Objective: Implement portions of the new Illegal Dumping Plan that call for regional cooperation and coordination.

Name | Phone I Affiliation Current Position Address | Fax .

Members

Ken Spiegle
Jane Kolberg

650-3374
650-3747

Clackamas County Solid Waste Program Coordinator
Community Environment

902 Abernethy Road, Oregon City, OR 97045 557-6355

JoAnn Herrigel 786-7508 Clack. Co. Cities Milwaukie, Solid Waste Prog. Mgr. 10722 SE Main Street, Milwaukie, OR 97222 652-4433

East Mult. Co. Cities
Fairv., Wood Village, Trouldale

Linda Summers 618-2463 City of Gresham Code Enforcement Officer 1333 NW Eastman Pkwy, Gresham, OR 97030 669-1376

Andre BJomskov 681-3664 Washington County Enforcement Officer 155 N 1 St Ave., Hillsboro, OR 97124 693-4490

Washington Co. Cities City of Tigard

Gary Bickctt 
(Voice Mail; 360/7.'17- 
6008, box 3055)

360
695-9215

SW Wash. Health Dist.
(Clark, Skamania, and Klickitat 
Counties)

Environmental Health Specialist,
Solid Waste Program ■

PO Box 1870, Vancouver, WA 98663 360
696-7424

Wayne Potter 823-6110 City of Portland Enforcement Officer Building 106, Room 400 (Inter-Agency Mail) 823-4562

DEQ Enforcement Officer 2020 SW 4th Ave., Rm. 400, Portland, OR 97201 229-6957

Steve Kraten 797-1678 Metro Solid Waste Enforcement Officer 600 NE Grant Ave., Portland, OR 97232 797-1795

Jan McGowan 844-9571 SOLV POBox 1235, Hillsboro, OR 97123- 844-9575

David White 690-3143 Haulers / ORRA ORRA/Tri County Council 1739 NW 156th Ave., Beaverton, OR 97006 690-3143

Advisors

Dave Kunz 229-5061 DEQ State of Oregon, DEQ 2020 SW 4th Ave., Rm. 400, Portland, OR 97201 229-6957

Lynne Storz 681-3663 Washington County Solid Waste Program Manager 155 N 1st Ave., Hillsboro, OR 97124 693-4490

Terry Petersen 797-1669 Metro Metro, Env. Services Manager 600 NE Grand Ave., Portland, OR 97232 797-1795

Staff . 1 . ■ ^ ,

Metro Work Group Coordinator 600 NE Grand Ave., Portland, OR 97232 797-1795

Marie Nelson 797-1670 Metro Solid Waste Planning Supervisor 600 NE Grand Ave., Portland, OR 97232 797-1795



Attachment 5

■ Plan Implementation Schedule - Draft

Note: This implementation scheduled has been proposed by staff and will be reviewed by the Illegal Dumping Implementation Work Group at its 
meeting of Feb. 6,1.997.

Practice/ Completion Summary of Implementation Task Lead Roles
Key Elem. Date

Time Zertain Tasks
I l.a Completed Regional committee - establish a work group to implement parts of the new

Illegal Dumping Plan that call for regional coordination and cooperation
M, WG

2 3.C 4/30/97 Develop the matrix of policies/services and map of dump sites M, WG

3

3.a . 4/30/97
Designation of services - LG designate in writing who (Metro and/or LG’s) will provide
the following types of services: LG, M

4.C . Dump site cleanup services
5.a . Investigation and prosecution of illegal dumping cases 

. Investigation and prosecution of theft of recyclable cases

4 2.e, 3.b 4/30/97 Call referral service - Develop a promotion strategy for the new service M, WG

5 3.b 6/30/97 Call referral service - Up and running via the Metro Recycling Info Center M, WG

6 2.e, 3.b 6/30/97 Call referral service - implement the promotion strategy
7 6.a 7/31/97 Plan evaluation methods - complete consultant work M

8 2.e 9/30/97 Public info strategy - develop a 3-year strategy and begin implementation WG

9 6.a 10/31/97 Plan evaluation methods - develop strategy to measure plan progress;
complete SWAC and REM review

WG

10 4.b 12/31/97 Database - regional computerized database up and running M, WG

11 6.a 1/1/98 Plan evaluation methods - begin ongoing implementation of meas. strategy M

12 6.a 3/1/98 Plan evaluation methods - incorporate meas. strategy into the annual report M

Annual Tasks
1 2.e 9/30 Public info strategy - Review 3-yr. strategy annual and anticipate budget needs WG

2 3.a, 4.C, To be Designation of services - Periodic review of agreements between Metro and LG’s M, LG
5.a determined

3 6.a 3/1 Plan evaluation - annual review and assessments included in annual report M, WG

Ongoing Tasks
1 2.a Mitigate chronic illegal dump sites LG, SOLV

2 2.b Abate disposal facility litter M

3 2.C, 2.d Conduct special hazardous waste and bulky waste collection events LG, M
4 3.a Dump site cleanup services - provide services according to local policies LG

5 3.b Call referral service - update referral listings WG

6 3.C Matrix and map of dump sites, etc. - update matrix information and map WG

7 3.d Region-wide dump site cleanup events LG, SOLV

8 4.a Prosecute and investigate illegal dumping cases LG

9 4.b Database - update data WG

10 4.d Implement programs / enact legislation - voluntary LG

11 5.C Enact various legislation - voluntary LG

H = Waste Haulers LG = Local Governments M = Metro PS = Private Sector WG = Illegal Dumping Work Group 
Refer to the Illegal Dumping Plan for a complete description of tasks as well as lead and supportive roles to implement them.



Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 97-676

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan -- 1995-2005

Illegal Dumping Plan

Goal, Objectives, and 

Management Practices

Final Draft: Dec. 30,1996
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Summary of Management Practices

Pg. 15

15

Implementation of the Management Practices 
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16
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Practice 1: Improve Communication and Regional Coordination

Practice 2: Prevent Illegal Dumping Through Mitigation and Public Education

Practice 3: Provide for Illegal Dump Site Cleanup

Practice 4: Coordinate Prosecution and Enforcement Efforts

Practice 5: Reduce the Incidents of Unauthorized Use of Disposal Containers

Practice 6: Track Progress and Measure Results

19

20 

23 

25

27

28



Goal and Objectives
Illegal dumping is a problem that affects public health and safety as well as the region’s environment, 
economic vitality and livability. It is also costly to investigate and prosecute illegal dumping and to clean 
up dump sites.
This draft plan was developed to address the problem within Metro’s boundaries. It is also acknowledges 
that local governments can use this plan to address illegal dumping problems within the rural portions of 
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties. This plan was developed collaboratively with 
government, waste hauler, and private sector representatives who work in the region to prevent illegal . 
dumping, enforce illegal dumping laws, clean up dump sites, and plan for the future. The goal and 
objectives that guide this plan are:

Goal: Help keep the Metro region clean, livable, and healthy through the cooperative efforts of the 
public and private sectors to promote proper disposal of solid waste.
Objectives:
Educate the public about illegal dumping and promote legal alternatives 
Reduce illegal dumping 
Clean up dump sites
Reduce the unauthorized use of disposal containers

The main goal of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) is to develop a plan that 
achieves a solid waste system that is regionally balanced, environmentally sound, cost-effective, 
technologically feasible and acceptable to the public. This Illegal Dumping Plan is consistent with that 
goal. This plan also acknowledges Metro’s responsibilities for regional solid waste management 
planning and disposal.

Summary of Management Practices
The management practices listed below are proposed as the six most effective ways to accomplish the 
goal and objectives. They identify areas of regional interest where coordination and continued planning 
will be required, they set expectations for what can be accomplished, and they provide a strategy or 
approach for implementation.
Practice 1: Improve communication, coordination and planning .
Practice 2: Prevent illegal dumping through mitigation and public education
Practice 3: Provide for dump site cleanup
Practice 4: Coordinate prosecution and enforcement efforts
Practice 5: Reduce the incidents of unauthorized use of disposal containers through public 

education and enforcement 
Practice 6: Track progress and measure results

Each proposed management practice includes the components listed below.
Key Concept: A description of the problem or opportunity the practice addresses.
Key Element: The specific programs or activities that make up the practice.
Roles and Responsibilities: The responsibilities of each party to implement the practice.



Implementation of the Management Practices 

Roles and Responsibilities

The management practices will be implemented through cooperative and individual efforts of 
governments and the private sector. Roles and responsibilities have been proposed for the purpose of 
ensuring the best use of resources and respecting the authorities of state, regional and local governments 
over specific solid waste management functions. The table on the next page summarizes proposed roles 
for each partner to implement the management practices. .



Illegal Dumping - Recommended Management Practices
Summary of Roles and Responsibilities - Page 1 of 2

Mgt. Practice Regional Coordination * | State DEQ Metro Cities and Counties I Private Sector **

Practice 1:
Regional 
Coordination 
and Planning

Establish an effective means 
to coordinate and plan 
region-wide efforts

Participate
Share information

Lead role to coordinate
regional planning efforts
Participate
Share information
Provide for meeting space 
and facilitation

Participate
Share information

Participate
Share information

Practice 2:
Educate the
Public

Plan effective education 
strategies and programs

Implement state programs to 
educate the public and 
specific audiences

Lead role to coordinate
regional education and 
promotion planning efforts
Implement regional programs 
to educate the public and 
specific audiences

Implement local programs to
educate the public and 
specific audiences

Implement private sector
programs to educate the 
publie and specific audiences

Practice 2:
Mitigate
Illegal Dumping

Plan effective mitigation 
strategies and programs

Lead role to coordinate
regional mitigation planning 
efforts.
Provide mitigation programs
Assist with implementation 
of programs per agreements 
with cities and counties
Enforce Metro’s “covered 
load” regulation

Lead role to provide
mitigation programs

Lead role to provide
mitigation programs

Practice 3:
Clean Up
Dump Sites

Develop a regional call 
referral service to report 
dump sites and related 
problems; develop a matrix 
of services and referrals

Lead role to provide
technical assistance to other 
governments as requested to 
identify and handle special 
and hazardous materials
Lead role to clean up large 
waste tire dump sites

Lead role to provide the
regional call referral service

Assist with clean up of dump 
sites per agreements with 
cities and counties

Lead role to clean up dump
sites consistent with local 
regulations

Lead role to coordinate and
conduct region-wide clean 
up events
Lead role to provide 
volunteers as available for 
local cleanup events

Regional Coordination = Coordinated planning by state, Metro and local governments and the private sector ** 
individuals working to solve the illegal dumping problem.

Private Sector = Organizations or



Summary of Roles and Responsibilities - Page 2 of 2
Mgt. Practice Regional Coordination * Slate DEQ Metro Cities and Counties Private Sector **

Practice 4: 
Coordinate 
Investigation and 
Prosecution

Develop and maintain a 
regional database of dump 
sites, suspects, and known 
illegal perpetrators

Lead role to enforce state 
regulations
Assist to maintain the 
regional database

Lead role to coordinate the 
development and 
maintenance of a regional 
database.
Lead role to enforce Metro 
regulations related to revenue 
How and facility franchises
If requested, assist cities and 
counties to develop “civil 
penalty” laws
Provide investigation and 
prosecution services per 
agreements with cities and 
counties
Provide assistance to develop 
and maintain the regional 
database

Lead role to investigate and 
prosecute cases relating to 
collection, theft of 
recyclables, theft of services, 
and illegal dumping.
Lead role to enforce local 
facility franchise agreements 
(if applicable)

Coordinate with other 
governments on cases as 
appropriate
Assist to maintain the 
regional database

Participate rn the 
development of a public 
education campaign

Practice 5:
Reduce the 
Incidence of 
Unauthorized Use 
of Disposal ' 
Containers

Develop a regional public 
education campaign

Lead role to coordinate the 
development of a regional 
public education campaign; 
implement specific education 
strategics as determined
If permitted by local laws 
and if requested, assist cities 
and counties to investigate 
and prosecute theft of 
services cases

Lead role to investigate and 
prosecute theft of services 
cases
Participate in the 
development of a regional 
public education campaign; 
implement specific education 
strategics as determined

Participate in the 
development of a regional 
public education campaign

Practice 6: 
Track Progress 
Measure Results

Track program results and 
plan program improvements 
where necessary

Assist to provide data for the 
annual report
Participate to assess program 
results and to plan 
improvements where 
necessary

Lead role to provide data, 
produce and distribute an 
annual report of activities
Lead role to conduct surveys 
and studies to measure 
regional progress
Lead role to assess program 
results and to plan 
improvements______

Assist to provide data for the 
annual report
Assist with surveys and 
studies as appropriate
Participate to assess program 
results and to plan 
improvements

Assist to provide data for the 
annual report as appropriate
Assist with surveys and 
studies as appropriate
Participate to assess program 
results and to plan 
improvements



Practice 1; Improve Communication and Regional Coordination

Key Concept and Approach
Effective communication and regional coordination will be required to accomplish the goal, objectives, 
and management practices of this plan, and to minimize duplication of efforts and service gaps. The 
other management practices describe key projects where coordination will be necessary. This practice 
describes the specific mechanisms to improve cooperation and coordination.

Key Elements
Roles and Responsibilities

[In addition to the descriptions below, see the table at the beginning of this document for a summary of 
roles and responsibilities]
a) Establish and support, financially and through staffing, a regional committee or committees. 

The purpose of the committee(s) will be to provide an effective, ongoing regional forum to share 
information, discuss key issues, develop plans and programs, implement programs to involve the 
public in plan development, and to assess program results. Metro will provide meeting space and 
facilitation services as required. Governments and the private sector will participate.

b) Metro and DEQ will coordinate cooperative efforts developed through the regional committee, as 
defined in “a).”



Practice 2: 
Education

Prevent Illegal Dumping through Mitigation and Public

Key Concept and Approach
Resources invested to prevent illegal dumping will result in fewer resources expended to investigate and 
prosecute cases, and to clean up illegal dump sites. Effective prevention can also help alleviate the 
negative economic consequences of chronic illegal dumping for neighborhoods, businesses, and 
government. The results of annual tracking surveys suggest that prevention efforts implemented in the 
last several years have resulted in fewer dump sites in locations that have traditionally experienced 
problems. Prevention activities should be strengthened to increase this momentum. Prevention activities 
should address the principal reasons illegal dumping continues to be a problem. These include:

Chronic dump sites - Known illegal dump sites attract more illegal dumping. Prompt cleanup and 
physical barricades will make these sites less attractive to potential perpetrators.

Economic considerations - Problems that lead to illegal dumping and are sometimes economic in nature, 
such as low-income residents who cannot otherwise afford garbage service. The public needs to be made 
aware of low cost, legal options such as recycling.
Problem materials - Some materials have proven to be a chronic illegal dumping problem. 
Implementation of solutions that help to improve their chances of being recycled or properly disposed is 
a key step in managing illegal dumping.
Problem generators - Certain types of commercial and industrial waste generators have been found to be 
more prone to dispose of materials through illegal means. Specific solutions should be implemented to 
mitigate potential illegal dumping activities.
Lack of public awareness - Large segments of the general public and certain targeted generators may not 
be aware of the health, safety, social, economic, environmental, and legal consequences of illegal 
dumping. They may not be aware of legal recycling and disposal options. Effective promotional and 
educational efforts will raise awareness and help prevent illegal activity.



Key Elements
Roles and Responsibilities

[In addition to the descriptions below, see the table at the beginning of this document for a summary of 
roles and responsibilities]
a) Mitigate chronic illegal dump sites. Make chronic dump sites less attractive to perpetrators by 

placing or removing barriers, signs, lighting and other deterrents at chronic dump sites whenever 
feasible. Monitor chronic sites for problems. Work with private property owners to mitigate illegal 
dumping.

b) Abate Disposal Facility Litter. Metro will continue to mitigate litter problems at Metro-owned and 
franchised solid waste facilities and roadsides by levying a surcharge for loads arriving without 
proper cover or containment.

c) Provide economic incentives for proper waste disposal. Make it convenient and economically 
viable for waste generators to recycle bulky and hazardous items thus making it less likely they will 
be illegally dumped. Continue special collection events for these materials. Provide grants to fund 
these events.

d) Continue effective programs for problem materials and launch new programs that will solve acute 
problems.

Bulky materials - As noted in c) above, continue special collection events for bulky materials that are 
often illegally dumped.
Waste tires - Accept waste tires at community cleanup events. Encourage state legislation for the 
better management of waste tires and to strengthen actions that can be taken against the illegal 
disposal of waste tires.
Construction and demolition materials - Initiate programs to educate construction and demolition 
contractors on proper waste disposal techniques and recycling opportunities. When feasible, 
implement additional measures to increase proper management of waste. Examples could include:
1) require waste generators to develop and submit recycling plans to local governments; or 2) 
increase enforcement of regulations that require the use of authorized haulers.

Hazardous materials - Work cooperatively to implement state, regional and local programs to 
promote the safe and legal use and disposal of hazardous materials.
Sharps - promote the safe and legal disposal of sharps generated by households and institutions. 
Support the planning and public outreach efforts of the Pollution Prevention Outreach Group, a 

• region-wide group working to promote the safe and legal disposal of sharps generated by households 
and institutions and work cooperatively with that group as opportunities arise. Metro will continue 
to collect properly contained sharps at its permanent hazardous waste facilities and at satellite 
household hazardous waste collection events, subject to the conditions of Metro’s sharps container 
exchange program.
Sharps are defined in ORS 459.386 as including needles, IV tubing with needles attached, scalpel 
blades, lancets, glass tubes that could be broken during handling, and syringes that have been 
removed from their original sterile containers.
Renters - Local governments may elect to implement policies requiring landlords to subscribe to 
garbage and recycling service for their tenants. These policies have been effective in other 
jurisdictions.



e) Educate the general public and targeted audiences, 
effective education to:

Collaborate to develop and implement

Help the general public and targeted audiences to understand what illegal dumping is and its 
legal, social, economic, and environmental consequences;
Inform the general public and targeted audiences about the roles and responsibilities of citizens, 
governments and the private sector to solve the problem of illegal dumping;
In applicable jurisdictions, inform the general public and targeted audiences that they may be 
directly responsible if they hire a hauler who illegally disposes of their waste;
Promote legal recycling, disposal alternatives, and locations of service facilities; and 
Inform the public government enforcement officers’ success in apprehending perpetrators.

Target audiences should include business owners, rental property owners and associations of 
investors, self-haulers, people who use the services of haulers that are not authorized by local 
governments to haul waste, remodelers, carpenters, roofers, landscapers, painters, security personnel, 
judges, hearings officers, police officers, and fire fighters.

Depending on target audiences and messages, specific education methods could include: newspaper 
articles or ads; city, county or neighborhood association newsletters; professional association 
newsletters, cable access television programs; public service announcements (radio and television); 
garbage bill inserts; videos; speakers bureaus (slide presentations and talks to civic groups and trade 
associations); workshops or roundtable discussions with business groups, law enforcement and fire 
fighter associations.

Proper solid waste reduction, disposal, and recycling practices will continue to be promoted.



Practice 3: Provide for Illegal Dump Site Cleanup 

Key Concept and Approach
Prompt cleanup of illegal dump sites ensures the removal of health and safety hazards, provides a means 
to obtain and preserve evidence and information that could lead to prosecution, and lessens the 
likelihood of more dumping at the same site. The region’s local governments have different approaches 
to dump site cleanup. In addition, private sector organizations have assumed an important role to 
coordinate regional cleanup events and services. Roles and responsibilities need to be worked out in 
order to avoid service gaps and overlaps.

Key Elements
Roles and Responsibilities

[In addition to the descriptions below, see the table at the beginning of this document for a summary of 
roles and responsibilities]
a) Provide dumpsite cleanup services according to local policies. Local governments have the 

authority to provide dumpsite cleanup within their jurisdictions.

Metro will provide illegal dump site cleanup services on private property per agreements with cities 
and counties, and according to one or more of the following criteria;

• The property is not a county or city right-of-way that is regularly cleaned up by a local 
jurisdiction

• The dump site is a health and/or safety hazard to the public
• The dump site is unsightly
• It would present an undue hardship to the property owner under the circumstances to clean up the 

site.
• Evidence about the probable perpetrator can be gathered in the process of cleaning up the site

Metro’s objective will be to provide quick response to appropriate service requests in order to 
mitigate additional illegal dumping problems at the site.
DEQ will continue to provide technical assistance to other governments and the private sector as 
requested to identify potentially hazardous materials that have been illegally dumped or abandoned.
It will also address water and air quality concerns that arise as a result of illegal dump, sites.

b) Establish a regional call referral service for reporting illegal dumping. The purpose of the call 
referral service is to provide better public service. It will ensure that the public has a simple and 
understandable way to report incidents. Metro will provide the service through its existing Recycling 
Information Center and will promote the new number to the public. Regional coordination will be 
required to set up and maintain reliable referrals as described in c) below.

c) Develop a matrix and map of dump site cleanup policies and services. Through a cooperative 
regional effort, identify the laws, codes, and enforcement procedures, including penalties and cleanup 
policies, that exist within the region and including Vancouver and Clark County, Washington. 
Identify the boundaries of those programs on a regional map. Identify reliable phone numbers and 
referrals for different types of illegal dumping situations that are likely to occur. Ensure that all 
jurisdictions receive the information and that the information is updated on a regular basis. This

. matrix and map will be used by the call referral service described in b) above.



d) Continue to provide local and region-wide dump site cleanup events. Governments and the 
private sector will continue to plan and implement cleanup events. This includes those organized by 
Stop Oregon Litter & Vandalism (SOLV). SOLV will also provide volunteers as available for 
cleanups coordinated by state, regional or local governments.



Practice 4: Coordinate Prosecution and Enforcement Efforts 

Key Concept and Approach
There are challenges to prosecution and enforcement efforts that heighten the need for coordination. For 
example, illegal dumping policies and enforcement practices vary among jurisdictions. Another 
challenge is that perpetrators do not usually confine their activities to one jurisdiction. Instead, they tend 
to cross jurisdictional boundaries and continue those activities. Also, some local officials may not see 
illegal dumping cases as a high priority and may be unaware of an offender’s prior illegal dumping 
offenses. Coordination is required to address these challenges effectively.

Key Elements
Roles and Responsibilities

[In addition to the descriptions below, see the table at the beginning of this document for a summary of
roles and responsibilities]
a) Prosecution and investigation is under the authority of local governments. Local jurisdictions 

have the authority to investigate and prosecute illegal dumping incidents that occur within their 
boundaries. When permitted by law, this enforcement authority may delegated to another 
jurisdiction by written agreement. Metro will assist to investigate and prosecute cases per written 
agreements with cities and counties.

b) Develop and maintain a regional, computerized database of suspects, offenders, dump sites, 
and open and closed cases. The purpose of the database is to provide the means to electronically 
share current information region-wide about illegal dump sites, suspects and perpetrators in order to 
apprehend more offenders. Metro will provide technical assistance and funding to establish and 
maintain the database and to provide other governments the opportunity to access the database. All 
jurisdictions will coordinate to maintain the database, to evaluate its effectiveness, and to plan 
improvements.

c) Conduct information meetings with criminal enforcement personnel. Governments will 
coordinate to plan and conduct regional and local meetings with civil and criminal enforcement 
personnel. The purpose of these meetings will be to increase awareness of illegal dumping 
enforcement programs and the serious nature of the offense.

d) Other Actions. In the interest of establishing more consistent policies, any of the following 
elements can be implemented by governments as appropriate:

• Local governments may choose to issue citations under Metro’s illegal dumping ordinance 
through written agreements with Metro.

Adopt laws to:

• Allow liens to be placed on the personal property of perpetrators (e.g., vehicles) if they 
fail to pay civil penalties or costs of cleanup.



• Restrict homeowners’ use of unauthorized haulers and hold unauthorized haulers and/or 
homeowners liable for cleanup of illegally-dumped materials.

• Advocate for a state law that would restrict homeowners’ use of unauthorized haulers 
and hold unauthorized haulers and/or homeowners liable for cleanup of illegally-dumped 
materials.

• Require convicted offenders to subscribe to residential garbage service.

• Enact an illegal dumping ordinance.

Develop procedures to identify repeat offenders across the region

Provide cost-effective ways for recycling coordinators and enforcement officials to access the 
state Department of Motor Vehicle’s automated voice exchange system (DAVE) in order to do 
license place checks on illegal dumping suspects.



Practice 5: Reduce the incidents of unauthorized use of disposal
containers through public education and enforcement

Key Concept and Approach
Illegal disposal includes the unauthorized placing of one’s garbage in another’s refuse container. 
Considering that “garbage collection” is a service that is paid for by the customer, this activity is 
tantamount to stealing the service from the individual or business that paid for it. As disposal costs 
increase, so does the monetary significance to the victim and the number of incidents.
Illegal disposal also includes cases where waste or recyclables are deposited at a legitimate disposal or 
recovery facility but dumped after hours and/or without proper payment. Such cases occur infrequently 
and can be handled either as thefts or as illegal dumping.
‘Theft of service” is a crime under Oregon law and as such it is the responsibility of the local law 
enforcement agency to investigate the offense and prosecute through the district attorney’s office.

. Individuals who participate in this activity may be unaware that it is a crime and the possible 
consequences. Public education would raise awareness and help prevent this activity.
Due to limited law enforcement resources, local jurisdictions may determine that this activity is a low 
priority for criminal investigation and prosecution. The regional committee established under Practice 1 
of this Plan could investigate alternative approaches to address this problem, including prosecuting as a 
civil offense.

Key Elements
Roles and Responsibilities .

[In addition to the descriptions below, see the table at the beginning of this document for a summary of
roles and responsibilities]
a) Investigation and Prosecution is under the authority of local governments. Local jurisdictions 

have the authority under Oregon law to investigate and prosecute the unauthorized use of disposal 
containers (theft of services) occurring within their boundaries. This enforcement authority may be 
delegated to another jurisdiction by written agreement.

b) Develop a public education campaign to inform individuals that this activity is “theft” and of the 
legal consequences. In addition, both residential and business waste collection customers should be 
educated on steps that may be taken to protect their disposal containers from unauthorized use, such 
as lighting, signage and locks.

c) Enact legislation. Local jurisdictions may enact legislation making unauthorized use of a disposal 
container a civil violation, thereby removing investigation and prosecution from the criminal justice 
system.

Practice 6: Track Progress and Measure Results

Key Concept and Approach
Surveys and program tracking are traditional management tools used to measure and evaluate the 
effectiveness of programs. These same types of management tools should be used to assess the 
effectiveness of illegal dumping programs, to plan better approaches to solve the problem, and to ensure



to best use of resources. Annual reviews will be necessary given the changing face of the problem. For 
example, new illegal dump sites may emerge as old ones are cleaned up, changing solid waste policies 
may result in the decrease or increase of illegal activity, or an increase in construction activity in a 
particular area may result in more illegally disposed construction waste.

Key Elements
Roles and Responsibilities

[In addition to the descriptions below, see the table at the beginning of this document for a summary of 
roles and responsibilities]
a) Identify performance indicators. In order to track progress from year to year, governments and the 

private sector have identified key indicators of performance. These indicators will be used to assess 
region-wide progress toward reaching the objectives of this plan.

Communication and Regional Coordination
• Participation in the Solid Waste Interagency Network of Enforcers (SWINE)
• Participation in regional planning efforts
• Successful implementation of regional programs

Prevention and Public Education
• Identify sites where mitigation measures have been taken and determine whether or not they are 

dumped on less frequently
• Decrease in the size and number of illegal dump sites
• Changes in public attitudes (surveyed through public opinion polls)
• Changes in the behavior of targeted waste generators
• Numbers and types of calls to the regional call referral service phone number

Illegal Dump Site Cleanup
• Number of sites cleaned up, who cleaned them up, and who paid for the cleanup. Calls to the 

regional call referral service

Coordinated Investigation and Prosecution
• Adoption of new laws
• Jurisdictions use the new regional database
• Number of informational meeting with enforcement personnel
• Number of cases involving coordinated investigation and prosecution

b) Produce and distribute an annual report on the status of illegal dumping. The purpose of this 
report is to survey and inventory the current status of the illegal dumping problem. The report will 
also analyze survey information and make specific recommendations for change as discussed in 
element b) below. The report may include the following information for each annual reporting . 
period:

• Size, locations and types of known illegal dump sites
(“types” can include whether the land was privately or publicly owned, the types of materials 
dumped, and whether the material was dumped by households or businesses)



Number, size, locations, and types of illegal dump site cleanups, quantities of materials collected, 
whether the site owner or the local government cleaned the site, how much money was recovered 
from local government cleanups, and the costs of cleanup activities.
Number of violators apprehended
Status of repeat violators
Number of cases successfully cleared .
Call activity - regional call referral service by geographic location 
Summary of programs implemented
Summary of new solid waste management policies and their probable effects on illegal dumping
Comparisons with prior years and analysis
Recommendations for change
Survey of types of materials dumped
Map matrix to mitigate repeat calls and transferring of calls
Response times for resolving problems

c)

Metro will compile and distribute the report annually. Local governments may contribute 
information for their jurisdictions. Metro will work with state and local governments to 
determine specific reporting needs.

Analyze report data and recommend program improvements. All parties will participate in the 
following activities:

• Analyze annual data
• Assess the effectiveness of current programs
• Amend existing programs as a result of surveys
• Recommend new programs to address emerging problems
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Agenda Item Number 7.1

Ordinance No. 96-665, For the Purpose of Coordinating Comprehensive Plans by Establishing an Urban
Service Boundary.

Second Reading

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday January 23, 1997 

Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF COORDINATING ) ORDINANCE NO 96-665
COMPREHENSIVE PLANS BY ESTABLISHING ) .
AN URBAN SERVICE BOUNDARY ) Introduced by Executive Officer,

) Mike Burton

WHEREAS, Metro is required by ORS 195.025(1) to be responsible for coordinating all 

planning activities affecting land uses within its jurisdiction to assure integrated comprehensive 

plans for the entire metropolitan area; and

WHEREAS, Metro must approve cooperative agreements and review urban services 

agreements as part of coordinating urban services in the SB 122 process while retaining overall 

coordination responsibility; and

WHEREAS, the cities of Portland and Beaverton and Washington County have been 

involved in a long-standing dispute over planning the ultimate areas for urban services to be 

provided under the comprehensive plans of the cities in unincorporated urban areas of 

Washington County between the two cities; and

WHEREAS, Metro's Executive Officer convened informal discussions of the urban 

services issues among the cities, the County, special service districts and citizens of the 

unincorporated area which reviewed provision of sewer, water, and parks services in the 

unincorporated area between Portland and Beaverton; and

WHEREAS, discussion of urban services among the affected parties indicated a strong 

desire for the certainty in the planning of urban services that has been provided to abutting cities 

by the use of policies in comprehensive plans establishing urban service boundaries between the 

cities of Portland and Gresham and Beaverton and Tigard; and



WHEREAS, the courts have held that the comprehensive plans of Beaverton, Portland 

and Washington County contain inconsistent provisions on an urban service boundary between 

Beaverton and Portland; and

WHEREAS, the County, cities, and special service districts participating in informal

discussions with the Metro Executive Officer have agreed to policies and actions to assure
/

coordination of the comprehensive plans of Washington County and the cities of Beaverton and 

Portland; now, therefore.

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

1. That the past amendments to the comprehensive plans of the City of Portland, the 

City of Beaverton and Washington County relating to urban service boundaries between Portland 

and Beaverton shall be replaced by text in the comprehensive plans describing an Urban Service 

Boundary line between Beaverton and Portland as the area of ultimate annexation for each city. 

The text description shall be consistent with the Urban Service Boundary Map attached and 

incorporated herein as Exhibit A. This Map shall be used to establish the Urban Service 

Boundary in each comprehensive plan which shall be the basis for adopting new urban planning 

agreements consistent with this Ordinance.

The Urban Service Boundary Map establishes the Urban Service Boundary as the 

Multnomah-Washington County boundary line, with the following small exceptions due to 

existing armexation, deed restrictions and service connections:

A. The following exceptions to the county line are needed to make a logical 

boundary for small areas already armexed into City of Portland:

1. The southernmost Portland annexation adjacent to Florence Lane 

remains in Portland.



2. The Portland annexation south of Garden Home Road and west of 

OlesonRoad remains in Portland, plus a small “island” north of 

Garden Home Road near 67th Avenue.

3. The Portland annexation north of Beaverton-Hillsdale Highway, the 

annexation at Hamilton and Scholls Ferry Road, and the property 

between them west to Scholls Ferry Road remain in Portland.

4. The SW Burnside and Barnes Road Portland annexation remains in 

Portland.

B. A small area to create a logical boundary and retain an existing neighborhood: 

Oleson Road becomes the USB between SW 70th Avenue and.SW Vermont 

to the boundary of the third Portland annexation, including the neighborhood 

streets of SW 70th, SW Canby on the south and SW 66th and 68th Court on 

the north, plus two small “islands” north of SW Vermont at SW 66th Court 

and SW 68th Court.

C. A small area with deed restrictions requiring annexation to Portland and

streets connected to Portland remains in Portland: Meadowridge

development.

D. A small area for the extension of SW 66th Avenue, north to SW Barnes Road.

E. A small area east of SW Canyon Drive and south of U.S. 26 for access to 

SW 64th Place, SW Bucharest Court in Multnomah County.

2. That the following policies shall be added to the Beaverton, Portland and 

Washington County comprehensive plans and shall be the basis for adopting new urban planning 

agreements consistent with these policies:



A. Upon annexation of the area in the vicinity of SW Garden Home Road and 

SW Oleson Road by Beaverton consistent with the Urban Service Boundary, 

Portland shall consent to annexation by Beaverton of that area south of SW 

Garden Home Road and west of Oleson Road that is currently in Portland.

B. For the Raleigh Hills Town Center as shown on the acknowledged Metro 

2040 Growth Concept Map, the affected jurisdictions of Beaverton, Portland, 

Washington County and Metro shall enter into an urban planning agreement to 

assure implementation of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 

provisions relating to town centers, including the establishment of town center 

boimdaries and demonstration of target capacities for jobs and housing.

3. That Metro shall adopt regional coordination policies to assist the City of 

Beaverton, City or Portland and Washington County in the adoption of new planning agreements 

consistent with this Ordinance.

ADOPTED by the Metro Coimcil this day of 1997.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer

ATTEST: Approved as to Form:

Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

jep
I:\DOCS#07.P&D\10REGLCO.ORD\01BVTPTL.USB\ORD1NANC.USB



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE 96-665 FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
COORDINATING COMPREHENSIVE PLANS BY ESTABLISHING AN 
URBAN SERVICE BOUNDARY

Date: November 21, 1996 

BACKGROUND

Presented by: Mike Burton, Executive Officer

Executive Officer Mike Burton has been working with the City of Beaverton, the City of 
Portland, Washington County and affected special districts in determining an urban 
services boundary in unincorporated Washington County. Since last spring these agencies 
have actively participated in a process to determine a boundary that best meets the needs 
of residents in this area. A series of neighborhood workshops were held to provide 
information to residents. These were followed with a random phone survey and a mailed 
questionnaire to registered voters and property owners.

In September, the executive officer recommended a tentative agreement including a 
boundary line and provisions to ensure coordinated planning efforts in the area. The 
Portland City Council, Beaverton City Council, Washington County Commission, and the 
special districts have all approved the tentative agreement. Ordinance No. 96-665 is a 
coordination action directing Portland, Beaverton and Washington County to amend their 
comprehensive plans to be consistent with the agreement.

The ordinance establishes that the MultnomahAVashington County boundary line serve as 
the urban services boundary with some small exceptions due to existing annexations, deed 
restrictions, neighborhood boundaries and service connections. The attached map 
illustrates the urban service boundary.

While annexations may not occur for a number of years, the ordinance establishes the 
urban service boundary line as the area of ultimate annexation between Portland and 
Beaverton. Until annexation, the area continues to be an unincorporated area within 
Washington County served by existing service providers. The agreement does not affect 
school districts or postal addresses.

The ordinance also requires a joint planning agreement for the Raleigh Hills Town Center 
to ensure a coordinated effort between the jurisdictions in implementing the 2040 Growth 
Concept.



A separate resolution establishes that Metro shall adopt coordination policies related to 
review of Senate Bill 122 agreements, Metro service coordination and dispute resolution, 
and review the provision of urban services and annexations in currently unincorporated 
Washington County adjacent to Portland.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Ordinance 96-665. The agreement is a 
compromise that gives certainty to the citizens of the affected area and ensures long-term 
planning coordination across jurisdictional boundaries to protect and enhance livability.



Agenda Item Number 8.1

Resolution No. 96-2426, For the Purpose of Adopting Policies for Coordination of City and County
Comprehensive Plans.

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday January 23, 1997 

Council Chamber



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING ) RESOLUTION NO 96-2426 
POLICIES FOR COORDINATION OF )
CITY AND COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE ) Introduced by Executive Officer,
PLANS ) Mike Burton

WHEREAS, Metro is required by ORS 195.025(1) to be responsible for coordinating all 

planning activities affecting land uses within its jurisdiction to assure integrated comprehensive 

plans for the entire metropolitan area; and

WHEREAS, Metro must approve cooperative agreements and review urban services 

agreements as part of coordinating urban services in the SB 122 process while retaining overall 

coordination responsibility; and

WHEREAS, the courts have held that the comprehensive plans of Beaverton, Portland 

and Washington County contain inconsistent provisions on an urban service boundary between 

Beaverton and Portland; and

WHEREAS, Metro participated with the County, cities, and special service districts in 

informal discussions convened by the Metro Executive Officer where the parties tentatively 

agreed to policies and actions to assure coordination of the comprehensive plans of Washington 

County and the cities of Beaverton and Portland that included Metro coordination policies; now, 

therefore.

BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the Executive Officer shall prepare a policy and process as a basis for Metro 

review of cooperative agreements and urban service agreements submitted to Metro under 

SB 122 which contains the following:



A. Recognition of county-convened processes pursuant to SB 122 which 

complete draft urban service agreements for Metro review.

B. Use of the urban service boundaries between Portland and Gresham, 

Beaverton and Tigard, and Portland and Beaverton as a basis for review of 

proposed SB 122 cooperative agreements and urban service agreements.

C. Provision for the City of Portland to comment to Metro on those proposed 

urban service agreements relating to areas near the Beaverton-Portland 

Urban Service Boundary which impact Portland as part of Metro review of 

those proposed urban service agreements.

D. Metro determination of whether Metro mediation or coordination action 

relating to proposed SB 122 agreements is indicated to assist city and 

county implementation of the Urban Growth Management Functional 

Plan, including review of transportation and planning impacts to areas near 

the Portland-Beaverton Urban Service Boundary commented on by 

Portland.

2. That a procedure shall be added to the Metro Code for consideration of Metro 

actions to coordinate urban services and resolve urban services disputes which shall include the

following:

B.

C.

A mediation process by the Executive Officer with a report to the Metro 

Council.

A hearing at the Metro Council for consideration of any formal 

coordination action or other region-wide policy.

Provision for Metro Council coordination or regional policy actions to be 

final land use decisions consistent with acknowledged RUGGO, including



the 2040 Growth Concept, and adopted functional plans. Such decisions 

would be appealable to the Land Use Board of Appeals.

3. That Metro shall adopt a policy to review provision of urban services and 

annexations in currently unincorporated Washington County adjacent to Portland with 

Washington County, Beaverton, Portland and affected service districts.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this____ day of _ 1997.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

jep
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Agenda Item Number 8.2

Resolution No. 96-2436A, For the Purpose of Endorsing the Statewide Advisory Committee
Recommendations on the Oregon Transportation Initiative.

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday January 23, 1997 

Council Chamber



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE 
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENDORSING THE) 
STATEWIDE ADVISORY COMMITTEE ) 
RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE OREGON ) 
TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE )

RESOLUTION NO. 96-2436A

Introduced by 
Transportation Planning 

Committee

WHEREAS, Governor John Kitzhaber launched his Oregon 

Transportation Initiative (OTI) in January 1996 to assess the 

transportation needs of the State of Oregon and to provide for 

the involvement of communities across Oregon in this effort; and 

WHEREAS, The recommendations of the five regional citizen 

advisory committees (RAC) and the statewide citizen advisory 

committee (SAC) of the OTI were integrated by the SAC into a 

report on its recommendations to Governor Kitzhaber; and

WHEREAS, Metro is responsible for preparing and adopting the 

Regional Transportation Plan, the long-range transportation plan 

for the Portland metropolitan area; and

WHEREAS, The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) identifies a 

20-year shortfall in funding for identified transportation 

improvements; and

WHEREAS, The SAC recommendations on the Oregon Transporta­

tion initiative recognize the funding shortfall identified in the 

RTP and provides a funding package that begins to address this 

shortfall consisting of both state and regional/local efforts; 

now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Metro Council hereby endorses the general prin­

ciples of the Statewide Advisory Committee Recommendations on the



Oregon Transportation Initiative (as described in Exhibit A) as 

^n initial statewide step toward addressing the shortfall in 

funding the region's long-range transportation needs.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this _ _ _  day of

1997.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer

Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

96-2436A.RES
ACC:AD;lmk
1-21-97



EXHIBIT A

SUMMARY OF SAC RECOMMENDATIONS 
TO GOVERNOR KITZHABER 

11/20/96

Following is a summary of key elements of the Statewide Advisory Committee’s 
November 18 report and recommendations to the Governor.

1. Preservation of a "Base System"

Make OM&P on "base system" facilities and services top priority.
Focus first on roads (42,000+ miles) and special needs transit.

2. Improve Efficiency

Reduce costs per unit OM&P output by 1 percent per year compounded. 
Link allocation of "modernization" money to hitting this target.
Further reduce "needs" by 10 percent (adjust standards, etc.).

3. Decentralize Decision-Making

Establish regional bodies to review use of existing resources and assets, 
and guide spending on system modernization and expansion.
Link new investment to livability, economic opportunity and efficiency.

4. Separate Funding for Preservation and Modernization

Halt deterioration in existing road and bridge infrastructure.
• Create a slowly growing stream of revenue for OM&P.
• Make spending on modernization more flexible and efficient- link to

community and region plans. ’'

5. Funding for OM&P

• Rely on user and "damage" fees.
• Index the OM&P revenue base.
• Maintain effort at the local level.

6. Funding for Modernization ("LEO Fund")

• Shift emphasis to "drivers of demand".
• Add flexibility in use of new vehicle registration fees.
• Encourage local/regional "effort".

7. Change Long-Term Funding Approach

• Reduce reliance on current user fees.
Focus on funding mechanisms that provide incentives change behavior.



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 96-2436A FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
ENDORSING THE STATEWIDE ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 
ON THE OREGON TRANSPORTATION INITIATIVE

Date; December 10, 1996

PROPOSED ACTION

Presented by: Andrew Cotugno

This action recognizes Metro area support of the Statewide 
Advisory Committee (SAC) recommendations on the Oregon Trans­
portation Initiative (OTI) as they are forwarded to Governor 
Kitzhaber. The SAC recommendations are consistent with policies 
adopted by the Metro Council as part of Metro's regional trans­
portation and growth management planning.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The Oregon Transportation Initiative

Governor John Kitzhaber launched the Oregon Transportation 
Initiative (previously the Governor's Transportation Initiative) 
in January 1996 to assess the transportation-related needs of 
communities throughout Oregon, identify those most crucial to 
livability and economic vitality, and develop ways to meet 
priority needs as economically as possible. The Governor said 
that the OTI would build on the Oregon Transportation Plan, which 
provides a broad policy framework for addressing needs and 
improving transportation system efficiency through better coordi­
nation of land use, economic and transportation decisions.

Business and community leaders across Oregon participated in five 
regional citizen advisory committees (RAC), including one in the 
Portland metropolitan area and in a statewide advisory committee 
(SAC) chaired by former Governor Neil Goldschmidt. The SAC 
integrated the findings of the state and regional committees and 
forwarded its recommendations to Governor Kitzhaber for his 
consideration.

Relationship of the OTI to Metro's Regional Transportation Plan

Metro's Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a multi-modal 
transportation planning document which provides a.20-year blue 
print for transportation decision-making, while working toward 
implementation of the region's 2040 Growth Concept. This plan 
identifies a set of improvements to the regional transportation 
system, including operations, maintenance, preservation and 
capital expansion, that best meet the region's needs over the 20- 
year period. The RTP identifies a $4 billion shortfall in fund­
ing this set of improvements.



The OTI provides a comprehensive funding package that begins to 
address this shortfall. The OTI recognizes the importance of 
adequately funding maintenance and preservations needs in addi­
tion to expansion of the transportation system to accommodate 
growth. The OTI also recognizes that both state and local 
efforts will be needed to fully address these needs.

96-2436A. RES
ACC:AD;Imk
1-21-87



Oregon Transportation Initiative

STATEWIDE ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 

ON OREGON TRANSPORTATION POLICY

November 18,1996



I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

John Kitzhaber to provide advice on issues critical to the evolution of Oregon's trarfsportation1ystem°r

SSWJsasMSfflwas^
Sn%Sfonfor0?engoPnaiansSUCOeSSeS '° impr0Ve e'ficienCy and lower ,he lon9-term “s>

• They would reorganize our system of transportation funding by:

a‘ ^cSSh0oP}^rnati0-n,-tmfintenani:e and preservation of existing transportation 
assets the top priority for use of transportation funds collected statewide;

b. linking new public investment in transportation system expansion to the abilitv 
commSty lLCe°nandUte t0 llVability ancJ econdmic opportunity objectives at the '

C- enoug^'^Mund^th'e mo's/be^Vftdal pn^ectsf rega'rdle^^ of mCod^°U*d '

■ ' iigSicTnaetccLTnsInX deciaicn-raaking on projects of local and regional

wo?k^o(?iroulJf<5VenifrUm^w nnre iS r]etceisary’ and concurs with most of the recommendations of the 
worKing groups. Our major policy-related recommendations to the Governor follow,

1. Improving Efficiency

• yy®r®^0rimrrien.d Impiementation of a system that will ensure base transportation svstem 
operations, maintenance and preservation efficiency improves by at least 1 percent oer^vear
a?eaps thateanS» » ,orsse,eabl? '"'“?• W® believe'effrdency wlil be encour^ge^b/affing 
purposes31 oh,eve exceP|K>nal results to retain a share of the savings for transportation

• We reconimencl the OTC link allocation of state resources for transportation svstem 
?nd wSrprSSrpS.'0 success,ul acbievement of efficiency improvement objectives

• systenf^'i^olee^DevdoplingSa system'fo lraSetheUaverage^toPa|VfpifblfcaVd private^ cosfof
moving people and goods in the state is a good first step. P } 1 °f

2. Establishing a "Base System"

W!t:ec°mmend focusing operation, maintenance and preservation resources on a "base
arp m'JIcn r°HC?S thal mc,ud®s about h.alf the total roads in the state - specifically, those which 
are most used to move people and freight throughout the state on a daily basis.

• We recommend the OTC, in cooperation with AOC and LOG, develop and implement systems 
to ensure that revenue- collected at the state level for operations, maintenance and



Used Princ'Pa,|y for that purpose, and to measure the condition of 
roads as a way of verifying our commitment to base system OM&P.

^nsridCe?^dmDTr^nf°thlh®htime bem9, ihfat pUubliK !ransPortation for the elderly and disabled be 
AHSnfi P [ ■ h system for whlch the state takes primary funding responsibilitya.on^ wifh Xtl'dVs6'™ 3 baS6 sVstem lha, consldis .hi balancl o. ES

3. Reorganizing Decision-Making

We need transportation priorities that are consistent with community and reoion olans tn 
irnprove livability and enhance economic opportunity. We believe regional bodiA comorised 
of public and private sector leaders, can help bridge the gap thal Sten exists betSPSJlfe 
regional and local concerns. We recommend creation of such bodies. ’

ho gr^uPs sh.ould set criteria t0 guide regional transportation investment, and
fhh b emPower.ed t0 review proposed changes to the "base system" in their areas assess 
i^^no?/9Ifforta?ei^CieS are «-ai<ing toward achievement of efficiency objectives, facilitate multi- 
fransportS rteedsPr0Ve efflClency, and assess and make recommendations on inter-regional

^yroTdsTn6^!1^6^!9!^"?1 |b0dieS rev(iaw access management plans for the major highways 
chonw hdaMa h . [u ’ t0uhelp ensure lhose facilities serve their intended purposes. Priority
wHhUirooec9lfVen r° thr.ou9h movement in rural areas. Through movement should be balanced 
with access functions in community centers.

4. Linking Investment to Core Values

• ^LbJliroe the atata- cJties> aounties and regional bodies should have a clear idea of how
?n9!f0n moderrilzation and expansion of transportation systems and services will support 

spSlific projSts re9IOna llvablllty and economic opportunity before committing resourcS to

raS'aaa1 bodies be given responsibility to establish livability and economic
OTP pSp cti 0r t5eir areas’ consistent with broad, statewide guidelinL, and that the 
u 1 u ensure state spending on transportation system modernization focuses on oroiects that 
are most consisterit with these guidelines and criteria.

Creating Separate Funds for Preservation and Expansion ^

areatinS ■two funds at the state level for transportation purposes; one • 
p <?p^?nH fpr0pewa l0a’ maintenance and preservation of "base system" facilities and services- 
a second for modernization and expansion of facilities and services -- particularly those that 
improve livability and enhance economic opportunity.

• We recommend raising sufficient revenue to meet the limited, OM&P needs described in the
following section, to provide funding for elderly and disabled transit service statewide and to 
^low for a limited modernization and expansion of transportation facilities and services. In 
tota , the increase proposed is equivalent to a five cent increase in gas taxes and comoarable 
truck taxes in each of the next two years, plus an increase of at least $20 per year ($40 oer 
biennium) in vehicle registration fees. H y ^ p

• We ^ not recomrnend exclusive reliance on these sources. In fact, we believe we should 
plan to begin reducing our reliance on these sources over time (see section 8).

5.
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6. Fundrng Operations, Maintenance and Preservation (OM&P)

Presrfervin9 exJs.‘in9 road surfa« cSndrao„s0|sP1fe
Improving existing surface conditions would require additional resources.

!(y!mLerWwTmend fUn,din9 ^or OM&P of base system roads and bridges continue to be drawn 
othef resour^s.S"f fe6S " SUPP,emented at the locaI '®vel by timbe? receipts and a

* ^Mr^!lieVf rUS!,- fee.s (^s taxes and weight-mile charges) should continue as the Drincinal 
f°u,rc.f f0/ funding for OM&P. We recommend they be indexed tcx Sre that funS ii 
wVr h'l-0110 0^^stet fhe effects of inflation, improved fuel efficiency and svstem orowth

, liy.^Scn%\dctiSsalaSrS' SUCh aS C0n9eS“0n Pridn9’ Sh-'d bd -s&rre
• We note studded tires and utility cuts cause extraordinary damaoe to oavement Wo

rp^niIi^Gfnd he CQksts th.is damage be recovered from those who cause it, and that revenue 
resulting from such collections be used to offset a part of the need for increases in other user

7. Funding to Support Livability and Economic Opportunity

™deSoneanderxepaSona, SeC°nd ,Und a' ,he S'ate leVel •^ansportation system

Sble°-"itefirSlaS/wdi?9 f0r ,ransPorta|ion sy3!em modernization and expansion be 
rn^ct t^ ls'.fva,lable for use on projects, facilities and services that will contribute the
mnptrriiocc0rflmUI^1 y ^A/^d re9lon livabi|ity and economic opportunity at the lowest cost 
regardless of mode. We propose a change in the Oregon Constitution to allow revenue from’
favy'nCrewaSe-irltVeh!C,et.re9istration fees t0 be used f'exibly. We believe roTuSr feS aa^
taxes and weight-mile charges) should remain committed to roads and bridges. . ^

usetof,vahicl? registration fees, transportation utility (or system access) fees
^sr^a,se.r]0ney for ne.eded moderr,ization, expansion andlransit. and 

10 neip onset a portion of the need for increased gas and weight-mile taxes.

rrnCi?nT!^eefndhef af iisilin9 5 ut'lity franch'se or PubHc right-of-way use fee for use by ODOT 
and counties to help fund needed modernization and expansion. y

wajieMewat tran.sP0.rtation utility fee would be an appropriate source of fundinq for elderlv 
and disabled transit, since it is a ‘■general" revenue sources. lunoing lor eiaeriy

8. Changing our Approach to Transportation Finance

l^dnrepCt|l^,^enr the State and itS ,ocal g°vernment partners begin moving now to further 
.ed^.ca tbeir reliance on gas taxes and truck weight-mile fees - particularly as sources of 

funding for system modernization and expansion. Adoption of a mileaqe-based vehicle 
registration fee would be an important step in this direction. Other mechanisms that merit 
makes3! La iffntl0ri tinclude congestion pricing and tax credits that reward behavior which 
alternative^). ° 9 aSS6tS m°re efficient (e-9" payro11 tax credits t0 fund transit

-3-



II. EFFICIENCY RECOMMENDATIONS 

Working Group Report Summary

perspectivesCy ^rst,kli,t9focuses o^'r^dudncf thpSrfl?tnSf0rtati0r^ efficiency improvement from two 
Oregon's roads and bridges; second?on trackiYiq the coL0oPfemaov'inA r]]^'ntfinin9 and preserving of 
measuring long-term transportation system performance. ^ people and goods as a way of

?eso<^a0ii'oPnrefflctenmo?: dS 'hree m9aSUreS ,0 lracl< Peri°™ance on operation, maintenance and

• total operations and maintenance (O&M) cost per lane mile*
; and b'“5fS wi!h deferred PtPPPrvation or reconstruction'needs;

amount o“auto trave|da y Ve C'e mi'e 0f ,raVel (wi,h truck tra''el an equivalent

amorrgLjrurisdictionsCand° regions n<thenGroupmrecornmendsdfirtnan>* 9°0d ,ideaS and in,ormatta"
improvements made across the state and hPeach rSn dfp/ i a-n?Ua' iep°r^ on effic'ency 
developed by ODOT, counties and cities in each rSn ’and nf rr.'.3 productlv,ty Proiect plan
efficiency improvements that are as yet little publicized.9 ’ nd 3 3 sumrnary report on previous

Sset &forgToplenadndreg9oU^^^ Snt aerjno9i “nTo?,9 aVe?h9e 'r?'31'dubllc and Pd-'a) 
transportation systeS, aPnd dedslns alfeSnlte upkerplnlSfop^^^^^^^^^ effect,veness of Oregon's

performance? nieasurin^^ogress'towa%Cg^,^aandtimpaementing0recommendation^,ardln9* SUperi°r

SAC Recommendations

quickfy^as poCsiblef^^t'sijpports'the'workinyQroup's'suaae'dfon th f r0Ubrb|0U*d ba -Pla--ted as 

!;^?hdeSin9|97TeCgareS^^^^
Annual Productivity Report be submitled by jCyC sIe bS ,ncompleie)' and lhat the first complete 

Sidenc?eseCSSyad0P‘i0n 0f tW° P0'icieS lhat wi" transportation providers to pursue

(,) ODOT establish9a9"rsaCn^eretentioCpdicyd^haCallowsOcfoT'dlst1'''1 t(^omm'®s‘on (°TC) and 

reprogram a portion of any savinqs^hev achieve cJstricts °r regions to keep and
targeted for all jurisdictions as part of this process. ^ percent per year improvement

(2) —CKS^p'CCsi^nTo successid'achievement'ofeilid63 'raasP°h='idn system 

and the biennial productivity plan. ment ° efflciericy improvement objectives

Working03?oCu°p9arfthihbeerIt avSabfea'Se th0eUV^ohrkmgrGrhol^ by the
of measures and modification if superior alternativesTr?e7gT h S C recommends Penodic review

-4-



III. BASE SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS 

Working Group Report Summary

Irh0!;r^;noe ^yst.em w°url<ing Group report defines a "base system" of roads, bridges and - on a
" pub 'C- transit.services Oregon that includes most facilities stSe, regional and 

local transportation agencies are investing in today. '«yiunai ana

lhneH rsys‘®m of r°aJs defined by the group includes 42,113 miles of freeways, arterials collectors 
milP<l05aInTHc?hafinC udin9 ?PPrc?x!rT1ately 12,000 miles of unpaved roads, and approximately 16 000 
fo fit low dS thattserve residential properties. The base system excludes more than 43 000 miles of

and '°cal raads thalare "-S^raained, ,or tht3^by' 

The Working Group notes statewide Interest in different parts of this base svstem varip<; Ninphr fUia

aBaaasssJBajftSB*"•
The base system of public transit services is defined to include the entire existina "nuhlir 
transportation (transit) system, since effective transit service is essential to meetinq state anc?local 
R?atP fnri^fd °i llvat^lilty.’ 9r°wth management, and transportation system efficiency improvement
fllommnl'flf1 est,.matas of ong-term' road needs and costs assume transit will be abTe to 
accommodate a growing share of trips, thereby lowering road needs.

pIdpHv/0!-/icJwIff thwre*is statew‘de interest and investment already in public transportation for the 
hLfly;,n? |led lrd’tt0 SOme extent- the transit dependent. There is also a statewide interest in 
tbhp S;E f':CI/y PUtb-IC t.ransP°d?tion. The report says additional work must be done to better define 
the state s interest in other public transit sen/ices.

The report proposes some criteria for use in deciding on additions to the base system of roads..

SAC Recommendations

conti'lues to believe Oregon's top transportation priority should be the maintenance
p[f>n|rnfi0n ^nd 0Paratl0n of a "base system" of transportation facilities and services that ensures’-
f1m6d?^1f3ffr9mnJ^r? a baSIC eve 0 ,Tloblllty -within ar|d between communities. It continues to believe
iU2h 9J r mai,?.tenanc®'Preservation and operation of this system should be a state responsibilitv -- 
a shared commitment of Oregonians to one another. responsioiiity

"ifC0[Timend resPpns'bility for funding OM&P on local roads continue to be shared between state 
arid local governments - at least in the short term - with the state providing a safety net that ensures 
minimal funding for OM&P to local agencies faced with extraordinary declines in receipts.

in c°niunction with lhe Association of Counties (AOC) and League of Cities 
develop and implement systems to ensure that revenue collected at the state level for OM&P is

Pnm J/,nC1?fliyKf0r that purpose- and t0 measure the condition of roads as a wly of ensuring our 
commitment to base system OM&P is being met. ^ ^ way ensuring our

mMtwfnx011117160^ S00"^' '^^0C' L9C and other affected agencies (e.g., transit providers ports) set 
mutually acceptable criteria to guide the process of adding facilities and services to Oregon's base 
system of transportation facilities and services. ^t^rviees lo uregon s case

oLWI-th thf Vyurki?§ 9rouP’s recommendation on transit. For the time being, the state should 
focus on services for the elderly and disabled which is important to communities throughout the state.

-5-



c'i; J^^J?0MMENDATI0NS related to livability 
economic opportunity and regionalization

Working Group Report Summary

chan^<srhint?a<nsportat?onldecision^akin^!C °Pportunity and Regionalization recommends two major 

priorities consistSiTwith3cSerianrelatee9d°toacoSunitv"ivabintvea^ S6t •re9ional transportation

SP JSfasussaSSSSS^
Evaluating'potenti^* solutions Cto^UansportaUon0Dro^r|em^erS (fn<^

priorities. Transportation inve9stPmants wo?^Ube gUide^bJ1Se mSsPc;?fe pr°iecl

Representatives of o'ther state fgInS w?u1d p9aSicipate al S ' b6 a voting member of each body8

SAC Recommendations

The SAC generally supports the Working Group recommendations

J^pEratfoEmralntS«aEEEdipEEsbee^^^^^^^^ Ef'baEe svstm "rLEif5 l?rhe!!idsn!:y improvement in

=SS31iS!“~

-6-



V. FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Working Group Report Summary

governmem Ievd°r*<in^ Qr°UP recomme"ds of two transporlalion funds at the state

re^otirces froTeitteMhe LEoTuSor ai^Tate/^pecfeiryScSted W°Uld bS fUnded Wilh

Srti™"1? both thosePsoPu°rSI ta MOM&P ann ,rU°i "?i9h,-mile and "indexing- a
The group indicLtS a f°ve cent incr2te?n the tax ^n^'c^nl S.i;' ,he nex, several years- 
equivalent increases in truck weight mile taxes and a S?n /5znneXt lv° y?ars’ comb|ned withvehicle registration fee would pScT enough revenuf to S increase in the
needs assuming efficiency initiatives are succeSS frnniSo^foH ? P®rcenlof base system OM&P 
funding gap for elderly and disabledlans^t^P?5rP. TnPH rTf ted-LSee ,tem 6- Pa9e 3)- (b) cl°se the 
modernization and expansion of transportation infrastructSe Pr°Vlde S°me addltlonal resources for

truckPweight-rni?ebfeesSeAIternatrivres°dir^cussGdCb!^'ttfpr ‘he "eed f°r'ncrease= i" Sas taxes and a 
pavement-cut- feel uhlitTrirhtohwafuse fit fVamls^^^^ studded tire fees, utiiity
transportation system access (or transpirtitton''l«tv"i feS rfotna a,re 99', alreatiy in place), 
special titling fees for vehicles that arid tn thS tn a n., ehS’ iTll,eage-based vehicle registration fees, additional cigtrelte tits to heVtld ptfc bSr'n 'he S,ale’ l0"in9 and such ,hin9s as

fromPanyPincrtise1tndheavlficl|ePregtstraUonnfee'nS|ttdoes nof™ 3 "“''ll6 kUSS of revenue raised
limitations on use of revenue from gas® taxes and truck wel|t-Se chl'Tgt6'1 8'n9 constllu,ional

The Working Group noted some recommendations may have to be phased in over several biennia.

SAC Recommendations

The SAC believes the two-fund concept is a good one. It serves several important purposes.

■ aFSithr|IPmSaS1dtta?;Yy7^^^^^^^^^ is a t09 aad >daf 'ddaa

fnd00enconlmicPoSppeonrturttyneW reS°UrCeS arS Spem in Ways ,hal imProve “"’"'unity livability

■ ktrtj,trKifani"„Cr-eaS,ed "ex,?i.'it''in use 01 ,unds - a dftange that enables communities and
services.3 0n 9 33 'nVeS'ln WayS ,hal lower l°"9-tBrm costs of providing IranspSSn

-7-



IffideSnAcy irn1SSsenadrSe implinm9emLdb|ucceysSv0a'^d m °," ,!he assTption ’.hal

performance and lowef colts. 9 and encoura9e addlt'onal. extraordinary efforts to improve

fiveSSm hc?easeeVn0rthp9n?c[0tUp,S assefrT)e,'?t of need and recommends seeking the equivalent of a
hcreases a?d rS2?nt vI.^ e^Cl°f th^n.ext two years- cpmbined with equivalent truck tax
increases and a 520 per year increase in the vehicle registration fee in each of the two yearsmrn^mmm
Ulnfloc3[|y-Providad resources make an important contribution to OM&P on base sv^tpm 
roads and bridges. It assumes that contributions will continue for the foreseeable future. V m

™exWef-1haM^?vdatehlp1nnr^L,U„ndln9 'or,,ra,nsPl0.rt£tion system modernization and expansion be
oorX:ueni.ySTegrn'l,l^liSUand0eooPSri^^^^^
bridges5 r°ad US6r 'eeS (9aS ,aX6S and wei9ht'mi^^ charSes) shoul^rrnaifc™9^^0^ and

SiSlgiiHESS£SSH=Sl

l|p=:sS|^gg|s|l
oTHgSsrLSi?"^^^|£^Pgaore?^d\T0:i1Cg^^
fees as ways to assist local agencies meet growing obligations registration

rip1HinyArIfiln^S|AC n-0t*es tfLer^ are imPortant l°cal govomment concerns about revenue allocation 
declining local receipts and the need for a “safety net”, rapid growth in unincorporated arLs and thp 
need for sonie flexibility in use of OM&P revenue on safety projects and smS shoddfrm rpnlt^bl 
dTro??VHr?en S iha-(^1-11 Produce longer-term OM&P savings. The SAC recornmends ODOT bP 

0 tWOri? ltS •ocal goverprpent partners to devise solutions to these problems that am
eceptable to all parties prior to submitting proposals relevant to these issues to the Legislature.
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Oregon Transportation Initiative 
Stafewide Advisory Committee Rep ort

Summary of Funding Recommendations; 
Average Annual Needs and Revenues

199872001

The Need2 
Existing Resources 
The Gap

Shifts, Adjustments and Efficiency^ 
Reduced Gap

Revenue Measures
(For alternatives see naxf table)
Indexing4
5+5-Cent5
$20 Animal VRF6

Remaining Gap

253

118
135

57
78

0

(Millions)
S 556

199*
357

68
289

114
24

151

•$ 53 
• 18
35

1
34

34

0

a ^cIudes Cft7> Coimty Stale base system roads and bridges
cr ,ha,freSOT“ ““”5 “"“O” „„ tap„veme„ i, rold conail!o„

3 AUll»/i,if.r vSf15 f0[ C?paC^ expansion but not available for OM&P by statute or policy
needs. fSciency gain in all areas and a 10% reduction in OM&P and road capacity expansion

W"6tt-dilta,“ ”*'= S«!"S ■» OMSJ by nK orinflad™ plus udJusunM for Improvedfuel
I Including equivalent weight-distance. 

Assumes
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Source Basis of Calculation

1-cent fuel

1-cent equivalent weight-mile 

Studded Tire .

Tran^ortation. Utility Fee

Cigarette Tax(for Special 
Tiansportatiou)

Mileage-based registration fees 
(1/2-ceut per mile)

System Access Fee (first time title 
charge)

Utility Pavement Cut Fees

Utility right-of-way 

oiling

Congestion Pricing

Implemented January 199 8

Assumes 38.7% truck responsibility

$8.50 per tire sold

$ 1.00 per month per resident and 
per employee

2-cents per pack

Average Annual
1998 - 20017 

(millions)

Light vehicles only at 29 billion 
miles per year

S200 per vehicle, first time 
registered in Oregon

Would be implemented primarily 
by local governments for cost 
recovery.

Fees for use of rights of way would
probably be negotiated.

A $ 1.00 fee, one direction on the I- 
5 and 1-205 Interstate Bridges

A congestion fee netting $1.00 per 
vehicle tismg the Vista Ridge 
Tunnels in Portland during 
weekdays.

$ 14.3 

8.0 

• 8.1 

50.1

9.4

145.0

78.0

n/a

' n/a

43.0

30.0
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENDORSING A 
REGIONAL POSITION ON REAUTHORIZATION 
OF THE INTERMODAL SURFACE TRANSPOR­
TATION EFFICIENCY ACT (ISTEA) 

RESOLUTION NO. 96-2442 

Introduced by 
Mike Burton,· 
Executive Officer 

WHEREAS, The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 

Act (ISTEA) was adopted by Congress in 1991; and 

WHEREAS, ISTEA is scheduled to expire at the end of federal 

Fiscal Year 1997 (September 30, 1997); and 

WHEREAS, Congress will be considering reauthorization of 

ISTEA during 1997; and 

WHEREAS, ISTEA has a significant policy effect on transpor-

tation planning and decision-making in the Portland region; and 

WHEREAS, It is through ISTEA that federal "New Rail Starts" 

funding commitments are made; now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED, 

That the Metro Council: 

1. Endorses the ISTEA position Paper as reflected in 

Exhibit A subject to coordination with ODOT on a statewide 

position. 

2. Requests ISTEA "New Rail Starts" funding for Phase I of 

the South/North LRT project. 

3. Commits $55 million of Regional Surface Transportation 

Program (STP) funds to the South/North LRT project during the 

period FY 99-2009 that would otherwise have been allocated to 

Tri-Met and was previously committed to be transferred to the now 



defunct "Transportation Equity Account." This allocation plus 

the $475 million of Tri-Met General Obligation bonds will provide 

the initial increment of local matching funds for the project.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of

1997.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer

Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

ACC;lmk
96-2442R.RES
1-9-97



EXHIBIT A 

ISTEA REAUTHORIZATION 
PORTLAND, OREGON 

REGIONAL POSITION PAPER 
JANUARY 1997 

This position paper should be viewed as a work in progress. 
ISTEA reauthorization will extend over the next nine months 
during which time numerous proposals will surface which require 
further consideration by the Portland region. This position 
represents the region's starting place, thereby allowing these 
positions to be advocated through national organizations, before 
federal hearings and with the Oregon congressional delegation. 
In addition, changes will be considered, if necessary, after 
coordination with other interests statewide through ODOT. 

I. Introduction 

The transportation providers of the Portland region believe 
there is a national interest in transportation that should 
be reflected in the programmatic emphasis in the next ISTEA. 
This national interest should focus on maintaining and 
improving metropolitan mobility to support the economic 
engines of the country and further international competi­
tiveness. Second, it should maintain and improve vital 
connections between metropolitan areas. Finally, effective 
connections to international passenger and freight ter­
minals to access the global marketplace are critical. 

In order to ensure these national interests are accomplished 
through the distribution of federal transportation funds, a 
programmatic approach, rather than a block grant approach, 
is most appropriate. In this manner, the Federal Government 
can target its resources to the program areas that represent 
the national interest. The current ISTEA, with several 
improvements, provides an excellent model for such an 
approach to the next ISTEA. The ground-breaking changes in 
flexible financing,. local control and public involvement 
embodied in the passage of ISTEA in 1991 were a major step 
forward in transportation development. Reauthorization of 
ISTEA should focus on building on the strengths of this 
landmark legislation rather than on major rollbacks or 
wholesale changes. 

Reauthorization of ISTEA to include these provisions is 
integral to the Portland region's objectives for growth 
management and building a livable community. This region 
has strived to link transportation investments to land use 
decisions to achieve multiple Objectives of preserving farm 
and forest lands, reinvesting in communities, meeting air 
quality standards, efficiently using.existing infrastruc­
ture, and maintaining a livable region in the face of mas­
sive growth. It is essential that the Federal Government 



maintain its partnership with the Portland region through 
the reauthorization of ISTEA.

The region would like to highlight the following issues for 
consideration during the reauthorization of ISTEA:

II.. Substantive Issues

1. MPO Role in Decision-Making. We believe that the 
increased local and state role in transportation 
decision-making is one of the most important advances in 
ISTEA. The region strongly supports continuing a strong 
MPO role in planning, project selection, joint TIP/STIP 
approval, and public involvement.. The MPO role in ISTEA 
has improved the partnership of local government offi­
cials, state departments of transportation and other 
transportation interests and should be reinforced in 
reauthorization.

2. Joint MPO/State DOT Approva"! of TIPs. Joint approval of 
state and metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Programs (TIP) in each metropolitan area ensures a 
partnership approach to solving transportation problems.

^ Typically, the state DOT is responsible for only a part 
of the transportation system and cities, counties, 
transit districts and port districts are responsible 
for the balance. Through a partnership approach, 
transportation investment decisions can be made to 
ensure the system as a whole meets the needs of the 
public and responds to the federal interest. Often in a 
complex metropolitan area, trade-off decisions must be 
made to determine which improvements to which part of 
the system can most effectively meet the needs. In 
addition, it is critical that transportation investment 
decisions are coordinated with land use decisions' for 
the region which typically rest with local governments 
rather than the state DOT. Joint approval of the TIP 
assures that all parties responsible for the 
transportation system are party to making the priority 
decisions about its improvement.

3. Flexible Funding. The region supports maintaining and, 
where appropriate, expanding flexible funding. Flexi­
bility gives local and state governments and citizens 
the opportunity to craft the most appropriate local 
solutions to transportation needs. Flexible funding has 
been a key component of this region's effort to respond 
to the demands of growth, address congestion and freight 
mobility needs and preserve livability and environmental 
quality.



While the region supports continuing the existing 
categories for Surface Transportation Program funds. 
Transportation Enhancement funds, and Congestion 
Mitigation/Air Quality funds, including metropolitan 
set-asides, there should not be any additional cate­
gorical funding allocations in the next ISTEA if they 
have the effect, particularly in the environment of 
reduced or level funding, of actually reducing rather 
than increasing flexibility. This can,occur if there is 
less funding split up among more categories. The region 
supports expanding the flexibility of existing STP and 
CMAQ funds to address capital improvements to freight 
rail and intermodal facilities. In addition, the region 
supports maintaining the existing flexibility provisions 
for the NHS program.

4. Reject Rollbacks and Devolution. The region does not 
support the rollback or elimination of major elements of 
ISTEA, such as local control,’ public involvement or 
joint MPO/state DOT approval of TIP/STIP or the "devo­
lution" of the federal program and its return to the 
states. The passage of ISTEA resulted in improved 
coordination between the state, region and federal 
transportation providers. The benefits to the taxpayers 
are a more efficient use of existing transportation 
investments and the construction of new inves-tments that 
best reflect their individual community needs. In this 
region, the experience of ISTEA has been a positive one 
and has resulted in a greater degree of public involve­
ment in and support for the transportation investments. 
In addition, it is problematic for states to adopt 
sufficient tax increases to offset the elimination of 
the federal program.

5. Discretionary Section 3 "New Start" Program. The' region 
supports the continuation of a discretionary Section 3 
"New Starts" program. The program has been shown to be 
an effective way for urban areas to implement large- 
scale innovative transit alternatives to new freeway 
construction. Opportunities to leverage private sector 
investments are substantially enhanced with the 
existence of a categorical program and predictable 
funding allocations. The existence of a categorical 
program and the scale of investment accommodated by the 
New Start program is critical to the integration of 
long-range transit development and land use planning 
efforts such as that underway in the Portland region.

6. New Start Evaluation and Land Use Benefits. The region 
believes that one of the most important benefits of the 
Section 3 New Start program is the opportunity it offers 
communities to reduce urban sprawl and its associated 
costs. The new ISTEA should direct FTA to 'include the
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benefits of improved land use and the reduced costs of 
sprawl in the analysis for new rail projects. Projects 
which can demonstrate the reduced costs of sprawl 
through legally binding land use requirements should be 
given additional consideration in the allocation of New 
Start funding.

FTA should be encouraged to continue its efforts to 
include in its evaluations the value of reduced sprawl, 
reduced utility costs, road construction and maintenance 
costs, air pollution and other benefits associated with 
the more compact development pattern attainable with 
integrated transit development and land use planning.

Blanket Authorization of Contingent Commitments and 
Existing Full-Funding Grant. Agreements. The region 
supports the "en bloc" authorization of contingent 
commitment projects and carryover Full-Funding Grant 
Agreements. Failure to authorize these projects would 
unfairly penalize communities that have moved forward 
with the expenditure of local and state funds under the 
spirit and the letter of ISTEA's contingent commitment 
provisions. The level of local trust and cooperation 
with the Federal Government would be seriously harmed if 
contingent commitment projects are not authorized as 
indicated in ISTEA. Not authorizing contingent commit­
ment projects will send a signal to the private sector . 
that public sector financing is unreliable and would 
reduce future opportunities for public-private ventures. 
"En bloc" reauthorization of carryover Full-Funding 
Grant Agreements is critical to complete projects in 
mid-stream. In many cases, appropriations for these 
projects have not kept pace with the amount authorized 
in the current ISTEA and contracted for in these Full­
funding Grant Agreements. The remaining appropriation 
must be provided for in the next ISTEA.

Innovative Financing. Steps taken in ISTEA to authorize 
innovative methods for financing transportation facili­
ties is very helpful. These should be nurtured and 
expanded in the next ISTEA authorization bill. The 
flexible funding provisions of ISTEA provided important 
new tools for local communities to address their trans­
portation needs. However, transportation infrastructure 
needs still far outstrip local, state and federal 
resources. Additional innovative financing mechanisms 
should be explored and local jurisdictions, MPOs and 
states should be given a broader range of tools to 
address funding shortfalls. In particular, the region 
supports expanded authority for tolling federal 
facilities to address mobility, freight movement and 
congestion demands. Secondly, the Congestion Pricing



authority should be retained and funded. Third, ex­
panded opportunities for public-private partnerships 
could allow greater private sector participation in 
transportation financing. Fourth, expanded methods of 
providing the required local match should be retained 
and enhanced. Finally, the pilot effort to implement 
"Infrastructure Banks" should continue, be made per­
manent and should be capitalized with federal seed 
money.

9. Congestion Pricing. The Congestion Pricing PILOT
Program should be retained and funded. Market-based 
mechanisms have proven ability to manage demand with 
limited resources. The PILOT program to date has been 
instrumental in promoting the effectiveness of market 
policies to significantly reduce peak period congestion. 
By allowing regions around the country to intensively 
study the concept,- the PILOT program has significantly 
furthered the understanding of the role that congestion 
pricing can play in managing transportation costs while 
enhancing mobility. The recent opening of State Route 
91 in California and the High Occupancy Toll Lanes in 
San Diego and the high level of public acceptance in 
recent public opinion surveys conducted as part of the 
Southern California Council of Governments and the San 
Francisco Bay Bridge projects demonstrate the growing 
support for congestion pricing. Like any policy which 
involves a dramatic change in behavior among the general 
populous, implementations of congestion pricing face 
enormous challenges in terms of public education and 
acceptance. The program is now poised to capitalize on 
the concrete successes in a variety of locations around 
the country. The Portland metropolitan region is cur­
rently in the midst of a study which is exploring the 
potential of this tool to play a key role in our 're­
gional transportation future. The region is interested 
in having access to funding through the PILOT program 
should it conclude congestion pricing is an appropriate 
tool to implement in the Portland region.

10. Increased Funding. ISTEA recognized the critical link 
between transportation investments and economic develop­
ment, increased productivity and individual opportunity. 
Funding for ISTEA programs should be increased to re­
flect this critical linkage. To maintain the equity and 
flexibility in ISTEA, the existing 80/20 funding ratio 
between highways and transit should remain constant.

11. Many of the highway funding distribution formulas are 
biased against Oregon, resulting in the state being in a‘ 
"donor" status, paying more into the federal trust fund 
than returns through ISTEA. These formulas should be 
"revisited to correct this problem.



12. 4.3 cents of the federal fuel tax is now being used for
deficit reduction. When this tax increase was adopted 
by Congress, it was on the basis of being an interim 
measure and the commitment was made to return this to 
the Highway and Transit Trust Funds. This commitment 
should be fulfilled through a shift of this 4.3 cents 
to: 1) one-half cent for passenger rail; 2) 80 percent
of the balance to the Highway Trust Fund; and 3) 20 per­
cent of the balance to the Transit Trust Fund with an 
associated increase in spending authority in these 
areas.

13. The High-Speed Rail Program within ISTEA should be 
reauthorized for the five selected priority corridors, 
including the Cascadia Corridor from Eugene, Oregon to 
Vancouver, B.C. There are important trackway improve­
ments needed within the Portland metro area to improve 
speed and safety. In addition, the Portland region 
benefits from improved service (speed and frequency) to 
Eugene, Seattle and Vancouver, B.C.

Associated with this, one-half cent of the 4.3-cent gas 
tax now dedicated to deficit reduction should be com­
mitted to intercity passenger services, capital improve­
ments, such as high-speed rail, intercity bus and 
Amtrak. This program would provide for grants and loan 
guarantees to such applicants as ODOT, transit dis­
tricts, Amtrak and local governments.

14. NHS Priority Corridors. ISTEA designated several high 
priority NHS corridors throughout the nation. These 
corridors receive special funding for capital improve­
ments. Oregon in cooperation with Washington and 
California should seek special status for 1-5 as an NHS 
Priority Corridor. With the passage of NAFTA, this 
special designation is of even greater importance..

15. Match Ratios. Oregon should oppose any attempts to 
change the match ratios as outlined in ISTEA. Oregon 
benefits from the sliding scale match ratio provisions 
of ISTEA tied to federal lands within the state and 
should advocate for their inclusion in the next ISTEA. 
In addition, ISTEA should explicitly allow "overmatch­
ing" federal funds with a higher than required local 
match.

16. Fiscal Constraint. The current requirement to base
transportation plans and programs oh realistic revenue 
forecasts should be continued. This requirement has 
brought about more realistic plans rather than simply a 
"wish list" and therefore greater attention to funding 
decisions which assume more cost-effective projects. 
However, equal attention should be paid to a "vision" 
plan to provide the basis for pursuing the funding 
needed to accomplish that vision.



17. Oregon is facing a severe shortfall in meeting its
Transportation Capital needs. This has been exacerbated 
by federal funding cuts and lack of action by the Oregon 
Legislature to meet the need. Most recently, ODOT was 
forced to cut $400 million from its Modernization Pro­
gram. Highway "Demo" projects represent a possibility 
for helping to meet these needs. The state should 
submit projects that have the greatest likelihood of 
being included as "Demo" projects.

ACCImk
ISTEAAREA.OL2
1-13-97



Project' Priorities

FY 97 is the final year of ISTEA which was adopted in 1991. In 
1997, both consideration of the FY 98-2003 ISTEA and the FY 98 
Appropriations Bill will provide opportunities to consider 
earmarking projects. The following priorities should be con­
sidered for funding through the ISTEA reauthorization or appro­
priations or other legislative actions. This list should be 
accepted on a preliminary basis to allow for coordination with 
ODOT on statewide priorities. It may be necessary to add projects 
elsewhere in the state or delete some Portland area projects. The 
"Regional Priority Projects" are endorsed as priorities for all 
jurisdictions of the region while the other projects are a 
priority for individual jurisdictions.

A. Regional Priority Projects

1.. Completion of Westside/Hillsboro LRT project - Section 3.

$74 million of "contingent commitment" for the Hillsboro 
extension must be authorized in ISTEA; in addition, $100 
million remains to be appropriated in FY 98 for this 
project.

2. Initiation of South/North LRT project - Section 3.

It is the intent of the region to re-examine the scope and 
cost of the South/North project now under consideration in 
order to define a Phase I project that meets regional 
objectives within a more constrained budget and to seek 
federal "New Rail Starts" funding. In March 1997, the 
region will amend the alternatives now under consideration 
in the Draft EIS. This project is likely to require 
partial funding in the next ISTEA and a commitment -to 
complete the funding in the following ISTEA.

Also needed to accomplish this is a local and regional 
commitment over this same time period. Consideration 
should be given to various local and regional sources in 
addition to the $475 million General Obligation Bond 
Measure and the $55 million of regional STP funds.

The region will consider adoption of a detailed financial 
plan for this proposal in March 1997.

3. Deepening of the Columbia River Ship Channel - Corps of 
Engineers.

The Port of Portland, in cooperation with other Columbia 
River ports, is seeking Corps of Engineers funding to 
deepen the Columbia River ship channel to accommodate
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larger ocean-going vessels. This is critical to the 
international competitiveness of the Portland area and the 
greater Columbia River Basin and directly tied to truck 
and freight rail access improvements in the Rivergate 
area. 

We strongly support continued funding of $725,000 per year 
in Fiscal Years 1998 and 1999 for the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers' completion of the feasibility and environmental 
studies for the Columbia River channel deepening. 

The region also encourages Congress to approve bill 
language to provide a contingent authorization of $65 
million for the federal share of the project, subject to 
required environmental, economic and engineering reviews. 
This authorization is a critical step in keeping the 
project on schedule for construction early in the next 
decade. 

B. Local or Agency Priority Projects 

1. I-5/Highway 217/Kruse Way Interchange - FHWA Demo project. 

A revised design has been developed and endorsed by ODOT, 
the affected local governments and Metro. $38 million of 
Highway Demonstration funds or Interstate Discretionary 
funds would allow this critical 1-5 bottleneck and safety 
problem to be corrected. 

2. Sunnybrook Interchange - FHWA Demo project. 

Project development on this project is nearly complete. 
$19 million of Highway Demonstration funds or Interstate 
Discretionary funds in combination with previously -
committed ODOT and local funds would allow this project to 
proceed on schedule. 

3. South Rivergate Railroad Overcrossing/Columbia Boulevard 
Corridor - FHWA Demo project. 

Columbia River channel dredging and Rivergate rail im­
provements are increasing the cargo movements into and out 
of the Rivergate port terminals. $15 million of Highway 
Demonstration funds for this railroad grade separation 
would enhance truck access to these terminals. This 
project is the second in' a series of planned improvements 
in the Columbia Boulevard corridor between Rivergate and 
1-205. 
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4. Sunset Highway - Phase III.

The Westside Corridor Project included both LRT to Hills­
boro and Sunset Highway improvements. The Sunset Highway 
projects, however, have been delayed due to lack of 
funding. This $27 million would allow the next logical 
phase to proceed.

5. Lovejoy Ramp Removal/Broadway Bridge Rehabilitation - FHWA 
Demo and Bridge Program.

Replacement of the Lovejoy ramp in the River district and 
upgrade to the Broadway Bridge will enable major redevel­
opment in this Central City district. $15 million of 
Highway Demonstration funds and $10 million of Highway 
Bridge Repair and Replacement funds would allow these 
projects to proceed.

6. Seek federal discretionary funds to "capitalize" the 
Oregon State Infrastructure Bank for such projects as the 
Tualatin Expressway and cash flow management for the 
Westside LRT project.

242nd Avenue/I-84 Connection: 
Improvement.

Mt. Hood Parkway Interim

242nd Avenue is the region's designated NHS corridor 
connection between 1-84 and U.S. 26. Existing roads in 
this corridor are poorly connected to these highways or 
provide less direct travel into and out of the region for 
autos and substantial truck movements. v

The proposed project will provide for a more direct 
connection to 1-84 by extending 242nd Avenue northerly 
from Glisan Street to Sandy Boulevard and connecting to I- 
84 via ramps. Development of this alignment will replace 
a hazardous, steep three-lane road (238th Avenue) which 
has a high accident rate and must.be closed during icy 
conditions. Existing East County streets used for travel 
into and through the region are projected to suffer from 
increased congestion. Thus a more direct route with 
access control and with some operational changes can 
better serve these substantial non-local traffic 
movements.

Much of the right-of-way is currently owned by Multnomah 
County and ODOT. Project cost for project construction is 
$20 million. An additional $5 million is proposed to make 
operational enhancements to the existing 242nd Avenue to 
improve flow and eliminate bottlenecks.
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8. Cornell @ Cornelius Pass and Baseline @ 185th Intersec­
tions.

Implementation of the Region 2040 Growth Concept in the 
vicinity of the Westside LRT project creates the need to 
also provide road improvements. This $12 million demon­
stration project will identify and construct the correct 
solution to accommodate the land use regime the region 
desires for this area.

' 9. Willamette Valley High-Speed Rail - High-Speed Rail 
Account.

Funding should be sought for track upgrade to improve^ 
speed and safety. The Eugene to Vancouver, B.C. corridor 
is one of five priority corridors selected by USDOT 
following establishment of the High-Speed Rail Program in 
the last ISTEA.

10. Transit-Oriented Development Revolving Fund - Section 3.

In 1994, $3 million of Regional STP funds were allo­
cated to establish this revolving fund. Initiation of the 
grant application through the Federal Transit 
Administration is now in progress.' In addition, $10 
million of Section 3 funds would allow additional projects 
adjacent to LRT to be implemented.

11. Federal demonstration funds for a regional "Intelligent 
Transportation System" should be sought. This technology 
shows promise to improve the efficiency of the region's 
freeway, arterial and transit systems.

The criteria for recommending these projects is as follows:

1. Projects are of statewide significance.

2. Projects can be built within the timeframe of the next 
ISTEA bill (1998—2003

3. There is a strong base of support for the project within 
the governments, community and business organizations.

4. The proposal would bring new funds to the state, not 
merely result in reallocation of existing funds.

5. Members of the Congressional delegation express a will­
ingness to pursue the project.

6. ■ There should be a short list of priorities.'

7. The list should be integrated with ODOT's statewide 
priorities.

ACClmk/I-13-97
1STEAREA.0L2



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 96-2442 FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
ENDORSING A REGIONAL POSITION ON REAUTHORIZATION OF THE 
INTERMODAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY ACT (ISTEA)

Date: December 24, 1996 Presented by: Andrew Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION

This resolution adopts a regional policy position on the re­
authorization of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 
Act (ISTEA) of 1991 to serve as the basis for a coordinated 
regional lobbying position as Congress considers its update 
during 1997. One of the key elements is to seek federal "New 
Rail Starts" funding for Phase I of the South/North LRT project. 
In conjunction with this request, this resolution commits $55 
million of Regional Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds to 
the project.

TPAC and JPACT have reviewed this Position Paper and recommend 
approval of Resolution No. 96-2442. In addition, the South/North 
Steering Committee recommended approval of the South/North com­
ponent at its January 8, 1997 meeting.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

When ISTEA was adopted in 1991, it established a significant 
national policy direction in support of multi-modal decision­
making, funding flexibility, regional responsibility for 
decision-making, integration with local land use plans, partner­
ship with state and local governments and increased public 
involvement. These provisions of ISTEA provided the Portland 
region a significant tool to meet its transportation and land use 
goals. This policy position paper, in large part, calls for 
continuing this policy direction with some refinements.

CONTINUE THE SUCCESSES OF ISTEA

Key provisions of ISTEA that should be continued include:

- Continuation of the MPO role in decision-making;

- Joint approval with the state of transportation funding 
allocations;

- Continuation of flexible funding, programs, particularly the 
Surface Transportation Program, Congestion Mitigation/Air 
Quality Program and Transportation Enhancement Program;

- Continuation and expansion of the "New Rail Starts" Program; 
and

- Linkage of transportation decision-making to land use.



REFINEMENTS TO ISTEA

Potential areas of refinement to ISTEA include:

- Expansion of innovative financing authority, including tolls 
and congestion pricing;

- Funding for State Infrastructure Banks (of which Oregon is one 
of ten);

- Shifting of 4.3 cents of gas tax from deficit reduction to 
transportation with a commensurate increase in transportation 
spending levels;

- Funding for high-speed rail and other intercity passenger 
services; and

- Expansion of funding flexibility for freight projects.

WESTSIDE LRT

The 1991 ISTEA committed federal funding to the Westside LRT 
project to .185th Avenue. Subsequently, the Federal Transit 
Administration made a "contingent commitment" of $74 million 
authorizing the extension to Hillsboro to begin construction. It 
is essential that this ISTEA include a firm commitment for this 
$74 million and provide for the remaining $100 million of appro- . 
priations toward the project.

SOUTH/NORTH LRT - PHASE I

"New Rail Starts" funding is requested for a Phase I South/North 
LRT project. The federal funding could be through a combination 
of funding authority in this ISTEA and "contingent commitment" 
against the next ISTEA. The specific cash flow and borrowing 
requirements should be adopted by the region in March 1997 
specifying the details of this program.

The local and regional funding should be through use of the $475 
million of General Obligation bonds and allocation of $55 million 
of Regional STP funds during the period 1999-2009 that would 
otherwise have been allocated to Tri-Met and commitment of other 
local and regional sources. The specific sources to commit 
should be included in the same financing plan to be adopted in 
March 1997.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING 
METRO CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 
PRINCIPLES 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

RESOLUTION NO. 97-2433 

Introduced by Councilor Susan McLain 
Council Liaison to the Metro 
Committee for Citizen Involvement 

WHEREAS, The Metro Council adopted the Regional Urban Growth Goals and 

Objectives (RUGGOs) on September 26,1991 by Ordinance 91-418B; and 

WHEREAS, Citizen Participation is included in the RUGGOs as the first objective 

under Goal 1, The Regional Planning Process; and 

WHEREAS, Objective 1.1 states that Metro shall establish a Regional Citizen 

Involvement Coordinating Committee (RCICC) to assist with the development, 

implementation and evaluation of its citizen involvement program, and 

WHEREAS, These Bylaws identify the committee as the Metro Committee for Citizen 

Involvement (MCCI); and 

WHEREAS, The Bylaws have been adopted by the Metro Council by Resolution No. 

92-1580A on May 28, 1992; and subsequently revised three times, most recently by 

Resolution 94-1986 on November 22,1994; and 

WHEREAS, The Metro Charter Charter, Section 28(2)(b), mandates a citizen 

involvement process at Metro; and 

WHEREAS, The Metro Council in order to better advance and promote the mandate 

of citizen involvement at Metro; now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED, 

That the Metro Council adopts the following Metro Principles of Citizen 

Involvement as guidelines to be used by Metro elected officials, staff and committee 

members: 
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Metro believes that effective citizen involvement is essential to good government. Elected 
officials, staff and citizens all play important roles in governing the region. Cooperation 
among the Metro government, local governments and citizens results in the best policy 
decisions. Therefore, Metro commits to promote and to sustain a responsive citizen 
involvement environment. To carry out our commitment we adopt these guiding principles;

1. Value active citizen involvement as essential to the future of the Metro region.

2. Respect and consider all citizen input.

3. Encourage opportunities that reflect the rich diversity of the region.

4. Promote participation, based on citizen involvement opportunities, of individuals and 
of community, business, and special interest groups.

5. Provide communications to encourage citizen participation in Metro processes that 
are understandable, timely and broadly distributed.

6. Provide citizens with an opportunity to be involved early in the process of policy 
development, planning, and projects.

7. Organize involvement activities to make the best use of citizens’ time and effort.

8. Provide financial and staff support to Metro’s Office of Citizen Involvement.

9. Sustain ongoing networking among citizens, local governments, Metro officials and 
staff.

10. Respond to citizens’ perspectives and insights in a timely manner. f

11. Coordinate interdepartmental and interjurisdictional activities.

12. Evaluate the effectiveness of Metro citizen involvement.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this___day of January, 1997.

Jon Kvistad 
Presiding Officer

Resolution 97-2433 Page 2



Staff Report

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION 97-2433, FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING 
METRO PRINCIPLES OF CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

Dated January 2,1997 By: Barbara Herget

The Metro Charter, Section 28 (2), mandates a citizen involvement committee and a citizen 
involvement process at Metro. The Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement (MCCI) has 
been working with Metro Departments since its inception to assist in developing policies, 
procedures and strategies for citizen involvement.

To formalize Metro’s commitment to the principles behind citizen involvement, MCCI asks 
the Council to adopt a resolution outlining the basic principles developed by MCCI 
membership. The principles were developed with a great deal of thought by members with 
years of experience working with citizen involvement issues. Each of the counties and 
many of the cities within Metro have adopted similar principles to insure that citizens will 
be heard in decisions which affect their lives. Adopting the principles would put Metro in 
step with its jurisdictions and confirm its commitment to citizen involvement.
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. BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ACCEPTING ) RESOLUTION NO. 96-2432
NOMINEES TO THE METRO COMMITTEE )
FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT (MCCI) ) Introduced by Councilor Susan McLain

) Council Liaison to the Metro
) Committee for Citizen Involvement

WHEREAS, The Metro Council adopted the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives 

(RUGGOs) on September 26, 1991 by Ordinance 91-418B; and

WHEREAS, Citizen Participation is included in the RUGGOs as the first objective under 

Goal 1, The Regional Planning Process; and

WHEREAS, Objective 1.1 states that Metro shall establish a Regional Citizen Involvement . 

Coordinating Committee (RCICC) to assist with the development, implementation and evaluation of 

its citizen involvement program, and

WHEREAS, These Bylaws identify the committee as the Metro Committee for Citizen 

Involvement (MCCI); and

WHEREAS, The Bylaws have been adopted by the Metro Council by Resolution No. 92- 

1580A on May 28, 1992; and subsequently revised three times, most recently by Resolution 94-1986 

on November 22, 1994;and

WHEREAS, The Metro Charter called for the creation of an Office of Citizen Involvement, 

and the establishment of a citizens committee therein; and

WHEREAS, The Metro Council created said Office and established the MCCI as the citizen 

committee within that Office, by adopted Ordinance No. 930479A; and

WHEREAS, The Metro Council accepted the initial membership of the MCCI by Resolution 

No. 92-1666 on August 27, 1992 with subsequent rounds of applicants approved by Resolution No. 

92-1702 on October 20, 1992; Resolution No. 92-1763 on February 25, 1993; Resolution No. 93-
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1849 on October 15, 1993; Resolution No. 93-1882 on December 23, 1993; Resolution No. 94-1899 

on February 24, 1994; Resolution No. 94-1945 on April 28, 1995; Resolution No. 94-2048 on 

November 10, 1994; Resolution No. 95-2071A on January 12, 1995, Resolution No. 95-2080 A on 

January 26, 1995; Resolution No. 95-2181 on July 27, 1995, Resolution No. 96-2264 on January 18, 

1996; Resolution No. 96-2363 on July 25, 1996; and

WHEREAS, This portion of the selection process for nomination to the Metro CCI has been 

initiated, resulting in the nominations of individuals indicated in Exhibit A; now, there,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Metro Council accepts the persons nominated for membership on the Metro 

Committee for Citizen Involvement (MCCI) identified in Exhibit A attached to this resolution.

ADOPTED BY THE METRO COUNCIL this day of _ 1997.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer
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Staff Report

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 96-2432, FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
ACCEPTING NOMINEES TO THE METRO COMMITTEE FOR CITIZEN 
INVOLVEMENT

Dated January 15,1997 By: Barbara Herget

Background

There are eight vacancies created by expiring terms and five vacancieis created by resignation or 
removal on the Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement (MCCI). At this time, MCCI is 
requesting approval of 11 nominees to begin their terms beginning January 1, 1997. Nominees 
for the other positions will be submitted at a later date.

A recruitment campaign was conducted which included mailings to neighborhood associations, 
citizen participation organizations, small newspapers, business organizations and interested 
citizens. Advertisements were also placed in the Oregonian and community newspapers. MCCI 
coordinated efforts with TP AC and RTPCAC in their recruitment efforts for open citizen 
positions. The new Metro Citizen Involvement Application Form was used by all of the 
committees and the applications were centrally collected by Office of Citizen Involvement.

The MCCI Nominating Committee met on November 6 and November 18 to consider the 
applicants for the vacant positions. On November 6, the Nominating Committee members present 
were Kay Durtschi representing Multnomah Co. CIC, Bill Merchant representing Clackamas 
County CCI, Patty Mamula, Don MacGillivray and Aleta Woodruff. The Committee considered 
applications from current members for expiring positions. The following nominees were selected 
for Council approval: District 1, Position 2, Bob Wiggin; District 5 Position 14, Stefan Stent; 
District 6, Position 17, Position 21, Don MacGillivray.

The Nominating Committee members present on November 18 were: Kay Durtschi representing 
Multnomah Co. CIC, Bob Bothman representing Washington Co. CCI, Patty Mamula, Don 
MacGillivray, and Aleta Woodruff. After consideration of the applications, the Committee voted 
to submit the following nominees to Council for approval: District 1, Position 3, Dwight Rexin; 
District 2, Position 4; Peggy Neff; District 3, Position 9, Bob Bothman; District 3, Position 8,
Dick Schouten; District 4, Position 11, Position 10, BeBe Schindler; District 7, Position 19, ’ 
Eileen Brady; and Washington County Outside of Metro, Kim Van De Hey.

The nominees for the position representing Multnomah County Citizen Involvement Committee 
was submitted by that group and forwarded to MCCI. Kay Durtschi has been put forward for 
nomination by Multnomah Co. CIC for Position 26.



EXHffiITA 
METRO COMMITTEE FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT (MCCI) 

POSITION DESCRIPTIONS & NOMINEES TO FILL VACANT POSITIONS 
December 4, 1996 

District 1 
Resides within Metro Council district # 1 
Position 2 Term Expires 12/99 
Bob Wiggin 
111 NE 192ndAvenue 
Portland, OR 97230 

District 2 
Resides within Metro Council district #2 
Position 4 Term Expires 12/99 
Peggy Neff 
16564 SE Gordon Crt 
Milwaukie, OR 97267 

District 3 
Resides within Metro Council district #3 
Position 9 Term Expires 12/98 
Bob Bothman 
8465 SW 87th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97223 

District 4 . 
Resides within Metro Council District #4 
Position 11 Term Expires 12/99 

VACANT 

District 5 
Resides within Metro Council District #5 
Position 14 Term Expires 12/99 
Stefan Stent 
909 SW 12th Ave., Apt. 211 
Portland, OR 97205 

District 6 
Resides within Metro Council District #6 
Position 17 Term Expires 12/99 

VACANT 

Position 3 Term Expires 12/98 
Dwight D. Rexin 
1773 NE 19th St. 
Gresham, OR 97030 

Position 8 Term Expires 12/99 
Dick Schouten 
6105 SW 148th Ave. 
Beaverton, OR 97007 

Position 10 Term Expires 12/98 
BeBe Schindler 
208 NW Bailey 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 
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District 7
Resides in Metro Council District #7 
Position 21 Term Expires 12/99 
Don MacGillivray 
2339 SE Yamhill 
Portland, OR 97214

Position 19 Term Expires 12/98 
Eileen Brady 
3655 SE Yamhill St.
Portland, OR 97214

Citizen Involvement Committee Representatives

Multnomah County Citizen Involvement Committee
Position 26 Term Expires 12/99 
Kay Durtschi 
2230 SW Caldew 
Portland, OR 97219

Washinaton County Committee for Citizen Involvement
Position 27 Term Expires 12/98

VACANT

Citizens Outside of Metro Boundaries

Washington County Representative Outside of Metro Boundaries
Position 24 Term Expires 12/99 
Kim Van De Hey 
17207 SW Siler Ridge 
Aloha, OR 97007

VACANT

Attachment A - Page 2 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE ) RESOLUTION NO 97-2451A
METRO 1997 OREGON LEGISLATIVE )
PROCESS,-PRINCIPLES AND ) Introduced by Mike Burton, Executive Officer
PRIORITIES )

WHEREAS, the 1997 Oregon Legislature convened on Monday, January 13,1997; and

WHEREAS, Metro has certain legislation which it is requesting be introduced into the 
1997 Session of the Oregon Legislature for consideration; and

WHEREAS, the 1997 Oregon Legislature may consider other legislation which may have 
an impact on Metro; and

WHEREAS, Metro is represented at the Oregon Legislature by Western Strategies; and

WHEREAS, there are procedures and principles which have been developed to guide 
Metro’s involvement in the 1997 Session of the Oregon Legislature, and a beginning list of 
priorities (Exhibit A), which the Metro Executive Officer has approved, and the Metro Council is 
to adopt, to guide Metro’s lobbyist; now, therefore.

BE IT RESOLVED:

That the Metro Council adopts the process,-principles and priorities outlined in Exhibit A, 
and directs its representatives to follow the pr-eeesfHind-principles, and to report on the status of 
priorities listed above and additional priorities as the 1997 Session proceeds.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of _ 1997.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

DBCkaj I:\R-O\1304.DOC



January 23,1997

PROPOSED
METRO

LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES 
(Exhibit A to Resolution No. 97-2451A)

Metro has considerable interest in the 1997 Legislative Session, and will be 
monitoring its developments and actively participating as a constructive voice on 
behalf of the metropolitan region. Numerous areas of legislative activity will be of 
importance to Metro, and several bills will be introduced at Metro's request.

To further Metro's mission, it will be important to pursue the following this Session:

A. Growth Management

1. Boundary Commission revision legislation {Metro bill).

Request introduction of legislation to provide Metro with the 
responsibility for boundary, annexation and urban service decisions, 
consistent with the results of the charter mandated Boundary 
Commission study as adopted by the Council.

2. Retention of growth management and land use planning 
authority.

Support efforts to retain Metro's authority to perform its growth 
management and land use planning functions, and oppose attempts to 
limit Metro's local control, diminish the regionally adopted Charter, 
and circumvent the policy established by the Metro Council.

3. Monitor annexation legislation.

Monitor annexation legislation, and work with Metro's regional 
partners to ensure that annexations, and the efficient provision of 
essential urban services, occur in a manner which meets the needs of 
local jurisdictions, the region's citizens and Metro policy.

4. Support an adequate DLCD budget.
The policy established by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission, and the work of the Department of Land Conservation



and Development, complements much of what Metro is trying to 
. accomplish in the region. Accordingly, Metro supports adequate 

funding of the DLCD budget, subject to council review of the actual 
budget proposal.

5. Regional and local planning funding.

Metro will support efforts to provide funding for land use planning on 
both the regional and local levels, to ensure that the region can 
effectively accommodate and manage the growth which is occurring, 
subject to council review of specific legislative proposals.

6. Natural disaster planning and response.

The state's experience over the past year underscores the importance of 
having mechanisms in place to plan for and respond to natural 
disasters. Metro will support legislation offered by Oregon's 
emergency managers to provide funding for natural disaster planning 
and response.

7. Seismic standards.

Metro will support efforts or proposed programs to assist property 
owners complying with seismic standards for buildings.

B. Transportation

Transportation and transit planning are essential components of Metro's 
growth management responsibilities. Transportation plans must be 
developed to support land use policies and, ultimately, move people and 
goods throughout the region in an efficient manner. Increased funding will be 
an important goal if the region is to be able to meet the needs imposed by . 
growth.

1. Support enhancement of Oregon's transportation programs.

Metro will support efforts to enhance Oregon's transportation 
programs. The specific elements of such proposals will be presented 
separately by the Transportation Department to the Council for 
approval.

2. Continue transportation components of regional growth management.

Metro will support efforts to sustain policy and funding for 
transportation components of regional growth management. 
Specifically, Metro will support continuation of the Oregon Department



of Transportation's Transportation/Growth Management grant 
program.

3. Preserve local and regional control/authority.

Metro will work with its regional partners to maintain regional and 
. local control and preserve regional and local authority to develop 

funding for transportation needs. This would include preserving local 
and regional options for generating revenues, such as vehicle 
registration fees and gas taxes.

C. Solid Waste and Recycling

Metro is responsible for solid waste disposal, as well as solid waste reduction 
and recycling. Metro will continue to work with its regional partners to 
provide cost-effective disposal and promote waste reduction. In the wake of a 
recent occurrence at a transfer station where employees were injured as they 
were handling chlorine, Metro will work to ensure safe disposal and 
transporting of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials.

1. Flow Control.

Metro will oppose attempts to erode Metro's authority over solid waste 
flow control in the region.

2. Metro fee avoidance.

Metro will oppose industry specific attempts'to evade Metro fees on 
solid waste.

3. Minimum recycled material content requirements.

Metro will support efforts to increase the requirements for minimum 
recycled material content and to continue encouragement of markets 
for recycled materials. With adequate markets in place the recycling 
program costs borne by the public can be offset to a greater degree.

4. Maintain successful recycling programs.

The region is well on its way to accomplishing the recycling goals 
established by Metro. This success-due to the state's policies and local 
and regional recycling programs—should continue. Accordingly,
Metro will support maintaining the components of these successful 
recycling programs, and oppose efforts to weaken them. Additionally, 
Metro will actively participate in deliberations on legislation which



could dramatically reduce the region's recovery of beverage containers 
by promoting redemption centers.

5. Disposal of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials.
» -

Metro will work closely with state and local officials to identify 
measures to improve employee and public safety in disposing or 
transporting hazardous or potentially hazardous materials. This is 
necessitated by the recent incident with chlorine at one of Metro's 
transfer stations.

D. Regional Parks and Greenspaces

Metro has the considerable responsibility to acquire, plan, operate and ' 
manage a system of regional parks and greenspaces. With the 1994 transfer of 
parks functions from Multnomah County, and the approval of the 1995 bond 
measure to acquire and protect open spaces, parks and streams, Metro 
operates 21 regional parks and natural areas, as well as 14. pioneer cemeteries
Metro will ask for several statutory changes to reflect these increased
responsibilities.

1. Metro and parks statutes {Metro bill)

Metro will request introduction of housekeeping legislation to add 
Metro to the listing of public entities in the parks statutes.

2. Authorization of Metro receipt of parks revenues {Metro bill)

Metro will request introduction of legislation to allow Metro to directly 
receive Multnomah County's share of state revenues for local parks.
This action is pursuant to the express provisions of the 
Intergovernmental Agreement between Multnomah County and Metro.

3. Acquiring property with farnyforest deferral designation {Metro bill)

Metro will request introduction of legislation which would add Metro 
to the list of entities allowed to purchase, for a public purpose, property 
bearing a farm and forest deferral designation without exposing Metro 
to a tax obligation.

4. Authority to partition parks and greenspaces property {Metro bill)

Metro will request introduction of legislation granting authority to 
partition property purchased by Metro for parks and greenspaces 
purposes. This would encourage acquisition of property where the



seller desires to maintain a personal residence on a portion of the 
property.

5. Parks funding and stream protection programs

Metro will monitor legislative efforts to provide funding for state and 
local parks systems, and enhance stream protection programs. While 
generally supportive of securing stable funding for the state parks 
system, Metro would prefer the development of new programs and 
revenues that would also be made available to meet the considerable 
acquisition, operation and maintenance needs of regional and local 
parks systems.

E. Metro Washington Park Zoo

The Metro Washington Park Zoo will be facing some of the greatest challenges, 
and threats in its 110 year history. Although the full impact of Ballot Measure 
47 will not be known until this Spring, the Zoo is facing dramatic cuts in its 
operating budget-assuming proportional allocation of losses throughout the 
region, the Zoo will lose at least $1.5 million. It is likely to be more. Along 
with its regional partners, Metro will take an active role in the legislative 
deliberations surrounding the implementation of Ballot Measure 47 to 
minimize the impact on the Zoo, allow it to continue to operate on an 
entrepreneurial basis, and to help craft collaborative responses to the region's 
needs.

F. Utility Deregulation

Metro will monitor legislation and deliberations concerning the deregulation 
of utilities in Oregon. This issue is of importance to Metro because it is a 
substantial consumer of utility services. Additionally, many of the local' 
governments in the region rely, or hope to rely, upon utility franchise fees as a 
major source of funding. As the region continues to grow, Metro's regional 
partners will require reliable revenues to plan and provide services for all of 
our constituents.

Public Contracting .

Several public contracting issues may arise this Session which might have a 
significant impact on the way the Metro conducts its business.

1. Oppose efforts to restrict regional and local authority.

Metro will join other jurisdictions and oppose efforts to change public 
contracting laws in such a way as to undermine Metro's ability to



protect the public's interest. Such efforts may include proposals to 
separate local government Contract Review Boards from their 
governing bodies, and to restrict government's use of negotiated 
construction contracts.

2. Support State's efforts to improve contracting laws.

Metro will support proposals by the State to improve ORS Chapter 279. 
Such proposed changes would allow the use of electronic advertising 
instead of newspapers, and implement the recommendations of the 
regional disparity study by changing the definitions of Minority and 
Women-Owned Businesses (M/WBE) and Emerging Small Businesses 
(ESB).

3. Monitor efforts to improve QRF statutes.

Metro will monitor any legislation intended to improve the rules and 
statutes governing Qualified Rehabilitation Facilities (QRF's).



600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE 
TEL SOS 797 1700

PORTLAND. OREGON 97232 2736 
FAX 503 797 1797

Metro

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE REPORT:
CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 97-2451A, FOR THE PURPOSE 

OF ADOPTING THE METRO 1997 OREGON LEGISLATIVE PRINCIPLES AND 
PRIORITIES.

Date: January 23, 1997 Presented by Councilor: Naito

Committee Recommendation; At the January 21, 1997 meeting, the Government 
Affairs Committee voted unanimously to recommend Resolution No. 97-2451 for 
Council adoption. Voting in favor: councilors McCaig, Morissette and Naito.

Committee Issues/Discussion; Presentation of the draft legislative package was 
made by Brad Higbee, Metro lobbyist. Department heads were also available to 
comment on the package, which was arranged for the most part to correspond to 
department related subjects, e.g. growth, transportation, etc.

Several items were held over for fiiither discussion and are not included in this 
package. These items include measure 47, and certain aspects related to the Zoo, 
Growth and MERC. The committee will take up these items at future meetings and 
may amend this package at a later date.

Councilor Morissette expressed general support for many items in this package, while 
reserving the right to express different opinions when specific bills were introduced at 
the legislature. The committee agreed to this approach.

This resolution does not contain specifics as to how the council might want to handle 
some measures on an expedited basis, and the committee will take this up later as well.

Recycled Pep er



A. Implementation of Ballot Measure 47 

The dramatic impact of Ballot Measure 47 will be felt not only by Metro, but 
also by its regional partners. The zoo will suffer a minimum loss of $1.5 
million, a 28% reduction in the operating budget, if the region's allocation of 
Ballot Measure 47 losses is proportional. Metro must work closely with others 
to minimize the severity of impact on Metro, and to ensure that other local 
governments have resources and authority sufficient to provide services to the 
region's citizens. Absent adequate resources, Metro's regional partners may 
not be in a position to meet the burgeoning needs of a growing region nor 
implement effective growth management policies. 
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URBAN SERVICE BOUNDARY RECORDS MAY BE FOUND IN THE PERMANENT 
RECORDS OF THE COUNCIL UNDER URBAN SERVICE BOUNDARY

‘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 

012397-01

012397-02

012397-03

012397-04

012397-05

012397-06

Document Name

Ericka Hoffman 
9480 NWWells Court 
Portland, OR 97229

Ericka Hoffman 
9480 NWWells Court 
Portland, OR 97229

Susan Burnett/James Hall 
7222 SW 70th Ave 
Portland, OR 97223

Charles L Waltemath 
7130 SW Sylvan Court 
Portland, OR 97225

Rob Drake, Mayor 
City of Beaverton 
4755 SW Griffith Drive 
PO Box 4755 
Beaverton, OR 97076

Meridian Garden Petition

Document Date 

January 28, 1997

January 20, 1997

January 24, 1997

January 23, 1997

January 23, 1997

012397-07

012397-08

012397-09

Bruce Clere 
6675 SW 67th Ave 
Portland, OR 97223

Mary Terman 
2555 SW 84th Ave 
Portland, OR 97225

Colin Lamb 
Lamb’s Thriftway 
7410 SW Olsen 
Portland, OR 97223

January 28, 1997
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012397-10 Background Reports on Service Provision for the Unincorporated 

Area of Washington County Between the Cities of Portland and 
Beaverton.

012397-11 Record in Consideration of the Establishment of the Washington 
County Segment of Portland’s Urban Service Boundary from 
1986 to 1993

012397-12

012397-13

City of Beaverton’s Submittal to Metro
on the Proposed Urban
Services Boundary (USB) Ordinance

Catherine Darby 
6620 SW Canby 
Portland, OR 97223

January 23, 1997

012397-14 Mike Burton 
Executive Officer 
Metro
600 NE Grand Ave 
Portland OR 97232

May 21,1996

012397-15 Mike Burton Public Hearing 
Notice - Brochure

December 30, 1996

012397-16

012397-17

012397-18

012397-19

Mike Burton
Memo to Intererested Parties 
on Urban Servies Perference 
Survey Results

Mike Burton
Changes in the Urban Services 
Boundary Open Houses Notices

Barbara Clark 
Portland City Auditor 
(FAX 503 823-4571)
Resolution 35562 - Accepting 
Metro’s proposed USB Settlement 
with Beaverton, Washington Co. and 
affected Special Service Districts

Mayor Rob Drake 
City of Beaverton 
4755 SW Griffith Drive 
PO Box 4755 
Beaverton, OR 97076

August 16, 1996

5/29/96-6/3/96

November 5, 1996

November 12, 1996
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012397-20

012397-21

012397-22

012397-23

012397-24

012397-25

012397-26

012397-27

012397-28

012397-29

012397-30

012397-31

Charles Cameron
County Administrative Office
Washington County
155 N First Avenue Suite 300, MS 21
Hillsboro, OR 97124

Unified Sewerage Agency 
Board of Directors 
Approve Resolution and Order 
Ratifying Urban Service Boundary 
Settlement

Jeff Johnson, Fire Chief 
Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue 
20665 SW Blanton St 
Aloha, OR 97007

November 12, 1996

October 30, 1996

November 6, 1996

Urban Service Boundary Settlement 
Signed by:
Charles Cameron, Washington County
Rob Drake, Mayor City of Beaverton
Charlie Hales, Commissioner, City of Portland
Mike Burton, Executive Officer, Metro
Ronald Willoughby, Tualatin Hills Park and Recreatoin District
Jeff Johnson, Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue
William Gaffi, Unified Sewerage Agency
Jess Lowman, Tualatin Water District

Urban Service Boundary Map (8 1/2x11)

Urban Service Boundary Map (Large)

Washington County Water Purveyors Map (Large)

United Sewer Agency Map 1

United Sewer Agency Map 2 
USA Collection System for Durham

United Sewer Agency Map 3
USA Collection System for Rock Creek

United Sewer Agency Map 4
USA Collection System for Forest Grove/
Hillsboro West

Lynora Printz
6564 SW Hickman Lane

January 27,1997
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Portland, OR 97223

012397-32 Thomas Curtis 
6836 SW Peyton Rd 
Portland, OR 97223

January 28, 1997


