METRO

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

527 S.W. HALL ST., PORTLAND OR. 97201, 503/221-1646

AGENDA COUNCIL

Date:
Day:
Time:

Place:

CALL
15
2.

3.

May 22, 1980
Thursday
308 plam.

Council Chamber

TO ORDER (7:30)
INTRODUCTIONS
WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL

CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

PUBLIC HEARING ON Ordinance No. 80-95, Relating to the Use

of Urbanizable Land and the Conversion of
Urbanizable Land to Urban Use Within the
Urban Growth Boundary and Prescribing
Regulations Therefor (First Reading) (7:35)

CONSENT AGENDA

4.1 BA-95 Review, directly related to Metro (8:05)
4.2 Minutes of Meeting of April 24, 1980 (8:10)
REPORTS

5.1 Report from Executive Officer (8:15)

5.2 Council Committee Reports (8:35)

5.3 A-95 Review Report (8:55)

ORDINANCES

6.1 Ordinance No. 80-93, Relating to Local Improvement
District Procedures, and Amending Ordinance No.
79-78 (First Reading) (9:00)

Note: Council may wish to act on Res. 80-149
prior to Ordinance No. 80-93.
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Council Agenda

May 22,

6.2

s .

1980

Oordinance No. 80-94, For the Purpose of Transferring
Appropriations Within the Solid Waste Operating

Fund for the Fiscal Year 1981 Metropolitan Service
District Budget (First Reading) (9:20)

Ordinance No. 80-96, For the Purpose of Establishing
Disposal Charges to be Collected at the St. Johns
Landfill and Declaring an Emergency (9:40)

7. RESOLUTIONS

S
hi

Resolution No. 80-147, For the Purpose of Recommend-
ing a Continuance of the city of Tualatin's Request
for Acknowledgment of Compliance with the LCDC

Goals (10:00)

Resolution No. 80-148, For the Purpose of Adopting
the International City Management Association
(ICMA) Retirement Corporation Plan Option for
Metro Employees (10:15)

Resolution No. 80-149, For the Purpose of Stating
the Council's Intent to Proceed with the Johnson
Creek Basin Flood Control and Pollution Abatement
Project Local Improvement District (10:30)

Resolution No. 80-150, For the Purpose of Clarify-
ing the Intention of the "208" Waste Treatment
Management Component with Regard to the Columbia
Region Treatment Plan Element Thereof (10:45)

Resolution No. 80-151, For the Purpose of Approving
the FY 1981 Unified Work Program (UWP) (11:00)

Resolution No. 80-152, For the Purpose of Authoriz-
ing Federal Interstate Funds for a Resurfacing,
Restoration and Rehabilitation (3R) Project on

I-84 Sundial Road to Sandy Boulevard (11:15)

Resolution No. 80-153, For the Purpose of Authoriz-
ing Federal I-505 Funds for Preliminary Engineering
of the Terwilliger/Barbur Blvd. Project (11:30)

Resolution No. 80-154, For the Purpose of Authoriz-
ing Federal Funds for the City of Portland Central
Business District Bicycle Parking Project (11:45)

Resolution No. 80-155, For the Purpose of Approving
and Authorizing the Positions of Chief Landfill
Clerk and Landfill Attendant in the Solid Waste
Department (12:00)

ADJOURNMENT
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FROM:

SUBJECT:

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council

Executive Officer

Ordinance Relating to the Use of Urbanizable Land
(Washington County)

RECOMMENDATIONS :

ACTION REQUESTED: Public hearing on and first reading of
Ordinance No. 80-95.

POLICY IMPACT: Adoption of the Ordinance is consistent
with Resolution Nos. 79-83 and 79-102 establishing policy
guidelines for the control of urban sprawl and will fulfill
the agreement among LCDC, Metro and Washington County to
implement these guidelines by July 1.

The public hearing continues a process for public review of
and comment on the proposed ordinance, consistent with Goal
#1 (Citizen Involvement).

BUDGET IMPACT: None
ANALYSIS:

BACKGROUND: During the acknowledgment of the regional UGB,
Metro provided testimony to LCDC regarding its interest in
and ability to control urban sprawl within the UGB. Metro
committed to allowing the counties the time to implement
the guidelines through their own planning process which in
all three counties was scheduled for completion by at least
July 1, 1980. Metro also committed to implementing the
guidelines through use of its statutory UGB powers, should
the counties not enforce the guidelines. Since that time,
Washington County has officially adopted a compliance
schedule which shows completion of their comprehensive

plan, including growth management policies, not occurring
until December, 1980.

The attached ordinance is intended to assure that land
within the Washington County portion of the UGB is
effectively used for urban development. Availability of
urban services and assurances of urban densities provide
the major criteria for allowing new development. Lots of
record existing prior to July 1, 1980, are exempt from
these regulations.

Both Multnomah County and Clackamas County are scheduled to
have adopted and/or acknowledged comprehensive plans,
including development controls, prior to July 1, 1980.
Because of this timing, Ordinance No. 80-95 is proposed, at
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this time, to apply only to Washington County. If the
proposed ordinance is adopted, it would ensure that the
guidelines are met in Washington County between July 1,
1980, and the time of the County's plan adoption.

A public hearing was held in Washington County before the
Regional Planning Committee on April 21. 1In addition, a
series of meetings was held with a variety of different
groups including a Special Conversions Guidelines Task
Force.

As a result of response received, the ordinance, as origi-
nally proposed, has been substantially revised. The Task
Force endorsed the revised ordinance at its April 30 meet-
ing and on May 5, the Regional Planning Committee released
it for first reading before the Council.

The Regional Planning Committee will determine its recom-
mendation to the Council at its June 9 meeting. Second
reading of the Ordinance and Council action is scheduled
for June 26.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The revised ordinance is the
result of an evaluation of alternatives with respect to
some 10 issues raised in the public involvement process.
These alternatives and the staff recommendations were
included in the report to the Regional Planning Committee
for their May 5 meeting. Additional copies of these agenda
materials are available at the Metro office. The two most
significant changes in the revised ordinance are: (1) the
elimination of Types I, II and III land classifications,
and (2) provision for septic tanks on newly created lots 10
acres or larger. 1In general, these changes were designed
to make the operation of the ordinance simpler and clearer,
and to tie its provisions more directly to regional policy
interests.

Based on comments of the Regional Planning Committee, staff
is still investigating alternative concepts and wording for
Section V, paragraph B on page 9 of the ordinance. This
provision is designed to allow development in zones with a
minimum lot size greater than 10,000 square feet in areas
subject to a Community Plan or other adopted plan which
provides for a range of zoning consistent with the overall
average density for new development assumed in the UGB
Findings. Based on these investigations and testimony
received, staff may recommend an amendment to this section
to the Regional Planning Committee at its June 9 meeting.

CONCLUSION: Public hearing on and first reading of

Ordinance No. 80-95 will continue the process for public

review and comment on a schedule allowing for Council
action by July 1, to fulfill the commitments expressed in
Resolution Nos. 79-83 and 79-102.
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SUMMARY OF ORDINANCE NO _ RELATING T0 THE USE‘OF‘

URBANIZABLE LAND (WASHINGTON COUNTY)‘

As Revised May 5, 1980
(Deletlons are marked out with dashes, Additions are underllned)

General Features

o Apblies to land inside the Urban Growth Bounaary (UGB) only.
(Section III, A, p.4) :

° " Applies only until the County submits its plan to LCDC for
acknowledgment, or until July 1, 1981, whichever comes first.
(Section II B, p.4)

) DOES NOT APPLY TO LOTS OF RECORD, i.e., Does not affect the

issuance of a building permit or septic tank permit to
construction of one house (or other use) on a lot legally
recorded prior to the effective date of the ordlnance.
(Section VII A)

Tn summary, this ordinance affects only land_inside the UGB which
would be subdivided or partitioned within the next year.

.Regulations on Development Outside Specially Regulated'Areas

(Section V, p.8)

. Multi-family housing ahd commercial and industrial uses -are

permitted wherever public sewer and water are available
(subject to the County's zoning and other regulations)

.® Subdivision and partitioning of land for single family hdusing‘

is subject to the following requirements in addition to zoning

and planning requirements currently established by the County:

LOTS 10,000 SQUARE FEET OR SMALLER: Public sewer and water
hook-ups are required. ‘

' LOTS BETWEEN 10,000 SQUARE FEET AND TEN ACRES: Allowed only in
special circumstances as listed in Section V, paragraphs B,
C, and D (p.9). ’
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LOTS 10 ACRES OR LARGER: A waiver of the right to remonstrate
against future formatlon of a local 1mprovement dlstrlct must
be entered as a deed restriction.

Spec1ally Regulated Areas (Section VI, pﬁ 9) - . A
® Regulations apply only in the areas shown on the map 1ncluded
with the ordinance as attachment A.

e Subdivisions or partitions for residential purposes are
' ' prohibited.

e Non-residential uses are allowed only when there are no suit-
~able alternative locations for the proposed use elsewhere within
the UGB. '

JH:1z



" Revised May 5, 1980

BEFORE THE COUNCIL . OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE USE
OF URBANIZABLE LAND AND THE
CONVERSION OF URBANIZABLE LAND
TO- URBAN USE WITHIN THE URBAN
GROWTH BOUNDARY AND PRESCRIBING
REGULATIONS THEREFOR

ORDINANCE NO. 80-95

" Introduced by the
Regional Planning
Committee

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section I. Purpose and Authority.

A. - The purpose of this ordinance is tb implement thé Metro
Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), and to establish temporary restrictions
on- certain land therein consistent with poiicies“relating.to
"Specially Protected Areas" and to conversion 6f urbaniiable land as
éﬁpfoved by the ﬁand Conservation and Development Cdmmissibn (LCDC)
"as conditions upon the acknowledgment of the UGB under ORS 197.251.

B. This ordinance is adopted pursuant to 1977 Oregon .Laws,
Chapter 665, section 18; 1979 Oregon Laws} Chapfer 402;'0RS'263.030
(4) and ORS 268.360 (1). |

Section II. Findings

~A. The Council finds as follows:

1. Metro is required by 1979 Oregon Laws, ch 402 to
"(a)dopt'an urban growth boundary for the district in compliance
with applicable goals adopted under ORS 197.005 to 197.430," said
" UGB having been adopted by Ordinance No. 79-77 on November 8, 1979.
PufSuant.to LCDC rulings in LCDC Nos. 78-039, 79-001 and 79-009 the
applicable Statewide Goals are Goal $#1 (Citizen Involvement), Goal

#2 (Land Use Planning) and Goal #14 (Urbanization).



2.  Goal #14 (Urbanization) requires that " (c)onversion
of urbanizable land to urban uses shall'be based on consideration
of: (1) otderly, economic nrovision for public facilities and
Serﬁices; (2)vAvailability of sufficient land for the various uees
to insure choices in the marketplace; (3) LCDC goals; and (4) |
Encouragement of development w1th1n urban areas before conversion of
urbanizable areas.“‘

3. Guideline A2 of Goal #14 provides that‘"(t)he size of
the parcels of urbanizable land that are converted to urban landf
: Should be of adequate dimension so as to maximize the utility of  the

land_recource»and enable the logical and effioient extension of
:servioes.to_such parcels." Guideline Bl of Goal #14 providesvthat
‘"(t)he'tyPe;_location and placing of public facilities and services
Aare factors which should oe utilized-to direct urban.expansion.“

4. During tne process of acknowleagment of the Metro UGB
' pntsuant to ORS 197.251, the LCDC directed that the UGB could not be
acknowledged as complying with Goalv#l4 unless Metro or.its con-
stituent local jurisdictions adopted and 1mplemented policies |
relat1ng to the conversion of future urbanizable land to urban use
in accordance with Goal #14 Prior to acknowledgment, such p011c1ea
were developed by Met;o (Metro Resolution No.’79483 and Reeolution
No.‘79—102).in coordination with Washington, Multnomah andelackamae
- Counties and were approved for implementation by the LCDC in its
Acknowledgment of Compliance order dated January 16, 1980. Such
.policies muet be implemented in Washington and Clackamas Counties by

July 1, 1980.




5. Multnomah and Clackamas Counties have adopted
policies for the conversion of urbanizable land within their juris-
dictiems to urban use which are substantially‘consistent with the
policies approved by the LCDC. Washington County has not adopted
such policies and has informed Metro that the County will not be
able. to adopﬁ such‘policies by Jﬁi& 1, 1980._ Washington County has,
,however, endorsed said policiee.pursuant to Washington County
Resolution No. 79-197 dated August 21, 1979,

6. Temporary resfrictions on development and individual
sewage dieposal systems Within Washington County are necessary to
allow the County time to properly planvehe use ef urban land and to
‘prevent local planning options from being precluded by premature
development. |

31——-Beeause-the—Distsict-has_shown,-in;the_ﬂﬁxban_é;ow:h
Beunéaey-Findings!;adepted—Novembex-B,_1919;_that_sufficienﬁ_land_
exisee—within—the-Beuaéagy-fe;;a;l-pu:poses-until_the_year_2000+_
‘eempefafy—fesééentiaiééevelepmeat-;est;ibtions-adoptea-hexein_mill
net-eaase—aay-shefeagev-anavailabélity—e;-éislocaticn_of_housing-and

wiltl;-thereforey-not-violate-Statewide-Goal-#10-{Housing).

l;}’ Metro has shown in the "Urban Growth Boundary

Findings" adopted November 8, 1979, that sufficient land exists

within the Boundary to accommodate projected needs until the year'

2000. 1In adepting the Boundary, Metro examined several methods of

controlling the premature conversion of urbanizable land to urban

uses. Metro concludes the temporary residential deveiopment'

restrictions adopted herein will cauée the least shortage,

unavailability or dislocation of housing. To minimize adverse




impacts, Metro will monitor the effect this ordinance has on

development in Washington County, and the Metro Council will review

the ordinance after six mohths.

8. The unincorporated land within Washington County and
within the UGB, and the conversion of that land‘to urban use,.ére
areas and activitiés having significant impact upon the'orderiy énd ’
responsible development of the metfopolitan area, and 'said iﬁpacts
must be controlled temporarily until local comprehensive pians arel
adopted which fegulatérsuch impacts.

9. - The purpose of this ordinance is to pfomote urban

level development wherever it can be efficiently provided with-

services for future urban level development.

Section III. Application and Duration

A.. This ordinance shall apply to all unincorporated land in

Washington County, Oregon, which is within the UGB adopted by Metro

in Ordinance No. 79-77. The County shall take no land use related

-action inconsistent with the terms of this ordinance.

B. The terms 6f this ordinance shall apply, as stated in
paragraph A of this section, until July 1, 1981 or until the
éomprehensivebplan of Washington County, Oregon,’is‘submitted to
LCDC for compliance with the Statewide Goals pursuant to ORS

197.251, whichever shall occur first.

C. Ssix months from the effective date of this ordinance,

Metro staff will présent to the Council for its consideration a

review of the effects of.this ordinance. Such review will include

an evaluation of the impacts of this ordinance on the rates of‘A




residential development ahd-on the conversion of urbanizable land to

urban use.

Section IV. Definitions

+ For purposes of this ordinanée: _
. R---‘Htcntrgucusm-shabk-mean-a&}aeenb—te —o&—s&&pe&néeé—en—at
reast-three-t3r-sr&es—by-urban—}eve}-&eve}epment—

- Effrcrent—p&evrsben—eﬁ-p&bLbq—ﬁasyL;bbes-and-senuLces"

inc}uées-aﬁ-}easb—p&bLLe—sewess—ané—pubLic-wateh.

? .

s =eT "County" means Washington County, Oregon.
Br———“Putafe-ufbaﬂ—&selépeﬁees—ée-Lands-wﬁtbin-the;u;ban_cnowth_
Beunéasy-net-éesigéated-éc;-immediate-unban-use;_as
éeﬁraeé herein. ) | |
g E-———“Emmeétabe-afban usel-refers- to-that land- des;gnated_
LBEban——tn-the-Washengten-ccgnty_E:amewonk_Blan_as_neulsed

FebruaEyei47—}9?¥7-ané-subéequently.

-Pz "Metro" means the Metropolitan Service District.

o

"Specially Regulated Areas" refers to all land described in

Appendix A of this ordihance, which is-incorporated herein by this

reference.

Seetion-Vr—-Land-Conversion-Classifications
‘A:——Por—purpeses-efethis-eféiﬁaaeey;all—éniéeespégated—land;
Qithin—both-thefHGB—and—WashéﬁgEeﬂ—Geénty-is—he#eby-elassiﬁied;as
eitﬁef—?ype-Ev—wype-ii—ef—mype—;41~
B:-r-Type-i-iéﬁé-shall—be-lané:-
i:———ﬁhiehv-as-eé—the-éate-eﬁ-this-e;dinance,_is_desig=_
nateﬂ-by-the—Eounty7—iﬂ—the-éxistiﬁg-eeuaty-giaav—£é£

immediate-urban—-uses;—and




20— —-wf;iehr -#s -of -the-date-of-this-ordinance y—is-soned-by
| the -Geunt;y--fee—aLLew -one-of -the-following:
- _ . avr---Single-family-residential -éevel-epment— ~-on-lLots-of
| l-O-,-QOQ—squas-e ~feet-or-less,-oF
| by---multi~fanily —r—esi-éen'ei—al- ~-development-at-a
| density-—of-l4-units-per-net -aepe -OF-moEe r—ér—
3,200 -square-feat -per-unit-or-lessy -ep. |
c;- -—-urban-commerci-al-or-industri-al -developments
' Cr---Type-ILl-land-is-all-land -other-than-Type-IL-and-Type -LLL.,-
Deo---Type-III-land-is-all -land-described-in-Appendi%-A -éﬁ -this
| erdinance ;-which-ts —i-neo-r-po’ra-ted- ~herein-by-thits-reference.

Section VE---Pype-I-Land-Use-Regulations

Phe —foltlowing -regutations-shakk-appty-to-akt-Pype-F-tamds
Ar-—--Bxcept-as —provr&e& -hr-paragraph -B--of--thits-section;mo
—b&i—l—d-i—ng— -ér- —éeve-l—epmé&% —éem#i—’e -shaklk-be--issued -without-prior-County
| approval--of —conmection -to-a-pubtic -s-ewer--%yst-eﬂr ~and -a-pubkic-water |
B----Paragraph & -of ~this -section-shatk-not-apply to-or m -fots
b33 —'Pype ~F-Fands }-d-u-]:y- <created —and-recorded -prior--to tireeffective
éa&e-—of——th-i—s— -erdinance - |

Section ¥EE---Bype -FE-Fand -Jae -Regirkations

. | Phe-following -regulations -shaltl--applty —-to—att “Bype -EE~Fand:
~—--Except -as--provided -in-Sectionr FEFFE; -no -“BPype-FF -tand shalt
be- -subd-i-v-i-ded- -or -pa-r-bi-t—i.—oned- -tnto-tots -of -less -thanr-ten- (-1-(})- -acres.
B---—Except-as—-ptovrde&-m-paragfap{r-e-of—thrs-sectm-an&-m
Secttonr“FFEE - m-septrc-taxﬁr-permrts—-sha-l-]:-be-rssued--for-&evehrpmwnt
mr-‘Pype——I—I— }and-




. | | c,___.Paxag:aph_B.nf_.thJ.s_.secm_an_.shaJJ_m.aPPly_m or_on lots
4n- *i‘y-pe— I3-1-ands- which-were-duwly-oreated- -and--:-ecar._ded__ .pr.l,o;_ to the
Trfeetive date of this Oraihante.

Sectiom VI T~ -—YVariamces

té--wmewﬂmwmmwmmﬁf
- Section ¥IT1-of-this- -orﬂrrrarrce—-a—s—-f-oi—l—ows-' '
- Septic-tank-permits-may-be-issued-for-development-on
Type-TI-Landif-the-Lot-canmot—at-any-time-imtie
-i-’-lz-—-M-i-n-imum--l-ot—-si-z-es-my--be--va-ri-edf-i-f—the--l-afrﬁ-'carmot--at-
other- matural- comt-r-a-:mts— o -t-l're- -J.-an&-
B————-In—-gr-ant—xﬂg--var-rances mﬂed--for-iw-s*absectrorr-(ﬁ-) of
. : -th—xs—sechon—, t+re—€ounty—s+ra-1—1—~use-t-hose-pmce&ures -ot-hermse- ‘
-reqtn-red— -by— eeunt-y— e-rd-rnaﬂees— for- -gf-arn-t-lfrg— vaf-rances—

Seetdon-I¥=z-— Reées-ig-na-t-iﬂn- of-fand-From fype—-I3- +o- Type— I-

_ -A—-——*I‘he—eeun-ty-my—approve-amendments—to-its-pl-an-map-vr
-7on-x ng-map-which- wouid- -redes-rgna-te— -1-a11~d— from fype—II- -to—Type--I- |
' subject—to—-the-prms*xons-of—paragr-aph—ﬁ—of—thrs—s-ectam—--Such—- |
-reées*zgﬁatten—may—omr-whmver—suth—amenﬂments—m-ld—resn-}.t-rn- B
} count‘y— pi-an— -aﬂd- zome—dest gnatrons— wirtch- meet— the- -requrrements— of
: Section-¥-B- of—-t-h-xs-vrdtn-ance— A ‘
B-—-—‘I‘he—redes:gnat:an—of—-l—anﬂ-f-ronr'i‘ype -I-I—-tvo-Type-i-sha-li--be
" 3imited- -by-t-he—-fo-li-ow:ng-cond:t:ons* -
' -l-.----A—zo'ne-change-may--be-gr-ant-ed--by-the-emmty—on'ly-when-
: suppo-rted-by—-f:nrhngs-that—the-'}.and-can—'be-deveiope"_d'u

o with-the- use-on-the-minimum-tot-size- .



'p;eviéeé-fef—%n—the—zehe?fdr;whicg-thé—change-is
approved:; |
2.——_A-plan-amendment-to-redesignate-iand-for-immediate
-upban-use—may—be—appfeved—by-the-eounty-oﬁty—when
suppepted—by—éinéings-that:
ar——-éhe—eenversren—wr%i—result-rn—devetopment‘Wﬁrch
erL-be-ee&brg&e&s—te-other-urban-Iever‘deverop—
meﬁbrqsf _
Br——-the -Land -tobe -converted can-be-immedatety —amd
;e@@ieié&&k}1ﬁ%wideéﬂ#?HTﬂﬂiﬂﬂ“TEﬁerjmﬂﬂﬁU
ssrvices. -

-Section Y- --Eype FE-Fand -Use Requlations

A-~---For--purposes-of--this -sectiomn; “‘residential deveTopment™
sha&&.muxa»4HK><xnnﬂﬂaxﬂ:xxr1ﬁ%1mnr1x§nihnﬂ:ntt1ﬂnn;hﬁr1n1ft§“6f"fhe
4Hﬁxhaufﬂxxr<n91nﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂxnnﬂmr1ﬂ9ﬂznﬁ¥1&nriﬁmr1nn3xxnr1ﬁ?1ﬂﬂﬂ1 ‘“
v<KXH#HHKHH£H1 |

| B—-—-{h&xgﬁr1nr1nxnnikik1xrTnnzmnzqﬂr—ﬂn otz weetich,
‘nesumaﬂajﬂrfkﬂmﬂxnmmnﬂr1£r+mnxﬁmFInxﬂnﬁnjxfftnrﬁxmm TIT Tand.

Cn———iﬁﬁfﬁ1H*ﬁnfrEﬂ@mriii"fnrﬁﬁrvﬁnxﬁr?nzrtn"VER?ijmﬁﬁlly

4axe-ne%—aﬁé—shaii—ﬂet-be—subjectrtxrthe-meW1sinmS‘tm‘this Séttlbn.

Section V. Subdlv151on and Partitions

The County may approve subdivisions and partitions inside the

UGB and outside of Specially Regqgulated Areas only when one of the

follow1ng conditions is met:

"é; The land is zoned by the County for one‘of the following:




B-3}-B-4, RD, MA-1, or MA-2; and connections to.publicvsewer'ahd

?ublic water systems will be provided concurrent with development.

g; The land is zoned consistent with land use designations in

“an adopted plan for the area which provides for én overall average

density for development of vacant residential land of at least 6.23

units per net residential acre, and connections to.public sewer and

public water systems will be provided concurrent with development.

[

C. -Appropriate zoning for the development proposed is not

- available outside the Urban Growth Boundary; topographic or other

natural constraints are such as to make deVelopment at densities of

110,000 sqhare feet or less per unit inéppropriate as a planned urban

dse; and connection to a public sewer system will be provided

V¢oncurrent with development.

D. Appropriate zoning for the development proposed is not”

available outside the Urban Growth Boundary; topographic or other

natural constraints are such as to make development at densities of

510,000 square feet or less pér unit inappropriate as. a planned urban

use; and the topographic or other natural constraints on. land are

:such as to make sewer extension impractical.

E. All lots in the proposed subdivision or partition are ten

* (10) acres or larger.

Section VI. Specially Requlated Areas

In Specially Regulated Areas,.the'folldwing regulations shall
‘apply:

g; In Specially Regulated Areas zoned for residential use,

the partitioning or subdivision of land is prohibited.




. ‘B. In Specially Regulated Areas zoned for commercial or

industrial use, the following' requlations apply:

1. No building permit shall be issued for residential

use.

No building permit shall be issued for

[\
.

‘'non-residential use unless it is found that there are

no suitable alternative locations

elsewhere within the Urban Growth Boundary outside

Specially Réqulated Areas.

C. LCDC has established that Goal $3 (Agricultural Lands)

applies to Specially Requlated Area lands. Compliance with Goal #3

may place further restrictions on‘the devélopment of these lands.

‘ : . Section VII. Septic Tank Permits ;

Septic tank permits may be issued by the County within the

Urban Growth Boundary only for lots which meet one of the following

“conditions:

' A. The lot was legally created and recorded prior to the

effective date of this ordinanceAand has not been further

‘ 7 :
partitioned or subdivided. ) ( '

g# - The lot has been created as a result of a subdivision or

pértition'appfoved pursuant -to Section V, paragraph D of this

ordinance.

: . o . : . .
C. The lot is not located in a Specially Requlated Area, the

.lot is ten (10) acres or largerv and a waiver of the right to

remonstrate agaihst future formation of a local improvement district

for sewers has been recorded as a deed restriction.

_lo_.




Section ¥f. VIII. Severability -

The provisions of this ordinahce shall be severable.  If anvy
provision or section of this ordinanqe:is found unlawful or invalid
by ‘any Court or agency of competent ju;isdiction, all other provi-

‘'sions and sections shall remain in effect.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this _ day of , 1980.

‘Presidihg Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

AJ/gl'
7588/118
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-Legai‘Description

SPA No. A - West Union

() -

West Union Road
Cornelius Pass Road
South side of lot 100 (1N 2w Sec 23), Southwestern corner of

lot- 100 (IN 2W Sec 23), Southeastern corner of lot 104 (1IN 2W
Sec 22)

East and North sides of 1ot 102 (1N 2w Sec 22), East side of
the Bonneville Power Administration powerline right-of-way.

.SPA No. B - West Union.

(N)-

Evergreen Road

East and South sides of lot 100 (1N 2W Sec. 27)-

Airport Road, South and West side of lot 1600 (1N 2W Sec. 28)
South (western 1350 feet) side of lot 1601 (1N 2W Sec. 28),

‘Airport Road

268th Avenue

SPA No. C - West Union

~(N)-

Evergreen Road
Cornelius -Pass Road
South and Western Corners of Lot - 2600 (1N 2W Sec. 26)

SPA No. D - Spr1ngv1lle Road

(N) -

Spr1ngv1lle Road

Southwestern corner of Sec 16 (1N 1W) Multnomah/Washington
County line, North, East and Southeastern ‘sides of lot 1100 (1N
1W Sec. 21), East 51de of lot 1300 (1N 1W Sec. 21), East side
of lot 1400 (1N 1W Sec. 21), across Laidlaw Road, East and

~South sides of lot 1300 (1N 1W Sec. 21), South side of lot 1206

(1IN 1W. Sec. 20), across Bonneville Power Administration
powerline right-of-way, East, North, and West sides of lot
1201, (1N 1w Sec. 20), Kaiser Road, South side of lot 205 (1N

1W Sec. 29), Southwestern corners of lot 300 (1N 1W Sec. 29)
West Union Road , .

185th Avenue

SPA No. E - Sherwood

(N) -

South .and East sides of lot 701 (2S 1W Sec. 30C), North :
(Western half) side of lot 300 (2S 1W Sec. 30C), East & North
sides of lot 200 (2S 1W Sec. 30C), Across Edy Road, North
(Eastern portion) side of lot 400 (2S5 1W Sec. 30C), West and
North sides of lot 500 (2S5 1W Sec. 30B), Northwestern corner
and North side of lot 400 (2S5 1W Sec. 30B), South side of lot

300 (2S 1W Sec. 30B), along and across Scholls Sherwood Road.




West, North and east sides of lot 100 (2S 1w Sec. 3

West side of lot 600. (2S 1W Sec. 30A), along and across Scholls
Sherwood Road, East and South sides of lot 1400 (2S 1W Sec.
30A) , south (eastern portion) side of lot 1500, (2S 1W Sec.
30A) East and South sides of lot 1601 (2S 1w Sec. 30A), across
Edy Road, East side of lot 100 (2S5 1W Sec. 30C), East side of
lot 300 (2S-1W Sec. 30C), across and along south side of
Pacific Hwy 99W, North side of lot 500, (2S 1W Sec. 31B), a
city limit line 200 feet West of the East side of lot 500 (2S
1W Sec. 31B), the 200 feet (Eastern portion ) of the South side
of lot 500 (2S5 1W Sec. 31B), South side of lot 2000 (2S5 1W
31A), South side of lot 2090 (2S 1W 31A), West and North sides
of lot 2200 (25 1W Sec. 31A), West and South and East sides of
lot 2201 (28 in Sec. 31A), West Villa Road, East & South sides

.of Section 31 (ZS,IW )

- West side of Sec. 31 (2S5 1W), along Elwert Road.

:AJ:gl
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ADDITIONAL WRITTEN TESTIMONY
RECEIVED ON THE
PRELIMINARY DRAFT OF THE
- ORDINANCE |



April 28, 1980

Metropolitan Service District
Portland, Oregon

Re: An ordinance relating to the use of urban-
izable land and the convession of urbanizable
land to urban use within the urban growth
boundary and prescribing regulations thnerefore

Cormunity Flanning Orgenization #4 - Bull Mt. Area, is opposed to this
ordinance because it does not fulfill Goal #10 under Statewide Planning

Goals namely, "Buildable lands .for residential use shall be inventoried

and plans shall encourage the availabity of adequate numbers of housing units at
price ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the financinsl
capabilities of Oregon households and allow the flexibility of housing location,
type and density." .

This ordinance takes away the opportunity for any SUBURBAN LIFESTYLE, as the
subdivided or partitioned lots must either be 10 acres, or 10,00 sq. feet or
higher density. Our community plan calls for a varied lifestyle in this
area with high density near Pacific Highway snd large lots, acreages of l, 2
. 5 or 10 acres on the other land westward to Beef Bend Road and Scholls: Ferry
Road. This is the established living pattern now, and we are not proposing any
change in this pattern; this ordinance requires a complete change. We oppose. this !

?

We also oppose the use of the word "Temporary", am there is a way that anytime
that word is used and an ordinance of any kind is passed, the next step is to
become "'permenent". We believe thet if the Washington County Comprehensive Plan
-does not contain the exact wording or wording so similar, it will not be accepted,
and then the citizens or the County are not doing the local planning but some
third or fourth parties called Metro and LCDC. There are ways to allow larece

lot building now, and redivide for smaller lots at some time in the future. . o
There are probably other options also, all of which should be considered, together

‘'with the Community Plan which the citizens in an area have spent time and
effort to do.. A ‘ ‘

N
Sincerely, .
Beverly Froude, CPO #L4

12200 SW Bull Mt. Rd.
Tigard, Opegon 97223

R@@EME
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METRO SERVICE DISTRICT




WILSEY« HAM

Earl P. Wilsey (1892-1957)

' . ~ 222 §.W. Harrison, Suite 4 /Portland, OR 97201
; (503) 227-0455 ;

April 30, 1980

Mr. Richard Gustafson MAY 1 1380
Executive Officer
~ Metropolitan Service District _ : METRO SERVICE DISTRICL
- 527 SW Hall ' '

Portland, Oregon 97201

Dear Mr. Gustafson:

D

This letter prov1des comment on Metro's draft ord1nance to "Implement and
Enforce Rules to Control Urban Development in Wash1ngton County".
enter this letter into the public record of Metro's public hearings on the:

ord1nance on beha]f of our client Shute Joint Venture

Please

Sect1on X of the draft ordinance prohibits res1dent1al development on Type

IT1 land or "Specifically Protected Areas" (formerly called Agricultural .

Soft Areas). We object to the outright prohibition of residential develop- . ~
ment even though Section III B specifies that the ordinance shall be effec-

tive for a term not to exceed July 1, 1981.

. ' The policy guideline adopted 'by’ Metro in Resolution 79-83 as amended, is

much more reasonable and reads in part:

Prohibition of residential development [shall be in effect for Type
III Lands] for 10 years except for lots of record. Exceptions to

this policy may be included in local jurisdiction comprehensive

plans and policies as follows:

(1) these specially .protected areas may be re-
‘ evaluated every two years in accordance with
clear and concise conversion criteria;

(2) evaluate each parcel on a case-by-case basis
as part of an annual review process in accor-
dance with clear and concise conversion criteria.

(3) a11ow deve]opment only after annexation;’

One or a comb1nat1on of these except1ons may be used, but
the criteria must be identified in a local Jur1sd1ct10n S
comprehensive plan and must address why these lands are
needed prior to the conversion of other vacant urban land
in the jurisdiction's urban planning area.

‘ o
T

cngineering / planning / surveying /landscape architecture

Offices located in: Foster City, Californin ® Portland, ()rcﬁon *  Tacoma, Washington -

Scattle, Waslington



Mr. Richard Gustafson
Page 2

We strongly urge the Metro Council to adopt the language on exceptions

as cited above rather than an outright prohibition of residential development.
We undertand the ordinance self-terminates as of July 1, 1981, and we under-
stand Washington County has a new work program which schedules adoption of
its own rules by December, 1980. However, the Metro ordinance conceivably
could be readopted intact in July, 1981, thus extending the prohibition of

" residential development.

. In 1979, the adoption of Resolution 79-83 -- with its exceptions provisions --
was ‘a result of participation by all interested parties including Wilsey &
Ham, and our clients, Shute Joint Venture (see our letter to Mr. Gustafson
dated October 22, 1979). To adopt an unnecessarily restrictive ordinance
would devalue the process of Metro's hearings held previously and the
substance of Resolution 79-83. In the fall of 1979, the Metro Council
responded very well to making reasonable changes to its growth management
policies while still protecting the public interest. We hope that the

Council will be consistent in its responsiveness and effective use of the
public forum. ' o ' ‘

If you have any QUestions, do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely, |
WILSEY & .HAM

T, Rtlole

-Timothy R. Holder
Urban Planner

-~ TRH:Tmh
.cc: Larry Frazier, Washington County

Don Schauermann
Stephen Bump



- i\L APR 2r) 105,
'WASHINGTON COUNTY R—

ADMINISTRATION BUILDING — 150 N. FIRST AVENUE
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97123
1503) 648-8681

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS S B - ROOM 418
MILLER M. DURLS, Chairman 8 " . .

"+ JIM FISHER, Vice Chairman

VIRGINIA DAGG ' _
‘ April 23, 1980

Mr. Rick Gustafson, Executive Officer
Metropolitan Service District

527 S.W. Hall

Portland, Oregon 97201

Dear Rick:

As you know, there has been much discussion regarding the new ordinance -
proposed by Metro on conversion, on the issuing of building permits in
Washington County within the urban area until such time as our Comprehensnve
-Plan is adopted. : '

I have personally felt there is a need for a variety of hou51ng in Washington
County including larger lot sizes in the urban intermediate area which are '
not currently serviced by sewer and would not be served within several years.
By utilizing those larger lots, it would relieve pressure to convert more
_ farm land to urban designation to amend the Comprehensive Plan within a few .
years. | can- forsee some properties in the County being used for homesites -
~now, at lower denisty, that might not ever be used if sewers were required.

| personally would favor, as a condition to issuing building permits in such
_instances that the owner agree not to remonstrate against an LID for sewer
to serve that particular area.

In talklng with Gary Krahmer,.General Manager of USA, and his assistant, Chuck
Liebert, an idea was suggested that would be an answer to worries about septic
"tanks not working properly or perhaps even failing. The County could also
impose a condition that for such a building permit to be issued that the
applicant also agree to a condition that the County would impose a continued
: fee on the lot to enable the County or perhaps the USA to insure that the
septic tank have perlodlc inspections and to be pumped every 3 5 years.

Our personell in USA indicate that with proper malntenance, septlc tanks very
rarely fail. :

The malntenance of. the septic tanks could be monitored by the County or USA,
by using private contractors on a bid basis..

Hoping these ideas might be compatible to a less restrictive ordinance, | remain,

Since'ely,

JF:rb
cc: Gary Krahmer
Art Schlack



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICY
527 S.W. HALL ST, PORTLAND OR. 97201, 503/221-1646

X

METRO AGENDA

Date: May 22, 1980
Day: 'Thureday A
Time:  7:30 p.m.

Place: Council Chamber

'CONSENT AGENDA

The following business items have been reviewed by the
staff and an officer of the Council. 1In my opinion, these

. , _ - items meet the Consent List Criteria establlshed by the
. : Rules and Procedures of the Counc1l

Executive Officer

4.1 A-95 Review, Directly Related to Metro

Action Requested: Concur in staff findings

4.2 .Minutes of Meeting of April 24, 1980

Action Requested: Approve'minutes as circulated

cmw



DIRECTLY RELATED A-95 PROJECT APPLICATIONS UNDER REVIEW

0s B so

PROJECT DESCRIPTION FEDERAL $ STATE $ LOCAL $ OTHER $ TOTAL $
. Project Title: Metro Resource Recovery 260, 000.00 86,666.00 346,666.00
Project (#804-5) (Environmenftal (Metro)
Protection
Applicant: Metro Agency )
Project Summary: Development of a resource
recovery facility in Oregon City for the
disposal of waste and production of energy.
The application for Federal Aid is for
funds to complete Phase III of planning.
Phase III work includes procurement, permitls
contract development and community educatidgn
programs.
Staff Recommendation: Favorable Action
Project Title: Methane Gas Recovery - St. | 90,000.00 90, 000.00
John's Landfill (#804-6) (Department
of Energy)

Applicant: Metro

Project Summary: Funds will be used to
conduct a feasibility study for the recoven
and commercial sale of methane gas from
the St. John's Landfill. Work includes

installing test wells for measuring quantit
and quality of gas; preliminary design of
process facilities; and a marketing study.

Staff Recommendation: Favorable Action

M

v
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AGENDA ITEM 4.2

MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

April 24, 1980

Councilors In Attendance

Presiding Officer Marge Kafoury

Deputy Presiding Officer Jack Deines
‘Coun. Donna Stuhr

Coun. Charles Williamson
Coun, Craig Berkman
Coun. Corky Kirkpatrick
Coun., Jane Rhodes

Coun. Betty Schedeen
Coun. Ernie Bonner

Coun. Cindy Banzer

Coun. Gene Peterson
Coun. Mike Burton

In Attendance K

Executive Officer Rick Gustafson

Staff In Attendance

Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Mr.

- Mr.
- Ms.

Mr.

"Ms.
-Mr.

Mr.
Ms.
Mr.

‘Mr.

Ms.

Denton U. Kent .
Andrew Jordan
Sonnie Russill
Sue Klobertanz
Judy Bieberle
McKay Rich

Bill Pettis
Karen Hiatt
Rod . Boling

Jill Hinckley
Jim Sitzman
Charles Shell
Michele Wilder
Tom O'Connor
Bill Ockert
Priscilla Ditewig

Others In Attendance -

Ms. Linda Macpherson

"Mr. Steve Kearney

Ms. Jacque Kearney
Mr. Lyle Stewart
Mr. Phil Adamsak
Mr. Edward Davis
Mr. Carter Stanley
Ms. Mary Stanley
Mr. Ted Sieckman
Mr. John Lee '
Dr. Ron Cease

Ms. Jackie O'Connor

Mr. Bob Weil

Mr. Steve Dotterrer

Mr. Phillip Thompson
Mr. Ted Achilles

Mr. Bob Stacey

Ms. Ardis Stevenson

Mr. Tom VanderZanden

4/24/80 - 1



Metro Council
Minutes of April 24, 1980

CALL TO ORDER

After declaration of a quorum, the April 24, 1980, meeting of the
Council of the Metropolitan Service District (Metro) was called to
order by Presiding Officer Marge Kafoury at 7:30 p.m. in the Council
‘Chamber, 527 S. W. Hall Street, Portland, Oregon. 97201.

1. INTRODUCTIONS

Presiding Officer.Kafoury introduced Dr. Ron Cease from
Portland State University.

2. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS TO THE COUNCIL

‘Presiding Officer Kafoury called attention to a memorandum to
the Council from Coun. Burton regarding the Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) in Clackamas County which would be discussed
"later. : :

\

3. CITIZEN COMMUNICATION TO THE COUNCIL ON NONAGENDA ITEMS

There were no citizens present who wished to speak at this time.

4. CONSENT AGENDA : ' .
4.1 A-95 Review directly related to'Metro,

4.2 Minuteé of meétings of March 13}'1980, March 27, 1980 and
April 10, 1980. » '

- Coun. Kirkpatrick moved, seconded by Coun. Bonner, that
the items on the Consent Agenda be approved. :

" Coun. Rhodes asked to make a correction to the item
approving a Project Manager classification in the minutes
of March 27, 1980. ’ :

Paragraph 4 says: Coun. Rhodes questioned whether
-approval of these positions would mandate their being
filled. Mr. Kent said that was correct. The minutes
~should read that Mr. Kent said the approval of these
positions would not mandate their being filled. .

Presiding Officer Kafoury made a correction to the minutes
of ‘April 10. On page 5, paragraph 6, State Representative
Ted Achilles was referred to as State Senator.

All Councilors present voting aye, the motion to approve
the Consent Agenda carried. .

4/24/80 ~ 2.




' Metro Council
Minutes,of April 24, 1980

Public Heafing to Receive Comments on FY 1981 Metro Budget.

Because the budget was not yet ready for presentation to
the Council the public hearing and budget discussions were
set aside temporarily. ’

‘5. REPORTS

5.1 Report from Executive Officer

5.2 i

The Executive Officer reported that Metro has received a
$130,000 air quality grant. Credit for this goes largely
to moving the air quality program to the Transportation
Department and to the work Mr. Kent has provided in
setting up the program. '

Clean Air Week sponsored'by'Metro and DEQ will be
May 4 -11 with a rally to be held on May 7 at O'Bryant
Square. . . »

The Executive Officer stated that Metro has received ,
approval on interstate funding of several park and ride.

Council Committee Reports
Regional Planning Committee: Coun. Stuhr reported that

the minutes of the last Committee meeting were in the
packet and that they were self-explanatory.

Regional Services Committee: Coun. Rhodes reported that

- Metro is looking for new sites in S. E. Portland for a

recycling center. She stated that she had recently had a
very good, informational meeting with legislators and with
Gresham regarding Johnson Creek. The billboards are up on
the Zoo campaign; she requested that the Council and staff
sign up for the Zoo Blitz on Saturday, May 3.

Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation: Coun.
Williamson said that the meeting on May 9 was well

attended and there were many good suggestions regarding

the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). Presiding Officer
Kafoury mentioned that there would be a documentary
entitled "Transit 2000" on KATU-TV, Sunday, April 27,
sponsored by the League of Women Voters. Coun. Schedeen
will be a member of the panel. . :

Council Coordinating Committee: Coun. Deines teported
that the last meeting had been devoted largely to a
discussion of the Budget Task Force recommendations. The

4/24/80 - 3




Metro Council .
‘Minutes of April 24, 1980

Charge to the Waste Reduction Task Force, as well as a
proposed Membership List and time line, were presented.,
There had been an extensive critique of the Elected

. Officials Regional Forum, which the Committee felt was a
good idea, but needed some modifications.

Waste Reduction Task Force: Coun. Kirkpatrick discussed
the Charge to the Task Force and time line and distributed
the proposed Membership List to the Council. She moved
for ratification of the Membership List and Charge. Coun.
Deines seconded the motion. The motion carried unani-
mously. Coun. Bonner asked if other names could be _ .
submitted by Councilors. Coun. Kirkpatrick said she would
accept no more than two names in addition to the six she
had already proposed. - '

5.3 A-95 Review Report

There was no action necessary and none taken on this
matter. ‘

OLD BUSINESS ,
61 Ordinance No. 80-87, Relating to Times for Regular Council '

Meetings and Order of Agendas and Amending Ordinance No.
79-65 (Possible Motion for Reconsideration).

Coun. Banzer stated that she would like to withdraw her
motion for reconsideration of Ordinance No. 80-87. The
Ordinance stands approved as amended at the April 10
Council meeting.

6.2 Ordinance No. 80-89, Amending Metro Urban Growth Boundary
~ in Clackamas County (Second Reading). :

Reading of the Ordinance and discussion of this item were
temporarily set aside in order to comply with the time for
‘public hearing listed on the agenda. '

- 6.3 Ordinance No. 80-90, Amending>0rdinance No. 79-72, Adding

Supplemental Appropriations to FY 1980 Budget (Second
Reading).
It having been ascertained that it was the consensus of
the Council to do so, the Clerk read Ordinance No. 80-90
by title only. S ’

There was no discussion on this item.

Roll call vote. Couns. Stuhr, Williamson, Berkniyan, . ‘

4/24/80 - 4



Metro Council ‘
Minutes of April 24, 1980

7.1

Kirkpatrick, Deines, Rhodes, Schedeen, Bonner, Banzer,
Peterson, Kafoury voted aye. Coun. Burton had not yet
arrived at the meeting.. The Ordinance was approved
unanimously. : o :

7.  NEW BUSINESS

Approval of Motion to Support Executive Officer to Enter
Into an Appeal of Washington County Land Use Action Item
No. 79-539-5 (Stanley Subdivision) Before the Land Use
Board of Appeals (LUBA). N .

.The Executive Officer stated that this item had been

reviewed by the Regional Planning Committee and that they
had approved the motion to support him in his appeal to
LUBA. The Stanley Subdivision is a 17-lot subdivision in
a 26-acre parcel, which would be difficult to develop to
the proper urban densities at a later date. Metro feels
the subdivision is in violation of Goals #10, #11 and #14
which relate to.appropriate housing densities and develop-
ment of urban land. ‘

Coun. Stuhr mdved, seconded by Coun. Deines, to suppor£

- the Executive Officer in his appeal to LUBA.

Since it was determined that Mr. Philip Thompson,
representative of Carter and Mary Stanley, had not vet
arrived at the Council meeting, discussion of this item
was temporarily postponed until his arrival.

Resolution No. 80-142, Approvalnof éity of Gladstone
Application for HUD 701 Planning Assistance.

Mr. Kent reported that there had been four applications
filed, which had been reviewed by staff according to
criteria which. would point -to progression toward meeting
701 goals and regional goals as well. The city of
Gladstone was the preferred candidate for receipt of the
701 funds. - . ’

Cbuﬁ. Stuhr stated that the.Régional Planning Committee
had voted for approval of this item.

Coun. Kirkpatrick moved, seconded by Coun.IRhodes, to

approve Resolution No. 80-142. All Councilors present
voting aye, the motion carried unanimously.

Resolution No. 80-143, Authorizing Funding for Arterial
Street Overlay Program in the City of Portland.

4/24/80 - 5



Metro Council- :
‘Minutes of April 24, 1980

Coun. Bonner moved, seconded by Coun. éanzer, for appréval
of Resolution No. 80-143. All Councilors present voting
aye, the motion carried unanimously. :

Resolution No. 80-144, Authorizing Federal Funds for N. W.
Front Avenue and N. W. Portland Transportation Study..

Coun. Williamson stated that this Resolution would
authorize $4.6 million from the N.W. Portland Reserve for
engineering, right-of-way acquisition and construction of
the N. W. Front Avenue project, and $25,000 from the N.W.
Portland Reserve for the N.W. Portland Transportation
Study. ‘ :

Coun. Williamson then moved that Resolution No. 80-144 be
approved with an amendment to state that it was introduced
by the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation
(JPACT) ; not the Regional Planning Committee. Coun.
Schedeen seconded the motion. All Councilors present
voting aye, the motion carried unanimously.

Presiding Officer Kafoury asked why there was no provision
for bikeways in the Resolution, and stated that it is time
that new projects include provisions for installation of
bikeways.

Coun. Bonner moved, seconded by Coun. Schedeen, to further
amend Resolution No. 80-144 by adding another "BE IT

RESOLVED," to state: ' "That the Metro Council recommends

consideration of both bicycle and pedestrian ways on the
alignment." All Councilors present voting aye, the motion
carried unanimously. '

Resolution No. 80-145, Authorizing Supplementary Federal .
Funds for Preliminary Engineering, Right-of-Way
Acquisition and Construction of the Going Stree Noise

‘Mitigation Project. -

Coun. Bonner moved, seconded by Coun. Kirkpatrick, to
approve Resolution No. 80-~145 and asked that it be amended
to state that it was introduced by  JPACT. Aall Councilors
present voting aye, the motion carried unanimously. o

Coun. Burton arrived at the meeting.

- Coun. Burton stated that he had been concerned about

development in the Mock's Bottom area and the additional
traffic that will be created as a result of this project.
However, he has received assurance from the City of

’Portland that there will be a 1id put on traffic. He felt

- 4/24/80 - 6




" Metro Council
. Minutes of April 24, 1980 -

that the traffic should be watched closely to ensure that,
as the area builds up, there will not be an adverse effect
on the neighborhood. Coun. Burton saig that under these
circumstances we should go ahead with the project.

Continuation of Approval of Motion to Support Executive
Officer to Enter into.an Appeal of Washington County Land
Use Action Item No. 79-539-5 (Stanley Subdivision) Before
the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) . :

Mr. Philip Thompson, 938 N. W. Everett, Portland,

introduced himself as an architect and planner

representing Carter and Mary Stanley.

He stated that since 1961 when the Stanleys bought their
property, there have been no changes in the land use
designation on that property at the County level due to
the planning process. There have been no specific actions
by Metro which would cancel the Stanleys' ability to
develop their land as they propose. Their property is
within the UGB of Washington County and within the Unified
Sewerage Agency of Washington County; however, the
property is three miles from a sewer line and there are no
plans to extend sewer to the property in the near future.

Mr. Thompson indicated that he thought the Stanleys were

caught in differing philosophies of development between
Washington County and Metro. ‘ .

Mr. Thompson said that, as the Stanley's representative,
he has offered to help Metro get Washington County's
attention and has offered to Serve on a task force writing
the -ordinance for conversion policies. However, taking
this particular subdivision to LUBA will not achieve
Metro's goals. Before the Council decides to support the

Executive Officer in his -appeal to LUBA, they ought to

"learn more about Washington County's findings.

Coun. Williamson moved, secbnded'by Coun. Peterson, to
postpone consideration of this item to the May 22 Council
meeting in order to review the findings completely. -

Coun. Berkman stated that ﬁhe motion to postpone was

inappropriate and that the issue ought to be decided that
evening, : ‘

Presiding Officer Kafoury asserted that in the absence of
a comprehensive plan and in the absence of our own
conversion policies, the goals apply, making this a
pPerfect case for LUBA to decide whether or not the goals

are being met. .
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Roll call vote. Couns. Schedeen, Bohner, Banzer,
Peterson, Williamson voted aye. Couns. Burton, Stuhr,

~Berkman, Kirkpatrick, Deines, Rhodes, Kafoury voted nay.

The motion to postpone consideration of the item failed.

‘Coun. Stuhr urged ' the Council. to support the Executive
Officer and stated that it is inappropriate to divide up

the land in the area in question until there is a
comprehensive plan with an allocation for density.

Coun. Williamson added that if Metro is serious about the
UGB, it must . be enforced; however, it is unfortunate that
the Stanleys are caught in the middle. '

- Coun. Bonner gave his reasons for voting against the

motion to support the Executive Officer. He stated that
by July 1 there will be policy guidelines in Washington
County which will permit the Council to give the Executive
Officer and Metro staff wide latitude in pursuing lawsuits
against individuals or agencies which have developed in
opposition to those guidelines. Now, however, a heavy
burden is being imposed on the Stanleys.

The 'Executive Officer sympathized with the Councilors who
expressed concern about individual parcels of property,
but pointed out that they will need to begin at some point
to make tough decisions in similar kinds of cases.

Question called on the motion to support the Executive
Officer in the appeal. Couns. Stuhr, Williamson, Berkman,
Kirkpatrick, Deines, Rhodes, Schedeen, Peterson, Kafoury

voted ‘aye. Couns. Burton, Banzer, Bonner voted nay. The

motion carried.

Ordinance No. 80-89, Amending Metro Urban Growth Boundary

.in Clackamas County (Second Reading).

It having been ascertaihed that it was the consensus of
the Council to . do so, the Clerk read Ordinance No. 80-89
by title only. -

Jim Sitzman, Director of Metropolitan Development,
explained that the recommendation of the Regional Planning
Committee to the Council differed from the Clackamas
County petition for amendment to the UGB in four areas:

1. Wilsonville Industrial Area — the Committee
- recommended to keep it within the UGB.

2, Holcomb/Outlook Area -~ All but 17 acres in this
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proposed addition to.the UGB are outside the
Metro boundary. The Committee recommended to
include those 17 acres.

3. Area "J" South of Oregon City - All but 5 acres
are outside the Metro boundary. The Committee
recommended to include those 5 acres.

4. Area West of Marylhurst (southern portion) - Of
- the parcels proposed for addition, the Committee
-recommended to exclude the four northern parcels
and include the two southern parcels of the
southern subarea. :

Coun. Williamson ‘moved, seconded by Coun. Stuhr, to amend
Ordinance No. 80-89 to conform with the Planning Committee
recommendations. :

.The public hearing was,opehed.

State Representative Ted Achilles, 18300 S. Whitten Lane,
West Linn, Oregon, stated that he owns land that is
contiguous to and forms the northern boundary of the
portion which would be part of the extended UGB west of

- Marylhurst. He said that notification he had received

from Clackamas County in March, 1979, did not indicate
that 1land he owned would be directly affected. He has
received no notification regarding recent hearings.

" Mr. Achilles asserted that there is nothing to indicate

that a relatively small portion of land recommended for
inclusion by the Committee (20 acres) has any effect at
all on Clackamas County's need for more urbanizable land

‘and there is no justification for amending the UGB simply

because the area could be served by gravity sewers. He
added that it is incorrect to infer that his property is
part of an urban area; in reality, it is surrounded mostly
by farm or timber lands. He urged the Council to vote

against the Committee's recommendation.

Mr. Bob Stacey, staff attorney for 1000 Friends of Oregon,
testified that there should be no dispute that there is
sufficient land within the UGB to accommodate projected
population to the year 2000. Referring to Table 5 in the
staff report he noted that the difference between the
population the County plan is estimated to accommodate
(using the County's assumptions), and the population
projected to reside in Clackamas County in the year 2000
(using the assumptions .in the UGB Findings) is approxi-

mately 1,800 people. This proposal to amend the UGB would
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add a capacity to what can now be accommodated of from
12,000 to 16,000 more people. o '

According to Mr. Stacey, the primary question is whether

or not a couple thousand‘'of the 67,000 people projected to

move into Clackamas County by the year 2000 could not

reside in Washington County instead. The assumption that

growth would go where there is available land underlay the

original establishment of the UGB; however, the Metro '
. staff rejects this assumption as inappropriate in this
-situation. '

Mr. Stacey urged the Council to review the housing. plans
of Happy Valley, other cities in Clackamas County and the
County's plan itself, to assure orderly, efficient -and
compact development. S

There being to other persons who wished to speak at this
time, the public hearing was closed.

-Discussion followed regarding the southern subarea of 7,
west - of Marylhurst. The staff report recommended exclu-

sion of the entire section; the Committee recommended to .
exclude the northern part and include the southern portion

of the southern subarea. ’ : '

Coun. Rhodes mo&ed, seconded by Coun. Williamson, to amend
the amendment by excluding the entire southern subarea
west of Marylhurst, #7.

Coun. Peterson stated there appears to be an overly

generous .allotment to Washington County and a less than
generous allotment to Clackamas and Multnomah Counties.
The Council should be reducing the boundaries in
Washington County and until that has been done, it is

inappropriate to be so stingy with Clackamas County.

Roll call vote. Couns. Williamson, Rhodes, Schedeen,
Bonner, Burton, Kafoury voted aye. Couns. Stuhr, Berkman,
Kirkpatrick, Deines, Banzer, Peterson voted nay. The
motion to amend the amendment failed on a tie vote.

Roll call vote on motion to amend Ordinance No. 80-89 to
conform with the Regional Planning Committee recommenda-
tions. Couns. Banzer, Peterson, Burton, Stuhr,
Williamson, Berkman, Kirkpatrick, Deines, Rhodes, .
Schedeen, Kafoury voted aye. Coun. Bonner voted nay. The
motion carried.

Executive Officer Rick Gusfafson stated that obviously
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there was disagreement over the.:issue of subarea #7. and
indicated that if the questlon of including the southern
portion had been posed in a different way, the same 6-6
vote would have had an opposite effect from the one
previously taken. He suggested that the Council hold a
- quasi-judicial hearing on subarea #7. .

Coun. Schedeen moved, seconded by Coun. Williamson, to
sever the southern subarea #7 from the Committee report
and submit the question to a qua51 judlc1a1 process. The
motion carried.

Legal Counsel Andrew Jordan asked to make a clarifica-
tion. Because of the elimination of the land around

. Marylhurst, it would be necessary to alter the figures

- regarding acreage and populatlon in the Metro findings.
He will assume that removing the land authorizes the staff
to alter the findings to reflect the different figures.

Roll call vote on Ordinance No. 80-89 as amended. Couns.
Burton, Stuhr, Williamson, Kirkpatrick, Deines, Rhodes,
Schedeen, Bonner, Banzer, Peterson, Kafoury voted aye.
Coun. Berkman was absent. The Ordinance was adopted.

Public hearing to receive comments on FY 1981 Metro budget.

The public heéring was opened on this matter.

.There be1ng no one present who w1shed to testlfy, the publ1c hearihg

was closed.

Executlve Officer Rick Gustafson presented the budget to the Council
and brlefly summarized the highlights. Total Operating and Capital
budget is $25 million, $18 million of which is Operating. The :
Services 0perat1ng budget of $12 million reflects a 100 percent

increase which is due to Metro's assumption of landfill operations.
The Planning Operating budget of $3.7 million represents ‘a 5 percent

- increase. Management Services/Executive Management Operating budget

is $1 7 mllllon.

Mr. Gustafson stressed that FY 1981 will be the most critical year
of Metro's existence. He stated that there will be a series of

" tests for Metro this next year and outlined the major projects.

- Mr. Gustafson said that three things have been done to instill

confidence in fiscal management, along with development of our
management controls, a better: budgeting system and the accumulation
of a $250,000 Contingency fund. First, the proposed budget has no
increase in assessments, taxes or fees for this operating year,
except for the proposed Johnson Creek Local Improvement District
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formation. Second, general administrative costs have been
contained. Third, Council and Executive support has been added,
along with expanded Public Information, Legal Services and Local
Government with no increase in total personnel in the general
governmental area. :

The Council discussed the timetable for the adoption of the budget.
- The budget will come before the Council on May 1, along with the
Resolution to transmit it to the Tax Supervising and Conservation
Commission (TSCC). The TSCC will review the budget, schedule
hearings and submit it back to the Council. The adoption ordinance
will be read at the two Council meetings in June. '

- Mr. Kent said there would be a variety of options to review the
budget ~-- either Committee meetings or a special meeting of the _
Council. The only action item at the May 1 meeting will be budget

- discussion and passing of the Resolution to transmit it to the

- TSCC. Two or more hours of discussion could be accommodated at that
meeting. .

Presiding Officer Kafoury suggested that the Council plan on A
discussing the budget and._ passing the Resolution on May 'l. 1If there
are problems with specific items at that time, they can be referred
again to the appropriate Committees.
The Council agreed with this suggestion.
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
Respectfully submitted, -

Freaclly . Difizass

Priscilla Ditewig g{
Clerk of the Counc

_ PD/gl
18122/75
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FROM:

AGENDA ITEM 5.2

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council
Executive Officer

SUBJECT: Appointment to the Solid Waste Policy Advisory Committee

I

iGIE &

RECOMMENDATTIONS =

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Appoint Mr. John Ostrowski as Clark
County, Washington, representative to serve in an ex
officio capacity on Metro's Solid Waste Policy Advisory
Committee. Appoint Mr. Rick Martinez as City of Portland
representative on the same Committee.

B. POLICY IMPACT: Appointment of these representatives to
the Solid Waste Policy Advisory Committee will provide
communication between the various jurisdictions and will
assist in developing compatible solid waste programs.

C. BUDGET IMPACT: This action will not have an impact on
Metro's budget.

ANALYSIS:

A. BACKGROUND: The purpose of the Solid Waste Advisory

Committee is to provide advice and assistance to the
Executive Officer, Metro Council and the Regional Services
Committee regarding regionwide solid waste related

issues. The Committee provides a forum for public,
private and citizen representatives to develop and
evaluate regionwide policy alternatives concerning the
beneficial use and disposal of solid waste generated in
the region together with its impact on collection and with
the siting, construccion and operation of the necessary
facilities. The Committee's By-Laws specifies members
including staff representatives from each of the three
counties and the City of Portland, citizen representatives
from each of the three counties and various special
interest groups, i.e., collection, landfills, recycling
and construction. 1In addition, the By-Laws provide for ex
officio (non-voting) representatives from Clark County,
Washington; Oregon Department of Environmental Quality and
the Federal Environmental Protection Agency.

At the request of Metro, the Clark County Board of
Commissioners designated Mr. John Ostrowski to represent
the County on Metro's Solid Waste Policy Advisory
Committee. Mr. Ostrowski is in charge of developing the
County's Solid Waste Management Program. Mr. Martinez,
Management Analyst for Portland's Public Works Department,
was recommended by Commissioner Mike Lindberg to fill a
vacancy .
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Since Commissioner Lindberg
recommended Mr. Martinez, and the Clark County Board of
Commissioners unanimously recommended Mr. Ostrowski to
represent the County on Metro's Solid Waste Policy
Advisory Committee, no other names were considered hy
Metro.

CONCLUSION: Mr. John Ostrowski be appointed as Clark
County's ex officio representative, and Mr. Rick Martinez
be appointed as the City of Portland representative to
Metro's Solid Waste Policy Advisory Committee.



AGENDA ITEM 5.3

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

527 SW. HALL ST, PORTLAND, OR . 97201, 503/221-1646

METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: May 12, 1980
To: Metro Council
From: Executive Officer

Regarding: A-95 Review Report

The following is a summary of staff responses regarding grants
not directly related to Metro programs.

1. Project Title: Neighborhoods Against Crime, #803-24

Applicant: The Center for Urban Education
Project Summary: Under a Citywide consortium of
neighborhood- associations, coordinators will work with
neighborhood residents and other volunteers to develop
anti-crime plans for all neighborhoods in the City. They
will also implement these plans.
Federal Funds Requested: $130,991 (Law Enforcement

‘ Assistance Administration, U. S. Department of Justice)
Staff Response: Favorable action.

2+ Project Title: Cook Park West Addition, #803-22
Applicant: The city of Tigard
Project Summaryv: Funding to provide restrooms with
handicapped facilities in the addition to Cook Park.
Federal Funds Requested: $28,710 (U. S. Department of
Interior)
Staff Response: Favorable action.

35 Project Title: Farm Worker Youth Employment, #803-33
Applicant: The California Human Development Corporation,
Windsor, California.

Project Summary: Funding for youth employment and
training program: employment and training for eligible
farm worker youths in the state of Oregon.

Federal Funds Requested: $1,000,000 from the Office of
Farm Worker Programs.

Staff Response: Favorable action.

4. Project Title: Family Planning Training, #803-41
Applicant: JSI Research and Training Institute, Boston,
Mass.
Project Summary: To provide training to Title 10 Family
Planning Program staff in a variety of service delivery
. and program management topics.
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Federal Funds Requested: $110,000 (HEW, Bureau of
Community Health Services)
Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Economic Planning, #803-36

Applicant: City of Portland

Project Summary: Annual economic development planning
program grant. The work program includes assisting
existing industrial district organizations to become
self-sufficient and establishing a new program of
commercial district assistance for outreach organizational
assistance and program development.

Federal Funds Requested: $90,000 (U.S. Department of
Commerce)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Multnomah County Community Action Agency
Summer Youth Recreation Program, #804-3

Applicant: Multnomah County Community Action Agency
Project Summary: To provide educational and recreational
field trips and activities for low-income youth between
the ages of 8 and 13.

Federal Funds Requested: $6,000 (Community Services
Administration)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Multnomah County Community Action Agency
Community Food and Nutrition Program, #804-4

Applicant: Multnomah County Community Action Agency
Project Summary: To improve the nutritional status of
target population by increasing access to federal food
programs.

Federal Funds Requested: $50,000 (Community Services
Administration)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Washington County Community Action
Organization Funding, #803-42

Applicant: Washington County Community Action Organization
Project Summary: Continuation funding of administration
and program funding for the agency.

Federal Funds Requested: $160,000 (Community Services
Administration)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Clackamas County Community Action Agency
Summer Youth Recreation Program, #803-40

Applicant: Clackamas County Community Action Agency
Project Summary: To provide an educational and
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recreational outdoor experience with nutritious meals for
low-income children in Clackamas County.

Federal Funds Requested: $10,000 (Community Services
Administration)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Clackamas County Community Action Agency
Senior Meals at School, #803-43

Applicant: Clackamas County Community Action Agency
Project Summary: Provide opportunity for low-income
seniors to participate in lunch programs twice a week and
to provide participants with educational opportunities.
Federal Funds Requested: $46,221 (Community Services
Administration)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Porter Hotel Renovation, #803-26
Applicant: State of Oregon

Project Summary: Renovation of the Porter Hotel.
Federal Funds Requested: $20,000 from the Department of
Interior.

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Canby Cable Television Loan, #803-29
Applicant: Canby Telephone Association

Project Summary: Funding to provide cable television to
the area served by the Canby Telephone Association.
Federal Funds Requested: $4,288,309 (U. S. Department of
Agriculture, Rural Electrification Administration)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Morning Star Church Restoration, #803-27
Applicant: State of Oregon

Project Summary: To renovate and restore the Morning Star
Baptist Church in the City of Portland.

Federal Funds Requested: $15,000 (Department of Interior)
Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Title VII, Private Sector Initiatives,
#803-31

Applicant: City of Portland, Resources Bureau
Project Summary: Funding for CETA, Title VII Private
Sector Initiatives Program.

Federal Funds Requested: $794,266 (Employment and
Training Administration)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Senior Rural Employment, #803-28
Applicant: Green Thumb, Inc., Washington, D. C.
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Project Summary: Funding to provide subsidized part-time
employment opportunities in rural community/service work
for rural, low-income persons. This application was
submitted to 47 State offices on Aging and all A-95
Clearinghouses, State and areawide.

Federal Funds Requested: $79,393,855 (Employment and
Training Administration) ™his amount of funding is for
nationwide application of the program.

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Technical Assistance for Development of
Local Noise Control Programs, #803-1; and Assistance for
Development of a Motor Vehicle Noise Inspection Program,
#803-2.

Applicant: Department of Environmental Quality

Project Summary: Continuation of an existing program for
DEQ to assist cities and counties in developing local
noise control programs and to assist cities and counties
in developing noise control inspection within existing
emission testing stations.

Federal Funds Requested: $94,927 (Environmental
Protection Agency)

Staff Response: Favorable action conditional upon
agreement that DEQ will work with local jurisdictions in
selecting implementation measures.

Project Title: North Plains Water Storage Proposal, #804-2
Applicant: City of North Plains

Project Summary: Funding to improve the City's water
system.

Federal Funds Requested: $740,625 (Department of Housing
and Urban Development)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Relocation of Federal Station Post Office,
#803-3

Applicant: United States Postal Service

Project Summary: Relocation of Federal Station Post
Office from S. W. Broadway and Main to 1505 S. W. Sixth
Street.

Federal Funds Requested: None at this time.

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Sandy Fire District Building and
Improvement Project, #804-1

Applicant: Sandy Fire District #72

Project Summary: Funding to expand Fire District $#72 fire
hall facilities.

Federal Funds Requested: Request is to finance a bond
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issue with loan from Department of Agriculture.
Staff Response: Favorable action.

20. Project Title: Senior Urban Employment, #803-35
Applicant: National Council on Aging, Inc.
Project Summary: Funding to provide subsidized, part-time
employment opportunities in community service employment
for low-income seniors.
Federal Funds Requested: $21,962,773 (Nationwide)
(Employment and Training Administration)
Staff Response: Favorable action.

21. Project Title: Volunteer Resource Development Program,
#803-39
Applicant: Oregon State Council on Alcoholism
Project Summary: Funding to increase the use of
volunteers in agencies providing alcoholism treatment.
This is the third year of this grant for the Council on
Alcoholism.
Federal Funds Requested: $50,000 (Department of Health,
Education and Welfare)
Staff Response: Favorable action.

TO/gl
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AGENDA ITEM 6.1

"’ A GENUDA MANAGEMENT S UMMARY
TO: Metro Council
FROM : Executive Officer

SUBJECT: Amendment of Ordinance No. 79-78, Procedures Relating to
Local Improvement Districts (LID)

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt Ordinance No. 80-93 relating ‘to
Local Improvement District Procedures, and amending
Ordinance No. 79-78.

B POLICY IMPACT: There is no change in the policies
established in Ordinance No. 79-78. This is primarily a
housekeeping exercise. The proposed amendments clarify
sections of the initial ordinance and simplify the
procedures for establishing ar LID and making assessments.

@ BUDGET IMPACT: There is no direct budget impact.
Amending Section 17 of Ordinance No. 79-78 will allow
Metro to contract with County Assessors for collection of
LID assessments and eliminate the need to establish
duplicate procedures.

‘ IT. ANALYSIS:

A. BACKGROUND: Metro adopted Ordinance No. 79-78 in
November, 1979, as a first step in addressing the Johnson
Creek Drainage Problems. This Ordinance was modeled after
a Washington County ordinance and revised to fit Metro
requirements with input from the Johnson Creek Task Force
and the Water Resource Policy Alternatives Committee
(WRPAC) .

In applying Ordinance No. 79-78 several ambiguous sections
were found. It is the purpose of the proposed amendments
to clarify these problems.

B ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: None

@ CONCLUSION: The amendments prooosed are not extensive and
will simplify the procedures for forming and assessing
local improvement districts. Regional Services Committee
will review the proposed Ordinance on May 13, and report a
recommendation to the Council on Mav 22. Staff recommends
adoption of the attached Ordinance.

JL:bk
8068/118



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

RELATING TO LOCAL IMPROVEMENT ) -~ ORDINANCE NO. 80-93
DISTRICT PROCEDURES, AND AMENDING )

ORDINANCE NO. 79-78 )

3
B

' THE COUNCIL OF -THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:
Section 1. Section 9 (a) of Ordinance No. 79-78 is hereby g

amended to read as follows:

"(a) No sooner than twenty (20) days after the S,
first publication of the resolution notice

required by Section 7 the Council shall hold a
‘public hearing on the proposed improvement. At

such hearing, persons wishing to object. and

persons favoring the improvement shall be

entltled to be heard.”

Section . ? Section 9 (f) of Ordlnance No. 79- 78 is hereby
“ ' amended to read as follows- |

" (£) The Counc1l may, if a. combined hearing as
provided in Section 9(b) is held, adopt an
Ordinance apportioning and. levying the assess-

ment with the Ordinance creating the Local’
Improvement District and adopting the total
proposed assessmént. The apportionment and levy

" Ordinance shall specify the method of collection
of the assessment as provided for in Section
13(e), herein."

‘Section 3£' Section ll'(a) (1) Qf Ordinance No..79—78 fs hereby
a@ended to read as follows:

" (1) Assessments may be levied against benefited
property for the purpose of defraying the costs
of public improvements within the Local Improve-
ment District including but not limited to
‘administration, assessment, bonding costs, _
planning, -engineering, purchase, ronstruction,.
supervision, reconstructlon and repair.

Section 4. Secflon 13 (e) of Ordlnance No. 79-78 is hereby

‘ Tamended to read as follows:




"(e) The Council may pass an Ordinance appor-
tioning and levying assessments against the

~affected. properties. Said Ordinance shall
specify the method of collection to be used,
either by directing the recording of assessment
liens and lien docket as provided by Section 13
(f) through (h), below, or by directing the
certification of assessments to the appropriate
county tax assessor as provided bv Section 17

" (a), below. An assessment Ordinance may be
amended by subsequent Ordinance specifving an
alternative method of collection, consistent
with this subsection."

Section 5. ~ Section 12 (a) of Ordlnance No. 79 78 is hereby
_ amended to read as follows-

"(a) Promptly after passage of the Ordinance
‘levying the assessment, the Executive Officer
shall cause to be published, in a newspaper of
~general circulation within the district, a '
notice that such an Ordinance has been passed-
specifying the whole cost or estimated cost of
the improvement, a general description of the
boundaries of the district assessed, or an o
illustration thereof, the number and title of
the assessment Ordinance, and that the assess-
ments .are due and payable, the time when the
same shall be delinquen* and the ohargeg and
penalties related thereto."

Section 6. Section 14 (b) of Ordinance Nd.-79e78.is hereby
_amended to read as follows: -

(b) The Executive Officer shall also mail notice
‘to ‘each affected landowner of the assessment
‘upon the property, and landowner's right to
deferred payment under Section 18 of this
Ordinance and all of the information specified
. in paragraph. (a) -above. The notice shall
.specify that the assessments are due and
pavable, to whom they are payable, the time when
the same shall be delinquent and the charges and -
genalt1es related thereto."

Section 7. Sectlon 17 of Ordinance No. 79-78 -is hereby amended
Vto read as follows:
"(a) Consistent with the requlrements of Section

13 (e) and notwithstanding the provisions: of
Section 13 (f) through (h), the Council may .




~direct the Executive Officer to certifv the

assessments for a Local Improvement District to
the county assessor of the county in which the
assessed lands are located. Said certification.
shall be accomplished by written contract,
agreement or other lawful means with the county
assessor (s) to provide that any assessments

- certified shall be placed on the tax rolls,

collected, and paid over by the county assessor
or tax collector, whoever has possession of the

".roll, as other taxes and assessments are

certified, assessed, collected, and paid over.,v

" (b) The Executlve Officer, in hlS dlscretlon,
may contract with local public or private
agencies to provide the district with services
to meet the requlrements of this Ordlnance "

"(c). Such services may 1nclude englneerlng,

~ surveying, recording of assessments, billing and

collection of assessments, the keeping of a Lien
docket, .notice to property owners and other

related assessment functions." . i
\

Ay

"~ Section 8. Sectlon 19 of Ordlnance No. 79 78 is hereby amended
to read as . follows-

."A property .owner who qualifies for an elderly

homestead deferral under ORS 311.666 through ORS

©311.700, or ORS 311.706 through ORS 311.735, may

claim the deferral by submitting the form
required by ORS 311.668, or ORS 311.708."

Section 9. The following Sections are herebv amended in ‘part

.as follows-

Sectlon 5 (c) is amended to read in oart, "..;as'pro§ided

- in Sectlon 9 (b)...."

Sectlon i (b) is amended to read in part, “,..indicated in

Section 6,...."

Sectlon 9 (b) is amended to- read in part, “...under

"Sectlon 9 and the assessment and apport1onment hearlng under

'Sectlon 13."

Section 10 (b) is amended to read in part, "...adopted



undér Sectiod 9 of~£his Ordinance...."

-

Spct1on 10 (c) is amended to read in part, "..}adopﬁed
7under Section 9 of th1s Ordlnance...." :
Section 18 (d) (2) 1s amended to read in part, ", ..with

1nterest as set by ORS 288, 510 on all assessments..,."

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service DiSﬁrict

.ithis ' day of ., 1980.

Presiding Officer

- ATTEST:

- Clerk of the Council

»~TM/gl ‘
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TO:
FROM:

AGENDA ITEM 6.2

A GENDA MANAGEMENT S UMMARY

Metro Council
Executive Officer

SUBJECT: Transferring Appropriations Within the Solid Waste

1L

L

Operating Fund for the Fiscal Year 1981 Metropolitan
Service District Budget

RECOMMENDATIONS :

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt Ordinance No. 80-94 for the
purpose of transferring funds within the Solid Waste
Operating fund.

B POLICY IMPACT: Adoption of this Ordinance will provide
sufficient funds to operate the St. Johns Landfill during
the month of June, 1980.

C. BUDGET IMPACT: Adoption of this Ordinance will transfer
$15,000 from Contingencv to Capital Outlay, and $209,000
from Contingency to Materials and Service. The balance
remaining in Contingencv after these transfers will be
$286,706. These funds will be recovered when landfill
user fees are adjusted in Octcber, 1981.

ANALYSIS:

A. BACKGROUND: Metro assumes operational control of the St.
Johns Landfill on June 1, 1980. 1In order to continue
operating the landfill and to provide sufficient time to
prepare the necessary specifications for obtaining a
long-term contractor, it was necessary to request bids for
an interim contract for the period June 1 to October 1,
1980. The firm of Easley and Brassy of San Francisco,
California, was selected based on their low bid of
$905,500. It is projected that the operating cost for the
month of June will be $209,000. In addition, there are
certain capital purchases that must be made by Metro prior
to June 1. To support the gate operations these include
cash registers, safe, card printer, office furniture,
etc., totaling $9,600. In order to cover any unforeseen
capital expenditures, an additional $5,400 (totaling
$15,000) is requested.

The operation of the St. Johns Landfill is not reflected
in the current Solid Waste Operating Budget. 1In order to
continue operation of the St. Johns Landfill after June 1,

1980, and to comply with Oregon State Budget Law, it is
necessary to reflect the various expenditures.

B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: First alternative considered was
to adopt a supplemental budget reflecting the revenues

received during the month of June and make the necessary
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appropriations. This alternative would require hearings
by the Multnomah County Tax Supervising and Conservation
Commission and could not be accomplished prior to July 1,
1980.

The second alternative considered was to transfer the
necessary funds from the existing Solid Waste Contingency
to cover the operating and capital requirements. Since
sufficient funds are available within the Contingency line
item, it is not necessary to recognize additional revenue
as well as additional expense. This can be done by a
budget transfer which would not require action by the

Mul tnomah County Tax Supervising and Conservation
Commission and can be completed prior to July 1.

CONCLUSION: Since adequate funds have been appropriated
for the Solid Waste Operating fund, the most expeditious
alternative is to transfer funis from Contingency to the
Materials and Services and Capital Outlav categories.




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF TRANSFERRING ORDINANCE NO. 80-94

"APPROPRIATIONS WITHIN THE SOLID ; : , .
WASTE OPERATING FUND FOR THE ) Introduced by the Council
FISCAL YEAR 1981 METROPOLITAN ) Coordinating Committee
SERVICE DISTRICT BUDGET ) '
THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SEﬁVICE DISTRICT HEREBY OﬁDAINS:
" section 1. ‘ . o
That the'folloWing transfers 6f aéprépriations‘be adopted: 
a. Solid Wéste Operating
$15 000 from Contlngenéy to Capital Outlay to cover
“the expense of off1ce equ1pment and machlnes requ1red
to support the gate-operatlons at the St. John§4
Landfill; .
$209,000 from'éontlnéehcy to Materials and Serv}ces
.tbAcover the increased expenditures for contraqtﬁfal

services for- the oneraticn of the St. Johns Landfill.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Métropolitan Service District

‘this 22nd day of May, 1980.

-Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of.the Council

CS:bk
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O
FROM :
SUBJECT :

AGENDA ITEM 6.3

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council

Executive Officer

Establishing Disposal Charges to be Collected at the St.
Johns Landfill and Declaring an Emergency

I. RECOMMENDATIONS :

A.

ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt Ordinance No. 80-96 for the
purpose of establishing disposal charges to be collected
at the St. Johns Landfill.

POLICY IMPACT: Adoption of this Ordinance will maintain
the existing rates charged at the St. Johns Landfill
between June 1, 1980, and October 1, 1980, when the
long-term operational contract becomes effective. During
this interim period, a deficit of $264,000 will be
realized. This deficit will be covered by a loan from
Metro's Solid Waste Operating fund which will be repaid
when the new rates are established on October 1. The
source of the funding will be the funds (approximately
$1,000,000) transferred from the City of Portland.

BUDGET IMPACT: Adoption of this Ordinance will provide in
addition to the necessary loan from the Solid Waste
Operating fund, sufficient monies to operate the St. Johns
Landfill during the interim period from June 1 to

October 1, 1980. In addition to the recovery of the
$264,000, an additional $20,000, representing lost
interest earnings from the use of those funds, will be

considered an integral part of the recovered costs in
calculating future changes.

IT. ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: Metro assumes operational control of the St.
Johns Landfill on June 1, 1980. 1In order to continue
operating the landfill and to provide sufficient time to
prepare the necessary specifications for obtaining a
long-term contractor, it was necessary to request bids for
an interim contract for the period June 1 to October 1,
1980. The firm of Easley and Brassy of San Francisco,
California, was selected based on their low bid of
$905,550. A call for bids was issued on March 21, 1980,
and a contract was awarded on April 9, 1980. A call for
bids for the long-term operation will occur on May 12,
1980, and by July 28, 1980, a contract will be awarded.
The long-term contractor would commence operation on
October 1, 1980.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Tt is estimated that
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approximately $1.1 million will be required to cover
operational costs at the St. Johns Landfill during the
interim contract. Based on the existing rates, there
could be a deficit of approximately $264,000. To address
this problem, two alternatives were considered. First,
retain the existing rates and finance any deficit from
Metro's Solid Waste Operating fund. It is anticipated
that the unit cost during the long-term contract, commenc-
ing on October 1, will be different from the unit cost of
the interim contract. Retaining the existing rates will
eliminate changing rates on June 1, and again on

October 1. 1In addition, there appears to be sufficient
working capital within the Solid Waste Operating fund to
cover the anticipated deficit. Any loans made from the
Operating fund will be repaid after October 1.

The second alternative considered was to increase the
rates sufficient to cover all anticipated operating costs
during the interim contract. This alternative would also
require an adjustment to the rates on October 1, when the
long-term contract becomes effective. These two rate
changes within a four-month period of time could create
problems and confusion within the collection industry as
well as with the general public.

The existing rates at the St. Johns Landfill reflect a
differential charge between the waste collected within the
City of Portland and the waste collected in the outlying
areas. Under both alternatives described above it is
anticipated that this rate differential will be eliminated.

The City of Portland requires all loads delivered to St.
Johns Landfill be covered to prevent littering or else
twice the normal rate is charg=ed. This same requirement
is included in the attached Ordinance. Metro is
developing an intergovernmental agreement with Portland,
whereby, the additional charge levied against uncovered
loads will be transferred to the City to pick up litter
along Columbia Blvd.

CONCLUSION: The alternative that provides for the least
impact on the solid waste system and which provides for
the smoothest transition is to retain the existing rates
currently charged at the St. Johns Landfill until

October 1, at which time a single rate adjustment will be
made.




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
!' i N .

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING
DISPOSAL CHARGES TO BE COLLECTED
AT THE ST. JOHNS LANDFILL AND
DECLARING AN EMERGENCY

ORDINANCE NO. 80-96

L

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS: -

Section 1  Definitions

1 ~As used in this ordinénge, unless the qbntént requires'

'dtﬁerwisé:  | |
| (a) PPersénﬁ meéns any individual,‘partnership, assbciaQ
ti&h, corporatién, ﬁrust, firm, estaté, jbint ventﬁfe or énylother
 §fivate entity 'or any public agency. |
(b) "Solid Waste" means éil putréscible and nonputresci-

ble-wasﬁes, iﬁcluding Withoﬁt limitation, garbagé, rubbish, refuse,
-[aShes, papef and cardboérd; vehicles or parts thereof; séwagel7
~slﬁdge, séptic tank and cesspool pumpings of other sludge; cqﬁﬁer-
'éLal, industrial, démolitiqn and construction waste; home and'v
' iﬁdustrial applicances; and all other‘Wasﬁe material permited by
“ordinance to be disposed of at the St. Johns Landfill.’
© (e) "St,;JOhns Landfill" is thét éxistingvlandfillfswhéd
'by_thé'city of fdrtland, Oregén; 6perateduby Metro andblocatédhat

9363 N. Columbia Blvd,. Portland, Oregon, 97203.

Section 2 Disposal Charges
The foliowing disposal charges shall be collected by the

. Metropolitan Service District from all persons disposing of



solid waste at the St. Johns Landfill:

y Base - - Metro " Disposal
Item ~ Rate User Fee3 . _Charge
Commercial (per cu. yd.) I _ i
Compacted $1.62 $.28 L $1.90
Uncompacted : : 1.04 - .16 o 1.20
Sewage Sludgel (per cu. yd.) 1.45 .16 1.61

- “Private Vehlclesz(per load) , ’ . ;

.. -Cars 2.25 ~ - .35 2.60
Station Wagons . - 2.35 : .35 2.70
"Vans v ' 3.10 ‘ .35 o - 3.45
‘Pickups . 3.10 ‘ .35 - 3.45

© Trailers 3.10 ' - .35 3.45
‘ ; : ' : (for the first
2% cu. yds.--

each additional
cu. yd. $1.20)

Tlres E : _ I
Passenger (up to 10-ply) ' : .55
(on rim - 1.25)

_Tire Tubes ' ' , : : .55
Truck Tires (20 inch diameter to 48 : ‘ 1.75

- "inch diameter, or greater (on rim - 7.00)

: “than 10 ply) ' } o :

. Small SOlldS o o 1.75
~Dual : ' ' ' -+7.00
Tractor - ' ‘ _ , 7.00
Grader _ B : 11.00
Duplex . C E 7.00.

-Large Solids o ‘ ' - ‘ 7.00

‘Section 3 Litter Control

All vehlcles enterlng the St. Johns Landflll w1th loads which:
.aro both uncovered and which are susceptlble to belng blown from the
vahlcle wh11e in motlon shall be subject to double the disposal

-

charge.

lSewage sludge requires special handling and protective measures.
~Charge consists of the noncompacted rate of $1.20 and special
handling charge of $.41.

tZBased on a minimum load of 2 cu. yds.

3Per Metro Code, Sectlon 12.04.030 User Fees



wSection 4 Waiver of Rates ' a ‘_ : - "-fka”

A walver of charges may be made by the operator of the landflll
for inert material, including but not 11m1ted to earth, sand, stone,
crushed concrete and broken aspha]tlc concrete, if, at the :;jf
‘discretion of. the operator of ‘the landflll such inert mater1a1 is
needed for cover, road base or other internal use.'A |

. Section 5 Effective Date

This ordlnance shall take effect at 12 01l a.m. on June 1 1980

" Section 6 Emergency Clause

Because Metro has accepted the operatlon of the St, Johns
‘Landflll as of June 1, 1980, and because it is 1mposS1b1e to conduct
two readlngs of thls Ordlnance at two regular Council meetlngs prlor
to said date, an emergency 1s hereby declared ‘to ex1st and this

»Ordlnance is adopted pursuant to ORS 198.550(3).

“ADOPTED By the Coun01l of ‘the Metropolltan Service DlStrlCt

“this - day of May, 1980

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

.AJﬁMﬂ:ss
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TOR
FROM :

AGENDA ITEM 7.1

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council
Executive Officer

SUBJECT: Recommending a Continuance of the City of Tualatin's

1

1ET -

Request for Acknowledgment of Compliance with the LCDC
Goals

RECOMMENDATIONS :

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Adoption of the attached Resolution
recommending that LCDC grant a continuance of the city of
Tualatin's request for compliance. The Council should act
on this item at its May 22 meeting in order to ensure that
its recommendation is considered by LCDC (see background).

B. POLICY IMPACT: This is the first Metro acknowledgment
recommendation that gives special attention to regional
compliance issues consistent with the regional criteria
and procedures contained in the Metro Plan Review Manual.
In regard to other goal requirements, the Metro draft
review is heavily relied upon. This will help establish a
basis for future acknowledgment review procedures and
Metro Council action on compliance acknowledgment requests.

(& BUDGET IMPACT: None
ANALYSIS:

A. BACKGROUND: The city of Tualatin adopted their comprehen-
sive plan in October, 1979. The plan "package" submitted
for acknowledgment includes "Technical Memoranda" (inven-
tories and background information) a "Community Develop-
ment Code" (policies and implementing measures) and other
supporting documents.

Metro conducted a draft review of the City's plan in
September, 1979, and identifies a number of deficiencies
(see Exhibit "D"). Most of these deficiencies have been
corrected in subsequent amendments to the plan.

Metro's acknowledgment review of the Tualatin plan has
identified a few remaining deficiencies which need
correction before compliance acknowledgment by LCDC (see
Exhibit "A"). The Regional Planning Committee has
forwarded to the Council a recommendation for a continu-
ance of Tualatin's request for acknowldgement of
compliance to correct deficiencies identified under Goal
$2 (Land Use Planning), Goal #7 (Lands Subject to Natural
Hazards), Goal #11 (Public Facilities and Services) and
Goal #14 (Urbanization).




LCDC's comment deadline on the Tualatin plan is May 16.
. Metro has notified DLCD of our anticipated late reply.
They will consider our recommendation upon submittal.
B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Metro staff did not find any
issues which warranted serious consideration of an alter-
native recommendation (i.e., for Adenial or a continuance) .

. CONCLUSION: Metro's recommendation for a continuance will
support local planning efforts while protecting regional
interests.

(@]

MB : bk
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NOTE: For those desiring a copy of the "Tualatin Plan
Acknowledgment Review" (Exhibit "A") and/or the
"Preliminary Plan Review for the city of Tualatin
(Exhibit "D"), please contact Leigh Zimmerman at
the Metro office (221-1646).



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF RECOMMENDING A ) RESOLUTION NO.80-147 -
CONTINUANCE OF THE CITY OF ) ' o
TUALATIN'S REQUEST FOR ACKNOWL- ) Introduced by the R
EDGMENT OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE ) Regional Planning Committee,
LCDC GOALS ) Donna Stuhr, Chairman

i

WHEREAS, Metro is the de51gnated plannlng coordlnatlon
body under ORS 197 765; and | .

WHEREAS, Under ORS 197.255‘the-Cou6cil'is required to
advise LCDC and local jurisdictions preparing comprehensive plans
whe£her or not SUCh;plans are in conformity with the Stétewide
;flanﬁing Goals; and

| WHEREAS The city of Tualatin is now requestlng that LCDC

‘écknowlpdge 'its Comprehensive Plan as complying with the Statew1de
:Plannlng Goals; and
| 'WHEREAS, LCDC Goal #2 requires that local land use plans
be consistent with regional plans; and |

WHERﬁAS, Tualatin's Comprehensive Plan has been evaiuétéd
for compliance with LCDC goals ané regional plans adopted by CRAGvor
1Mét£o‘prior to April, 1980, in accordance with the criteria and
prbéedures cohtained-in the "Metro Plan Review Manual" as summarized
in the staff report attached as Exhibit'ﬁA"”and'"D“;'and

.WﬁEREAS, Metro finds that Tualatin's Comﬁrehensive Plan
Adoés not comply with Goals #2, #7, #11 and #14; now, therefore, h
| BE IT RESOLVED, |

1. That the Metro Council recommends to LCDC_thét
‘Tualatin's request for compliance acknowledgment be continued to

correct deficiencies under Goals #2, #7, #11 and #14, as identified

"in Exhibit "A."




2. That the Executive Officer forward copies of this
4. Reéo1ution.and staff report attached hereté as Exhibits "Aﬁ and "D"
to LCDC, éity of Tualatin and to the appropriate agencieé.

3. That; subsequent to adoption by the Council of any
Igoéls and objectives or functional plans after April, 1980, the
Council wiil again review Tualatih's plan for consistency with’
regional plans and notify the city pf Tualatin of any changes that

may be needed at that time.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service D;étrict

this 22nd day of May, 1980.

Presiding Officer

- MB:bk
8099/118




EXHIBIT A

- TUALATIN PLAN ACKNOWLEDGMENT REVIEW

- Introduction

-The city of Tualatin, located in both Washington and Clackamas
Counties, is bisected by I-5 and bhorders the southern edge of
‘Metro's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The City has changed Slgnlfl-
cantly since its incorporation in '1913. The once rural area is now
"a residential and economic growth center. From 1971 to 1977 the
-City experienced a tripling of its population. Early recognltlon of
. the ensuing growth fostered the development of the City's first
comprehensive plan, adopted in 1972. The City also adopted an
"Urban Renewal Plan" in 1975, and developed a more detailed renewal
plan in 1977. ’ ¥ "

~Slnce the adoptlon of the Statew1de Planning Goals and Guidelines,
the city of Tualatin has initiated a new comprehensive planning
~‘effort. The comprehensive plan package submitted for acknowledgment
includes the "Phase I Technical Memoranda" (data base and invento-
ries), "Community Development Code" (plan policies and implementing
measures), and other supporting documents.

‘As stated in the. preface, the Tualatin plan sets out policy and land
use designations for land w1th1n the c1ty limits and is, therefore,
“a "complementary plan." :

Tualatln s plan was developed with the assistance of the consultlng
firm Goebel, McClure and Ragland.

,Summary and Recommendations

Metro's acknowledgment review report is in two parts: 1) a draft
review of the City's plan and implementing ordinances prepared in
September, 1979, and-2) a final plan review focusing on issues of
regional significance.. :

Metro's Draft Review of Tualatin's plan identified several plan
deficiencies under the State Goals. A copy of this.draft review is
incorporated herein. It is recommended that the DLCD focus ‘its
review on the adequacy of Tualatin's final submittal regarding the
subjects of draft plan deficiencies not covered in Part Two of our
report.

.1ssues of regional significance were identified by 1) utilizing the
‘Metro Plan Review Manual where regional issues (criteria) are

- italicized on the Plan Review Checklist Worksheets; and 2) an ,
abbreviated version of Metro's December, 1979, document titled, "A
Process for Def1n1ng the Regional Role in the Portland Metropolltan
Area.

Metro recommends Tualatln s request for acknowledgment be continued
to correct deficiencies of regional concern identified under Goal #2
(Land Use .Planning), Goal #7 (Lands Subject to Natural Services),
‘Goal # 11. (Public Facilities and Services) and Goal #14




(Urbanization). Other deficiencies 1dent1f1ed by the DLCD should be
-added to the continuance requirements. :

‘The city of Tualatin is to be congratulated for their early
‘commitment to planning and. the quality of their comprehenslve plan
submitted for acknowledgment.

General Requirements

‘All general required documents have been included in the Comprehen—
_51ve Plan package submitted for review. »

“The Tualatin Plah‘"opening language,“ as folloWs, is adequate for
Goal compliance: ‘ R

"NOtwithstanding the foregoing plan revi-

sions, the Council shall conduct a public

hearing at any time it is necessary to

consider an amendment of amendments to the

Plan text or Plan map when it is required to

comply with the rules, regulations, goals, .
guidelines or other legal actions of any 3
governmental agency having jurisdiction over
matters contained in said Plan map or Plan

text." (Community Development Code, Addi-

tions and Corrections, p. 2)

Although the language only indirectly references Metro (i.e.,
"...any government agency having jurisdiction over matters...."), it
does’ specifically'state- "The Council shall hold public hearings at
any time it is necessary to amend this plan to comply with regional
;pollcy." (Empha51s added).

‘The plan 1nd1qates that the Urban Planning Area (UPA) will accommo-
'~ date a population of 22,000 to 29,000 by the year. 2000. Table 9
- .(Community Development Code, Additions and Deletion, p. 12) of the
. plan shows that the CltY can accommodate a population of approxi-
. mately 12,000. This is more than adequate to meet the population
‘needs as. establlshed within Metro's "208" population pro:ectlons.

Goal #1 Cltlzen Involvment

uThe Tualatln Planning Adv1sory Commlttee (TPAC) recently has assumed
the responsibilities of the Committee for Citizen Involvement -
(CCI). In September, 1979, the TPAC conducted a review of its
Citizen Involvement Program and made appropriate amendments to the
program. The evaluation of the CIP has not been submitted as a
report, but rather contained within the TPAC minutes of Septem-
“ ber 19, 1979. The Committee concluded that the Citizen Involvement
Program was adequate. :

Metro did receive a city of Tualatin Goal #1 violation complaint in
. a letter dated June 12, 1979, from Mr. Lee R. Gensman. Mr.
Gensman's complaint centered on item #2 of Goal #1 which requires



two-way communication with citizens and item #5 which requires
assurance that citizens will receive a response from policy-makers.

_However, after further discussions and communications with the

City's Community Development Director and Mayor and Mr. Gensman,{
Metro concludes that the City has adequately responded to all the

‘concerns raised regarding Goal #1 violations.

;]

Conclusion: .The City complies with all regional requirements
under Goal #1. =

Goal #2 Land Use Planning

Tualatin has addressed the various inventory and anlaysis require-

‘"ments in the "Technical Memoranda” - (TM) , "Urban Renewal Plan" (URP)

and other supporting documents. The "Community Development Code"
(CDC) contains a summary of basic findings, assumptions policies and
implementing meausres. o
"Urban Planning Area Agreements" (UPAA) have been signed with both
Clackamas and Washington Counties. Within the unincorporated
portions-of Clackamas County, the County's plan shall control land
use actions, although both the City and County's plans have consis-
tent land use designations. A process for review of proposed

. developments within the dual interest area has been included in the
.agreement and also includes a provision for the participation of any
~special districts. ' ‘

Consistent>p1an land use designations‘fbr unincorporated lands

_between the City and Washington County will be established prior to

the'County'svrequest'for'plan acknowledgment. The City has agreed

‘'to establish plan designations for lands presently undesignated

within the Urban Planning Area (UPA). A review process for land use
actions ih‘the dual interest area has been established.

-Deficiencies regarding the WashingtonACounty/citv of Tualatin UPAA

boundary map have been identified and are discussed in detail under

.Goal #14 of this review.

‘All Goal #2 plan deficiencies have been noted under the respective
- Goals of this review.’ : o

- Conclusion: The City does not comply with the regional fequireménts
~under Goal #2. 1In order to comply, the City must correct deficien-

cies identified under each Goal within this review.

Goal #3 Agricultural Lands

Conclusion: = Not Applicable.

" Goal #4 Forest Lands

r

Metro's "Draft Review" of the City's plan indicated the City| f

- complies with all Goal #4 requirements.



_ Conclusion: The City complies with all regional requirements under
Goal #4. . '

Goal #5 Open Space, Scenic and Historic Areas and Natural Resources

As requested at the draft review stage, the City-has amended their .
Plan to include bikeway designations consistent with the "Urban
Outdoor" study developed by CRAG in 1972. ‘ '

" There are no solid waste disposal site alternatives located within
the city limits and, therefore, consistency with Metro's "Disposgl
Siting Alternatives" study, 1978, does not apply. '

1000 Friends of Oregon has objected to the Tualatin plan due to an
“inconsistency hetween the City's wetlands boundary and that E
established by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Presently, the.
City has included about 90 acres in their Hedges Creek wetlands. area
and the Corps has identified about 250 to 300 acres in this area.
In a cooperative effort, the Friends of Wetlands, industrial oWwners
of ‘the area (most of the wetlands are zoned for industrial use), the
- State Department of Fish and Wildlife and the City mutually agreed
. to.a wetlands district boundary. The adopted boundary represents a
successful effort to balance competing goals. The Corps of o '
Engineers has final authority in setting the wetlands boundary, but
will not make the final boundary determination until after public
hearings. Metro finds that the City has established a justifiable
interim wetlands boundary and provided adequate protection through
the "Wetlands Protection District" ordinance provision. Since the
Corps has not completed their deliberation on this matter, .their

request for any further boundary adjustments should be dealt with as
an update item.

"-Conclusion:' The City complies with all regional requirements
: . under Goal #5. :

' Goal #6 Air, Water and Land Resources Quality

. The plan presents a good analysis of botna existing and projected air
quality conditions in the Tualatin area. While the "Phase I
Technical Memoranda" (TM) contains a somewhat dated analysis, the
"Community Development Code" (CDC) updates this information by
referencing the State Implementation Plan (STIP) and recognizing' that
the Portland/Vancouver Interstate Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA)
is a nonattainment area for ozone. The DC recognizes Metro's and .
"DEQ's air quality roles in developing a regional control strategy to
bring the area into attainment by 1987.

‘The plan states: "The City will cooperate and work with these
-agencies (Metro and DEQ) to realize this goal." (Attainment by
1987.)

Further, plan objective (policy) commits the City to cooperating
with Metro and DEQ in efforts to meet applicable air quality
.standards. As stated in the CDC, the City will:



"Cooperate with the Department of Environ-
mental Quality and the Metropolitan Service
District to meet applicable air quality
standards by 1987" (CDC Additions and
Deletions, p. 4) '

‘As noted in the plan, water quality is largely a responsibility of
the Unified Sewerage Agency (USA) serving the area. The "Areawide
Waste Treatment Management Study, Technical Supplement 6" addresses
water quality in the Tualatin River, and concludes that it is not
‘polluted. The City has developed the following policy to ensure -

" protection against any future degradation to the river:
"Develop regulations to control sedimenta- .
tion of creeks and streams caused by

erosion during development of property."

(CDC, Additions and Deletions, p. 3)

‘Metro's Public Facilities and Services staff has indicated there are
no groundwater pollution problems within the Tualatin area:

The plan does recognize Metro's "Areawide Waste Treatment Plan"
(CbC, part 2, Div 4, Ch. 300, p. 1) and assumes USA's treatment
system to be consistent with the regional plan. - Also, the City's
plan contains .the required coordination language. o

"Coordinate development plans with Region-
al, State and Federal Agencies to assure
consistency with statutes, rules and
standards concerning air, noise, water
quality and solid waste." (CDC, Part 2,
Div. 2 ch 400, p. 7)

Conclusion: The City complies with all regional requirements
under Goal #6. ' : -

~ Goal #7 Areas Subject to Natural Hazards

.. The plan ‘includes a gbod descfiption and analysis'of potential ,
hazards. The core area of the City is highly vulnerable to flooding

- by the Tualatin River. The "Tualatin Drainage Plan" and the "Urban

Renewal Plan" represent concerted efforts towards addressing the
problems of flooding. Alternatives for financing planned flood
protection improvements (e.g., federal grants, tax increment, étc.),
are discussed in the "Urban Renewal Plan." . '

The "Urban Renewal Plan" (p. 23): contains policy for protecting only
the area within the renewal district from 100-year floods. ' This
policy is implemented through the "Floodplain District" Standards,
.and the "Wetlands Protection District" (CDC Standards, Sections 2700
-and 2800, respectively).

The plan does not. contain policies that address hazards resulting
from soil erosion and deposition, steep slopes and weak foundation

E




soils. The City has adopted Chapter 70 of the Uniform Building Code
which established standards for excavation .and fill in potent1a1
hazard areas. :

Conclusion: = The City does not comply with the reglonal requlre-
' ments under Goal #7. 1In order to comply the Clty

. must: S
.1. Adopt policy to protect all lands subject to
flood hazard.

2. Adopt policies that address potential hazards-
resulting from soil erosion and deposition,
e : : steep slopes and weak foundation soils and/or
: include a disclaimer statement for those hazard
which are not in the City and for which,
therefore, policies are not aopllcable.

Goal #8 Recreational Needs-

The plan contains a good analysis of the tecreational needs for the
~City. Policies relating to regional.plans include:

"Coordinate this Park and Recreation Plan .
with the Plans of Regional, State and
Federal Agencies to achieve consistency

- among' the various plans."

- "Coordinate the development of the pedes-
trian/bicycle system with plans developed
by the Metropolitan Service District for
these types of facilities." (CDC Additions
-and Deletlons, p. 6)

' The plan's "Greenway" and "Bikeway" systems (cnc, Addltlons and

Deletions, "Attachment "B") are consistent with "The Urban Outdoors"
'study, CRAG, 1971.

' The Clty 1ntends to develop a "Cap1ta1 Improvements Program" to
~.assist in the implementation of their Park and Recreational
-programs. The "Wetlands Protection" and "Floodplain" provisions of
the CDC, together with improvements to existing roadways, are .
adequate to implement the proposed "Greenway" and "Blkeway" systems.

‘Conclusion: The City complies with all reglonl requ1rements under
o . Goal #8. ,

.Goal #9 Economy of the State

The "Technical Memoranda" (TM) document Chapter IITI, (pp. 26-34)
-contains a good analysis of the City's economic base and potential
for future development. It projects land need requirements for both
commercial and industrial development for the year 1995.




The economic analysis concludes that an additional- 210-250 acres of
industrially zoned land and an additional 17-30 acres of commercial-
ly zoned land will be required to meet the year 2000 needs. Plan
policy, however, calls for over 526 acres zoned for industrial
development and 110 acres zoned for commercial development. This
"over allocation" is justified by (1) constraints due to ownership
patterns and flood hazards, and (2) the City's unique competitive
location (i.e., located adjacent to I-5 and 205 Freeways and State
Highway 217 Expressway). Further, it is important to note that any
definition of economic need by any single jurisdiction within the
region is at best an estimate. As an example, land needs for.lumber
and wood products and apparel manufacturers could be based on

'~ 'standards which vary from 2 to 25 emplovers per acre, respectively.
In the commercial sector, this variation is even more dramatic. For
retail trade, land needs could be based on a standard of approxi-
‘mately 20 employees per acre; whereas finance, insurance and real
estate businesses could be based on about 141 employees per acre.’
(Source: .UGB Findings, 1979, p. 8) Thus, although the projected-
land "needs" do not coincide with planned "allocation" for economlc
development, this variation is adequately justified by land
vconstralntsand the City's unique location, variation in land demand
by type of industry and the absence of a regionwide economlc
analysis and allocation study.

Plan p011c1es which generally “"encourage" economic development are
implemented through the "Community Development Standards," and the
~"Urban Renewal Plan.”

'Flnally, Section 2605 of the "Community Develooment Standards,"
entitled "Environmental Standards,“ addresses the DEQ "Air Contain-
ment Discharge Permit"™ process for industrial developments.

"Air Quality

1. All new uses allowed within any indus-
trial Planning District shall be
designed to comply with the most recent -
air quality standards adopted by the !
Oregon State Department of Environmental -
Quality. Compliance with said standards
- shall be certified pursuant Section
2603. Additionally, where applicable by
state rules, industries required to
obtain a Department of Environmental
Quality Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
shall so obtain said permit and. submit
said permit to the City as a part of the
certification statement required pursu-
ant Section 2603."

Conclusion: The City complies with all reglonal requlrments under
Goal #9. .




Goal #10 Housing

of 13.26 UNA, resulting in an overall density of 6 UNA.

o

The Tualatin plan-contains a good inventory of residential develop-

‘ment trends to date. The plan does not analyze housing "needs" as °

per the Goal #10 criteria established within the "Plan Review ,
Manual.” While the TM outlines the financial capabilities of the
City's households and identifies the rents and prices paid for

~housing through survey results, (TM, Chapter II, A, pp. 7-8), the

sample was not statistically valid. The City's housing needs, -
however, are defined on a regional basis, as per the Metro "UGB -
Findings," (i.e., guidelines for single family/multi-family split
and housing densities), and the year 2000 population projections -
(i.e., Metro "208" population projections). Therefore, Tualatin's
housing needs have been adequately defined to address regional
concerns.

The "Buildable Lands Inventory" (TM, Chapter III, C, Exhibit 7)
indicates there are 519 acres of non-constrained lands planned for
residential purposes.. Although constrained lands are labeled "Non
Buildable," development can take place provided specific standards
are met. '

The CDC (see "Additions and Deletions," p. 12) nets out lands er
streets (20 percent) and a market factor (25 percent) noted as
"unavailable." _

- Tualatin's plan allows for new residential development at densities

which exceed those anticipated at a regional level (i.e., as speci-

fied in the "UGB Findings"). New single family construction is
“Planned for over six units per net acre (UNA). New multi-family

development is planned for an average density of 22 UNA. Thus,
overall, the City is planning for about 10 UNA For all new construc-
tion. For new development, the "UGB Findings" establish a minimum
single family housing density of 4.04 UNA and a multi-family density

R

‘As. indicated below, the city of Tualatin anéicipates an ultimate

single family/multi-family (SF/MF) housing units build-out ratio of

44/56. This is well above the regional ixpectation of a 65/35 SF/MF
-ratio as established in the "UGB Findings," Metro, 1979. '

Existing Residential Use, 1977

SF ' 561.02 (net acres) 1,014 (units) 54.9(%)"

MF 45.85 834 45.1
Total - 606.87 1,848 100

'Planned New Construction

SF 222 (net acres) *1,344 (units) -~ 38.8(%)
MF 95 *2,122 .. 6l.2
Total 317 | ~3,266 100

*includes approved developments but not under construction




Build-Out Residential Development

SF 783 (net acres) 2,358 (units) 44.4(%)

MF 141 2,956 55.6
' . 924 ' - 5,314 100

(Source: €DC, Additions and Deletions, Tables 6, 7, 8 and 9, p. 12)

1000 . Friends of Oregon has called into question the buildability of
lands zoned RH-HR (High Density-High Rise) in the wetlands areas.
However, upon closer examination of topogravhic maps of the area in
relation to potential flooding (i.e., 100 year flood plain level)
-and noting the total lands within the "Wetland Protected Area" and
.setback ‘area (40 feet); it can be demonstrated that Tualatin can
-still meet its multi-family housing needs. Lands designated RH-HR
and located within the protected area and setback area total .
approximately 16 acres. These lands would .thus be identified as_
non-buildable, resulting in a multi-family housing loss of about 480
‘units. The adjusted new construction single family/multi-family
housing ratio would be 45/55 which is still well above regional
expectations. The Citv does allow density transfers in areas of
‘restricted use (e.g., wetlands), but on an informal basis.

- Using Metro's assumptions for vacancy rates and household size,
"Tualatin could house an ultimate population of about 12,600.

Even by eliminating the 25 percent market factor as established by .
the City, one could show a plan holding capacity population of just
-under 14,000 and - a 44/56 SF/MF build-out ratio. Thus, whether or
‘not the market factor is utilized, the city of Tualatin does meet
‘Metro's expectations regarding an appropriate single famlly/multl-
family ratio and population holding capacity.

The Tualatin'plan discusses the demand trends for single and multi-
" family housing units. A set of assumptions are presented which
summarize the alternatives for meeting. the City's housing needs:

"There - will be a continued strong demand for
housing in the City because of the City's
abllity to create new job opportunities and
the increasing expense of driving long
distances to work.

"The proportion of single family to multi-
family housing units should approx1mate the
proportion predlcted for the region in the
Year 2000. :

"The introduction of more commercial and

industrial uses will create more job oppor-
tunities and thus create a more diversified
population requ1r1ng a related dlver51ty in
hou51nq type. : .




"There will be an increasing demand for
reasonable-priced owner-occupied housing
units. - This may include small houses on
small lots, condominium developments, mobile
residential unit housing subdivisions and
other similar’ hou91ng types."

(CDC, Part 2, Div. 2 Chapter 500,ipp. 2-3)

Plan policies call for the provision of a variety of housing types

‘at specified locations and at appropriate densities. Mobile homes

‘are allowed in mobile home parks and subdivisions. Policy calls for
the establishment of a quota (maximum 50 units per year) for mobile
home subdivisions.

Housing policies of the plan are implemented through the "CDC Stand-
ards" and the "Subdivision Ordinance No. 176-70." Single family
developments are allowed outright in the Low Density District (RL)
and multi-family developments are allowed outright in the :.four
Medium to High Density Districts (i.e., RMS, -RMH, RH and RH-HR).
Mobile homes are permitted as a conditional use in the RL District
and outright in the Medium Low Density District (RML). Mobile homes
are also permitted as a conditional use in the High Density
Residential-High Rise District (RH-HR), but.this provisioh is incon-
‘sistent with plan policy (re: CDC, Part 2, Dev. 2, Chapter 500,

p. 6). This latter item is simply an administrative error and can

- “be corrected as part of a continuance order or update, but is not of

. the magnitude to warrant denial of compliance with Goal $#10.

Mobile Home Parks are permitted outright in the RML District in
.specific locations as designated on the Tualatin "Plan Map."

~ All deveélopment, except single family dwellings, are subject to
-approval by the Architectural Review Board (ARB). The "Criteria and
Standards," which must be met before affirmative action is taken by
-'the ARB, are clear and reasonable. They include:

-"1. The Board shall in exercising or

' performing its powers, duties, or
functions, determine whether there is
compliance with the following:

a. The proposed design of the develop-
ment is compatible with the design
of other developments in the same
general vicinity and;

b. The location, design, size, color
and materials of the exterior of
all structures and signs are
compatible with the proposed
development and appropriate to the
design character of other struc-
"tures in the same vicinity.
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c. The proposed site development,
including the site plan, architec-
ture, landscaping and graphic
‘design, is in conformance with- the
standards of this and other applic-
able City ordinances insofar as the : K
location, height, and appearance of I
the proposed development are .
‘ 1nvolved- . ‘ ;

2. The Board shall, in making its deter-
mination of compliance with the above
requirements, be guided by the objec-
tives and standards set forth in
Section 3002.1(A) (Architectual Review :
Process) and Section 3003 (Design - ¥
Standards). ' :

3. The Board shall in making.its determi-
nation of compliance with the require-
ments herein set forth, consider the
effect of their determination on the
cost of housing and shall seek to
balance that effect with the other
requirements herein set forth."

(CDC Additions and Deletlons, pp. ]0-11)
The cond1t10na1 use approval standards, whlch spec1f1ca11y 1mpact

- the provision of mobile homes in the low density residential
district, are also clear and objective. Tualatin's approval stand—

" r.ards are nearly identical to those of the city of Milwaukie's.

While the introductory language speaks to the "best interests of the
:'surrounding property or neighborhood or the City as a whole" E

(Section 1004), the language contlnues to list specific conditions
that may be 1mposed :

Cono1u51on: ‘The City complys with the reglonal requ1rements under
Goal #10. ,

_ (Note: Metro recommends that Tualatin correct the inconsistency
. between the RH-HR policy and zone district during the contlnuance
~order or first plan update )

Goal #11 Public Facilities and Services

.'The Tualatin plan presents a very good analysis of the City's water‘
and sewer systems. Existing and projected system capacity and needs
are identified., The water and sewer system master plans both

" contain a list of needed improvements, cost estimates and a discus-

“sion of alternative financing methods. However, the plan has no
policies on the provision of water and storm drainage services.

- 11 - A )



’ ' Tualatin is served by the Unified Sewerage Agency (USA). The plan

, . does reference Metro's "Areawide Waste Treatment Plan" (CDC, Part 2,
Div. 4, Chapter 300, p. 1) and contains the following policy on
coordlnatlon.»

"l.' Coordinate development plans with
Regional, State and Federal Agencies to
assure consistency with statutes, rules
and standards concerning air, noise, .
water quality and solid waste."

(CbC, Part 2, Div. 2, Chapter 400, p. 7)

‘Tualatin's water is supplied by Lake Oswego on a contractual- basis.
As stated by the City, due to deficiencies in Lake Oswego's distri-
.bution system, water supply to Tualatln during peak demand periods
has been inadequate. A

Tualatin receives water on an "excess supply only" contractual
basis. The City concludes that even if the circulation deficiencies
were corrected, Lake Oswego's water source (i.e., the Clackamas

v River), is not adequate to meet the needs of both Jurlsdlctlons on a
. 'long-range basis.

As a short-term solution, Tualatin could connect to the Tigard!Water
District or Lake Grove Water District. 1In a telephone conversation,
‘ . (4-17-80) , Wink Brooks, Community Development Director for Tualatin,
said it was questionable whether Tigard's present tie with Bull Run
was adequate to meet the long-run water supply needs of Tigard and
‘Tualatin. He indicated that a connection to the Bull Run source at
Raleigh Hills (not yet completed) would be the logical long-range _
- .water supply source for both Tualatin and Tigard. The cost of this
connection could total 5-10 millinn dollars, however. Tualatin
intends to submit a bonding program to the voters in the com1ng year
‘Vto finance this alternatlve.

The'"Portland/Vancouver Metropolitan Area Water Resources Study,
'Water Supply, Regional Water Supply Plan," (U.S. Army Corps of.
Engineers, 1979), has recently been released for comment. Regarding
' the Tualatin water supply problems, the study recommendatlons are as
follows: : ‘

"1) Tigard and Tualatin should seek other
water sources and discontinue obtaining
water from the Clackamas River.

2) Tigard and Tualatin should join the
Bull Run system if satisfactory
contractual arrangements can be
achieved." (p. 72)

Metro believes that the required "opening language" provides ade-

quate means by which Tualatin's plan can be amended as necessary to
‘ 1mplement future Metro policy on this matter. :

- 12 -




Although the-long—range Tualatin water supply problem is beihgv
addressed on a regional level and a detailed "Water System Master
Plan" map is adopted which addresses identified problems, Tualatin

must still adopt specific policies on the prov151on of water facili-
ties and services. |

The "Tualatin Drainage Plan" was completed in 1972 and updated in
1975. This document provides an excellent identification of
problems and proposed improvement measures with an analysis of
_alternative courses of action. The drainage plan contains a set of -
policies (pp. 26-27) which speak to the responsibilities of property
owners, the City and other governmental agencies. However, this
plan and enclosed polices were not adopted. The policies are imple-
mented, in part, through the Subdivision Ordinance (pp. 17-19). :The
majority of the plan will be implemented. as funds are secured: for
the various proposed improvements to the drainage system.

Conclusion: The City does not comply with the regional require-
o ment under Goal #l11. 1In order to comply the City
must: adopt policies on the prov131on of water and

storm drainage facilities and services.

Goal #12 Transportation

Tualatin has submitted a good transportation inventory and analysis,
that is both Citywide and specific to the downtown "Urban Renewal"
area. Policy regarding coordination with Metro on the Regional:
Transportation.Plan (RTP) is included. A number of functional =
classifications of roadway inconsistencies exist between the City's
plan and Metro's RTP. Resolution of these inconsistencies will take
place over the coming months, as part of the regional transportatlon
‘plannlng process.

-Of critical regional concern is Tualatin's capacity problems along
the Nyberg Street/Tualatin-Sherwood Road cooridor. Lands designated-
for industrial development within Tualatin and immediately east of
the City (in the unincorporated areas of Washington County) are

. projected to generate demands which far exceed roadway capacity.' As
part of the Metro RTP program, a "Southwest Circulation Plan" ‘is
scheduled for development in fiscal year 1981-82 that will address
this roadway capacity problem

}Conclusion:' The Citv complies with all regional requ1rements
S under Goal #12.

7Goa1v#13 'Energy Conservation

Although energy consumption and distribution within the City is not
identified as per the "CRAG Regional Energy Analysis," the plan.
contains a good identification of regional issues and flndlngs of
fact on energy conservation. (TM, Chapter 111, D1, pPp. 6-8). . The
folloW1ng policy on energy conservation is 1nc1uded in the plan-
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"Arrange the various land uses in a manner
that is energy efficient." ' (CDC, Part 2,
+ Div. 2, Chapter 400, p. 7)

Goal #13 is directly addressed by the above policy and supported by
. several policies within the housing and transportation elements,
(e.g., multi-family housing encouraged along mass transit lines).

- Energy conservation policy is implemented mainly through the Land

. Use Plan, (i.e., arrangement of land uses).

Conclusion: The City complies with all regional requirments under
o Goal #13.

.

Goal #14 Urbanization

Tualatin's city limits are, in part, coterminous with the adopted
regional UGB and, therefore, the plan must recognize and be consis-
tent with the regional UGB (i.e., located on the Plan Map) and
acknowldge the need to work through the Metro UGB amendment process
‘'on. matters affectlng the Boundary.

The Tualatln "pPlan Map" does ‘not Jdentlfy the UGB as depicted on the
plan's Exhibit "G". The City's Urban Planning Area (UPA) includes
lands presently outside the UGB (located along the southwestern A
edges of the UPA). Also the UPA excludes a portion of land that is
~within the reglonal UGB, (located also along the southwestern edge),
to which ‘the City is the logical provider. of services (see Exhibit
"B," attached)

The Urban plannlnq Area Agreement (UPAA) with Washlngton County"also
shows a similar UGB location error on the attached map of the agree-
-ment (see Exhibit "C," attached) :

 The Clty does not recognize Metro's role in the UGB amendment
process.

Since Tualatin has submitted a "complementary" plan, and all lands
~within the City are considered ready for urban development and will
:be provided with a full range of urban services, policies for the

" .conversion of urbanizable lands to urban are not applicable.

The Tualatin Plan, in coordination with Washington County, has -
developed land use designations for lands outside the city limits
(i.e., land within the City's Urban Planning Area). 1000 Friends of
. Oregon argues that these land use designations outside the city
“limits violate Goal #10 by failing to encourage sufficient
multi-family development. 'However, as stated above, Tualatin is
submitting a "comlementary" plan and is, therefore, seeking '
acknowledgment for lands only within the city limits. The burden
for meeting Goal #10 for lands outside the City lies with Washington .
"County not the City. Thus, Metro finds 1000 Friends' objection
‘inappropriate. : o .
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‘Conclusion:

MB:bk

- 7879/127

" The C1ty does not comply with the regional require- -

ments under Goal #14. In order to comply, the City -

- must:

1.

2.

Reference the regional UGB on Tualatln s Plan
Map.

amend Tualatin's UPA to be consistent with
regional UGB

Amend the Tualatln/Washlngton County UPAA map to
be consistent with the regional UGB.

Acknowledge Metro's role in the UGB amendment
process. A

- 15 -~
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T . . EXHIBIT D:

‘Metropolitan Service District
527 SW Hall  Tortland, Oregon 97201  503/221-1646

Memorandum

Date: - September- 21, 1979

To: _H Wink Brooks, Director Community Development

From: 'Michael V. Butts, Metro Plan Reviewer '
&wkd:'; Preliminary,?lan Review for the City of Tualatin 3

Following is a summary of recommended amendments for the ,
Tualatin Comprehensive Plan as discussed at our September 7,
1979 ‘meeting. This summary is based on a goal-by-goal, format

- with numbers referring to the "Metro Plan Review Manual" check—
list worksheet :

All changes or additions to policy must be handled as plan
amendments. These items are noted with a "p." Clar1f1cat1on
of or additions to background data can be handled through tech-
nical memoranda which should be submitted with the plan for
acknowledgment and kept with the plan on file (ideally, included
in a reprinting of -the Technical Memoranda document):. . These
‘items are indicated with a "T." 1Items essential for. .compl iance
are indicated with a *. While none of the remaining:items
suggested for 1nclu51on is itself essential for compliance, the
cumulative weight of the deficiencies, if none were. addressed

. might affect goal compliance .in certaln areas. We. urge" you,

" therefore, to review these suggestions carefully and 1ncorporate

as many as are practlcable.

0. General Requ1rements ' ' ifrﬁff

* The following items have been 1dent1€1ed as m1551ng from your
Comprehensive Plan package and will have to be subm1tted for
compllance acknowledgment by LCDC:

!

0.1.3. Subdivisions ordlnance

0.1.% and 0.1.5.1 The list of supporting dncumnntsdis a
list of those background reports, special studies, etc.,
which have not been included w1th ‘plan documents submltted
for acknowledg— ment (see the compliance acknowledgment
rule in Section ITI of the Plan Review Manual and Goal §2
language). This is not an onerous requirement but an
essential one. (T) : ' ¢
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0.1. 7 Identification of the current cha1rperson on the
existing TPAC list.

0.1.8 A revision of the "opening language" (CDC page. 1)
as recommended in .the self-evaluation preface.

* 0.2.1. Populatlon projections in the plan are as much as five

“times higher than an estimate of "208" projections for growth.

The numbers in the plan, however, appear to be for the entire
planning area. Since you will be requesting acknowledgment for
your plan for land within current city limits, you must have -
corresponding population projections. Metro's demographic. staff-
estimate that a maximum of about 14,000 would be consistent
with "208."

You have two alternatives to remedy this problem when you pre-
pare your new population estimates for land within city limits:

1. Start from the year 2000 projections in "208" for census
: tracts 204, 308, 320, and 321 (or for the smaller traffic

zones) and relate these to city projections by spelling
out the assumptions and analysis, which justify the city
receiving whatever proportion of that growth you project
(the c1ty was 4.3% of the population for those census
tracts in 1970, 14.8% in 1975, 17.9% in 1977 and you have
projected for the entire planning that it will be 50% in
the year 2000. These fiqures all assume an expanding )
boundary.) You can use whatever numbers you want for -
current 01ty limits provided you can make a detailed, con-
vincing case as to why this projection is consistent with
the "208" projection for the area generally -- i.e., why
you expect more and more of the area's growth to occur:
within current city limits (to the extent you do). (T)

2. Use whatever methbdology you want but clearly statevthat:

a. You recognlze these numbers are not con51stent with
' "208" and should be;

b. You are committed to part1c1pat1ng in the Metro pro-
cess for develop:ng tegional consensus for a set of
population projections but that th1s process has not

. yet been completed;

c. The current numbers are- 1nter1m numbers only and w111

~ not be used to justify any project funding requests;

d. That because you are not directly responsible for any
‘major facilities planning .and because your land use
plan has some "give" since it would require build-out
to reach current projections and the UGB Findings

-assume less than full development, you do not antici-
pate any problems with possible future. downward revi-
sions in your numbers; but . -
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e. You will open your plan for any amendménts as may be
' nceded to be completed to be consistent with the
regional projections when adopted. (P)

Goal #1: Citizen Ihvolvement

We will not evaluate compliance with this goal until we have
receive the CCI evaluation and any additional materials you may"
want to submit.. The evaluation should address compliance with
each of the six goal requirements, as provided for in your

‘adopted Citizen Involvement Program.

Goal #2 Land Use Planning

The plan has an established format of the base data/inventory
in the Technical Memoranda and a general background, findings,
assumptions and objectives for each major heading in the Com-
munity Development Code. This is a usable format but has not
been followed consistently. For example, inventory information
has beéen included in the policy section in some cases, while
findings and assumptions have been altogether left out in ma-
terial on public and semi-public uses, and water, sewer, drain-

. age, and flood hazard. 1In addition, a specific heading titled

"Natural Resources" in the "Code" would assist in understanding
the city's policies regarding LCDC Goals #5, #6, and #7 and
tend to balance the growth/conservatlon preservation focus of
the plan as was done in the Technical Memoranda. These incon-
sistencies are confusing and should ideally be remedied when

‘you republish your plan. 1Instances where lack of clear find-

ings, assumptions or policy jeopardize compliance are noted at
the appropriate goal.

*‘Finally, to demonstrate that you have addressed all inventory

.requirements of the various goals, you should include a "dis-

claimer," listing all the resources and hazards which are not
present in the city and for which, therefore, inventory require-

- ments do not apply. (T)

Following is our list of inventory requirements which appear

not to apply to the city: . ;

5.1.2.: Mineral Resources
5.1.3.: Energy Sources
5.1.8.:. Wilddrness
5.1.10.: Cultural Areas
5.1.12.: Scenic Waterways
8.1.1.3.: Archeology
8.1.1.8.: Hunting

8.1.1.10: Winter Sports

1
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* 2.1.2.1. The plan map must show the area for which you .are
requesting acknowledgment -- i.e., current city limits. (P)

* The balance of items which must be completed for goal $2 in-
clude: (2.2.1) list and location of plan documents on file and

(2.2.2.1) Urban Planning Area Agreements.

Goal #3 Agriculfural'Lands

._Not applicable.

‘Goal $#4 Forest Lands

.The city has adequately identified Forest Lands in the Natural
Resource Inventory Technical Memoranda and have developed poli-
‘cies and implementation strategies for their preservation as.
part of the Open Space/Parks and Recreation Sections of the
Plan. Commercial Forest need not be addressed in the plan.

"Goal #5 Open Space, Scenic and Historic Areas and Natural.
Resources ’ : - N

5.1.1.3. The "Urban Outdoors" has identified "Areas of Unique
Opportunity," "Scenic Drive or Parkway" and "Bikeway or Trail"
in the northern sections of Tualatin. These should be refer-
enced in the plan text and/or map and coincide with local. plan
designations. (P) ' o '

. 5.2.3., 5.2.4. and 5.3.1. Policies included as "Land Use Re-
‘'quirements” in the Urban Renewal Plan are adequate for the areas
covered by this plan, but there are no policies to protect
“.resources outside this area nor does there appear to be adequate
implementing measures to protect these resources.

‘The wetland protection zone is adequate to protect most re-"
sources covered by the goal, although the Greenway and Riverbank
- Protection Ordinance would cover a larger area and so are

- desirable for full protection. B

In addition, none of these zones protects historic sites and
features. There should be appropriate implementations for plan
- policy on the protection of this resource. (pP) S

Goal #6 Air, Water and Land Resources Quality

6.1.1. Air quality is well documented but should be updated ,
with,more'pecent‘data which is available at DEQ or Metro ‘office.
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6.1.2. Water quality of the Tualatln River has not been analyzed
and consequently no policies or implementation strategies have

. 'been developed to resovlve identified problems. Water quality
must be addressed to satisfy the evaluation criteria identified

above before compliance with Goal $#6 can be ascertained. - (We

refer you to the "208" Water Quality Study, Technical Supplement

#6) . .

6.1.3. Although "Solid Waste" is a Metro problem, the city has
the responsibility to identify, in the plan, some basic findings
and describe Metro's role. A brief ‘summary to this effect can
be culled from "Disposal Siting Alternatives," Metro Chapter 7,
located at the Metro office. (T)

" 6.1.4. Noise was listed in the Table of Contents but thig sec-
tion was missing from the plan. Policies have been adequately
developed to deal with noise problems in industrial zones.
Traffic noise is 11ke1y a problem in the Tualatin area as it is
in most cities. Consideration should be given to developlng
‘noise pollcles in other 1land use zones.

_Goal #7 Areas Subject to Natural Hazard .

* 7.1. The "location" criteria cannot be met without the inven-
tory map. These maps should either be included in the plan.
document or referenced as to the map title and where these maps
(i.e., City Hall) are located. (T) .

" Goal #8 Recreation

The recreation section has forwarded several park sites and
park development proposals. In order to carry out these plans,
.financial resource options will need to be researched. The
financial and/or manpower option should be summarized in the
plan to meet the:-requirements of 8.2.2.3., availability of
resources. As we discussed, a policy for the development of a
‘capital improvement program for parks would be an approprlate
approach. (P) .

-i Geal $#9 Economonf the State

9.2.1. A brief.summary of the various economic growth alterna-
tives considered in the varlous group meetings and 1n—house
dlSCUSSlOﬂS would be helpful. - (T)

* 9,2.2. As discussed in our meeting,; the economic analysis
calls for 210-250 acres of additionally zoned industrial land
and 17-30 acres commercial land to.meet the year 2000 needs.

P
h
2
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The plan, however, identifies over 526 acres zoned for indus-

~trial development and 110 zoned for commercial. The policies
"do not follow the analysis. The rationale behind this excess

requires further discussion in order to justify the plan s
policies. (T) .

~ Goal #10 Housing N Lo _ : o

*.10.2. Before'we‘can assess the appropriateness of your-bous—

ing mix (10.3.1), we will need to have the single family,
multi-family and mobile home mix aggregated for just the land

:

'-Your analysxs of land available and necessary for 1nd1v1dual
- use mlght be strengthened by a discussion of net increases, if

any, in land used for medium and hlgh density residential use

,and a comparison of -your proposed mix with current or pro;ected

mixes for adjacent suburban communltles.

‘A table and a brief discussion identifying the‘familf and

individual income levels of the city's residents; and a com-
parison with present price levels and rent ranges for housing
is needed to assess housing needs. This analysis should also

~“include an estimate of total units needed by type consistent

with the analysis of units which will be made available. *

* 10.3.2 Lastly, in order to assure that approval standards
are clear, objective and reasonable, the language of Chapter
3000 Community Design Standards, Section C, Criteria and Stan-
dards 1.6. and 1l.c should be revised as‘discussed at the -

‘September. 7, 1979 meeting.

-DLCD staff felt that the changes we dlscussed should generally ‘

be ‘adequate to ensure consistency with the St. Helens policy
prov1ded that: . : : .

1. The plan or- ordlnance contained a statement that no de81gn

conditions would be attached which would unreasonably
increase the cost of construction; and
2. . That those elements of the design features to which chanqes
- might be proposed (e.g., roof pitch or overhang) were -
explicity listed in the ordinance.

Goal #11 Public Facilities and Services

% 11.1.1. The Technical Memoranda and Code‘deal‘exclusiveiy

with the sewerage collection system. Discussion is required
regarding the U.S.A. Treatment Facility capacity and problems

cit may have 1n serving the Tualatin area until the year 2000

(T) .
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* 11.1.4. The school district has likely developed plans for
future expansion. . A summary of findings and proposals should
be included in the comprehensive plan (T), along with policy to
cooperate with the school district in future planning efforts

(P).

11.1.8. Policies have been developed for health care in terms
of land use, but not in terms of service, need or problem iden-
_tification. Reference to county and/or state agencies whlch
address the needs for health care will be sufficient to meet

: th1s crlteron (T).

11.1.10. The "Civic Center Study" addressses future need
requirements in terms of space requirements for police, fire
and general government. A brief summary of the present-level
_.and capacity of existing police, fire (although presently
.served by the County) and general government services should be
added (T) . .

Goal #12 Transportation

The Transportation Division's review of the plan's transporta-
tion element is attached. The ‘issues it raises which need to
be addressed for goal compliance are those on the "Public:
Transit Goal" (12.2.1.3 and 12.2.4.3.) and on the "Spec1a1
Transportatlon Issue" (12.21.1. a and 12 2.4.4.).

A brief summary of special transportatlon needs (number of
elderly, etc.), and discussion of Metro's Special Transportatlon
Plan (T), along with policy in support of cooperation with
Tri-Met in future planning efforts (P), will be adequate to

. address the spec1a1 transportation issue.

The Public Transit Goal should be revised to be consistent with
current Tri~Met Service criteria (or supplemented by policies

" and programs adequate to meet this goal without a551stance from
Tri-Met).

_d‘Goal #13 Energy Conservation

*13.1. A summary of the data on energy usc in Tualatin Erom
the "CRAG Regional” Energy Analysis" will meet the requ1rements
of 13.1.1. through 13.1.4. (T)

_]3.2. Several good energy conservation methods were identified
in the Technical Memoranda but not carried over to the code
document in the form of policy statements. 1In view of adoption
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of direct policy -on energy conservation, a summary of how policy
in such areas as transportation and housing- have addressed
recommendations ‘in the Technical Memorandum on this subject
would be adequate (T).

Goal %14 Urbanization

This review did not include an evaluation of urbanization poli—
‘cies for consistency with Metro policy adopted August 23, 1979.

" cc: Linda Macpherson, LCDC

Jim Knight, LCDC

Art Schlack, Washington County
Sue Klobertanz, Metro

MB:ss
5102A
0061A




- Metropolitan Service District
527 SW Hall Porﬂand, Oregon 97201  503/221-1646

Memorandum

Date: ~ September 17, 1979

To: Mike Butts, Plan Review o o
. From: 'Gary'Spanovich, Transportation Plan Development

&wkd:' Metro Transportation Department Review of the Tranqu:ﬁafion”

Element Of The Tualatin Comprehensive Plan

A transportation staff review of the City of Tualatin's final
‘draft submittal of their Comprehensive Plan, Community Develop-
- ment Code and Urban Renewal Plan has identified. séveral issues
‘which should be addressed as part of our plan review:process.
‘However, in general the plans from a transportation. perspective

are satisfactory and meet or exceed planning requirements.

‘We have identified a number of issues which should be discussed
further with the City of Tualatin. The following issues have

been identified:

'Norwood Road/I-5 Interchange Issue

The City of Tualatin proposes improved access to Inter-
state 5 via a proposed interchange at the intersection of
1I-5 and Norwood Road. The rationale for the interchange is
to reduce the impact on the Nyberg Street/Tualatin-Sherwood
Road corridor from development of .industrial land located
in Washington County west of the City. The plan proposes
preservation 'of right-of-way for-a new I-5 interchange at
Norwood. ‘ ' : ‘

This proposal conflicts both with ODOT policies and Metro
findings. ODOT is extremely reluctant to provide new-
access to its system of freeways and has indicated their
concern for providing additional access at this location.
Mctro analysis of the 1-5/99W corridor has indicated an
cxisting imbalance between traffic [lows on I-5 and 99W.
While I-5 presently has excess capacity, 99W has been
found to be capacity deficient. However, our analysis has
also indicated that by 1995 both I-5 and 99W will both be
at or above capacity. The increased subregional corridor
‘travel flows will reduce the benefits from projects - '
attempting to improve east/west connectivity between the

. two facilities and the areas located between them. ‘
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Public Transit Goal Issue

The plan establishes the goal of Tualatin to be provided-
‘with public transportation service so that every citizen
- is within a two to three block walk of. a bus line. Al-
‘though this goal appears admirable, it is probably un-
realistic when considering existing levels of transit
service, transit funding limitations and residential-.
development patterns. Tri-Met should be consulted on this.

' Special Transportation Issue

The Tualatin plans fail to discuss transportation facili-
ties and services provided for the transportation disad-
vantaged. This issue should be included in subsequent
drafts. T : : : '

gybérg Bypass

- The Urban Renewal Plan proposes a new bypass of Nyberg
Street west of 80th. The bypass would provide a more
direct through route connecting with Tualatin-Sherwood
Road. The urban renewal plan should discuss the social,
economic, environmental and energy benefits of the -
proposal. '

Functional Classification Consistency Issues

A comparison of the functional classification of highway
facilities designated in the Tualatin Comprehensive Plan .
and the. designations in the Regional Interim Transportation
Plan (ITP) has identified a number of inconsistencies. The
inconsistencies identified in this memo should be
discussed with Tualatin. A comparison of the functional
classification definitions used in each plan is also
discussed.” A map showing the functional classifica~ tion
~of facilities is not included in any of the Tualatin plan
documents and this should be added. o '

The ITP has four functional classifications to describe the
highway system--Collectors, Minor Arterials, Other Principal
Arterials, and Freeways/Expressways. The City of Tualatin has
six functional classifications--Freeway, Expressway, Arterial
Street, Collector Street, Local Street, Cul-de-Sac Street. -
Each of the ITP classifications has its counterpart in the
higher level Tualatin classifications as detailed in Table 1.
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i A | TABLE 1

Functional Classification Definition Equivalency

Hierarchy ' iTp City of Tualatin

1 Freeways/Expressways Freeway, Expressﬁéy
2 | Principal Arfefial Arterial

3 ) ., Minor Arterial . Arterial _

4 ) COLlector , Collector

Freeway/Expressway

"The City of Tualatin desribes a freeway as the highest form of
roadway design. This type of facility is intended to provide
for the expeditious movement of large volumes of traffic bet-
ween, across, around or through a city, region or state. The
Tualatin desg1nat10n is equivalent to the ITP Freeway/Expressway
descr1pt10n. . .

Principal ‘Arterial & Minor Arterial

The Tualatin Plan does not differentiate between a Principal
arterial and a Minor Arterial.. Tualatin specifies that the
primary function of an arterial street is to provide for the
‘traffic movement between areas and across portions of a city or
region, direct service to principal generators and connectvto
the freeway—expressway system. A subordinate function is the
provision of direct access to abutting land. Since the primary
function of this type street is movement of vehicles, arterial
‘streets are subject to regulation and control of parking, turn-
“ ing movements, entrances, exits and curb uses. control of
access may also be required. Tratfic volumes generally range
between 5,000 and 35,000 vehicles per weekday. Roughly then

" the Tualat1n arter1a1 designation relate to the ITP Principal
and Minor arterial.

Collectors

Tualatin specifiés that a collector functions to conduct traffic
between arterial streets activity centers and neighborhoods. It
is a principal traffic carrier within a neighborhood and also.
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provides access to abutting land.

- The averaye weekday volume -

could range between 2,000 and 8,000 vehicles per day. ' This is

equ1va1ent to the ITP collector category.

Table 2 identifies the inconsistencies between the functional

classification system of the Tualatin Plan and that of the In-
Most of these 1ncon31stenc1es are
of a relatively minor nature.

terim Transportatlon Plan.

10.

11,

C 12,

13.-

TABLE 2

Compariéon if Tualatin Comprehensive Plan and

Interim Transportation Plan Functional -

Designations--Identification of Inconsistencies

FACILITY
Martinazzi Ave.
Bridgeport Rd.
65th Ave.
Hazelbrodk_Rda

Tualatih.Rd.

. Herman R4.

Boones' Ferry Rd.
(Tualatin R4 to 80th

Nyberg»St;

TUALATIN

COMPREHENSIVE

PLAN
Arterial

Arterial

Collector

Collector

Collector

Collectgf

Collector

Collector

(West of Tualatin-Sherwood)

Borland Rd.
McEwan

102nd & 104th
105th & 108th

Cipole Rd. 

ColléctOr
Collector
Collecﬁor
Collector

Collector

INTERIM

 TRANSPORTATION

PLAN = -
Not beéigqaﬁed'
Collector |
Minor Arterial
Not.Desigﬁated
Minor Arterial
Not Designated

Minor Arterial

' Not Designated

_Minor Arterial

Not Designated

Not Designated

- Not Designated

Not Designated
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ﬂL(. [Séptcmber 17, 1979

_Resolution Process

It is suggested that a meeting be scheduled with Tualatin as
soon as possible in order to resolve these issues. Most of the
issues are relatively minor but nonetheless should be - A
resolved. The City of Tualatin should be commended on the -good
job they did with their plan. : o .

" The process for resolving Fuhctionai Classification -
inconsistencies has been for the 1oca1-jurisdiction to request
Metro to change the ITP. Metro will then review the request

" and make recommendations on changes. - I suggest we follow this

.process. I also stress the process related only to fuhqtional

classification inconsistencies.

GS:bk
. 5042A
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FROM:

AGENDA ITEM 7.2

A G®ENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council
Executive Officer

SUBJECT: Adopting the International City Management Association

1L

T -

Retirement Corporation Plan Option for Metro Employees

RECOMMENDATIONS :

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt Resolution No. 80-148 adopting
the International City Management Association (ICMA)
Retirement Corporation plan as one option offered to Metro
employees.

Bl POLICY IMPACT: Adding this retirement plan option will
strengthen Metro's overall benefit package and provide an
incentive to attract professional candidates for Metro
positions.

C BUDGET IMPACT: The employer contribution of five percent
is comparable to the other Metro plans. Personnel
Services funds are allocated both in the current year
budget and next year to cover this expense.

ANALYSIS:

A. BACKGROUND: The International City Management Association
Retirement Corporation, an organization of professionals
in city, county and regional government, offers a retire-
ment plan for its members. This plan allows its members
the opportunity to continue participation in a retirement
plan as their careers progess through positions in
different organizations throughout the world. Offering
this plan would give Metro an additional incentive to
attract top candidates to professional positions.

Metro currently offers retirement plans previously adopted
by the prior MSD organization and the Columbia Region
Association of Governments. The State Public Employee
Retirement System Plan is maintained for those employees
who previously joined when the Washington Park Zoo was
under the City of Portland management. Since Metro is not
a PERS member, this plan is no longer offered to new
employees.

B2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: If Metro did not adopt the ICMA
plan, an employee would be required to participate in one
of the two active plans. While this would not preclude an
employee from continuing participation in the ICMA plan,

that emplovee would be spreading a portion of their income
between two plans.




Adopting the ICMA plan allows an employee to participate
in this single plan.

G CONCLUSION: Approve the attached Resolution adopting the
International City Management Association Retirement
Corporation plan as one option offered to Metro employees.

CS: gl
8084/118

5/22/80




BEFORE THE COUNCIL
OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE " RESOLUTION NO. 80-148

)
INTERNATIONAL CITY MANAGEMENT = ) "o
ASSOCTIATION RETIREMENT CORPORATION ) Introduced by the Council
PLAN OPTION FOR METRO EMPLOYEES ) Coordinating Committee
'WHEREAS, The Metro Personnel Rules require that each

_employee part1c1pate in a Metro pension program- and

L

WHEREAS, The Internatlonal City Management Assoc1at10n
(ICMA) Retirement Corporation sponsorS'a portable pension plan; and
| WHEREAS, It is in the best interests of Metro that”\'
,participation in the ICMA plan become an option for‘Met:o'eméioyees;
new,_thefefore, .

._BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the ICMA Retirement Corporation deferted;
cpmpensation'pian is'hereby established, approved and aéopted'as a
Metfq pension plan which shall‘be available to qualified empiOYees
'pursuant to Metro Pefsonnel Rules.

2. That the Executive Officer is authorized to}e#ecute
- the deferred compensation plan with the Internationai City- -
Management Association Retirement Corporation.

| 3. That the Executive Officer on behalf of theTDistrict

is authorlzed to execute all jOlnder agreements w1th employees whlch

are necessary for said persons part1c1patlon in the plan.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this 22nd day of May, 1980.

Presiding Officer

AJ/gl
8092/92



AGENDA ITEM 7.3

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

TO: Metro Council

FROM: Executive Officer '

SUBJECT: Stating the Council's Intent to Proceed with the Johnson
Creek Basin Flood Control and Pollution Abatement Project
Local Improvement District

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt the attached Resolution stating
the Council's intention to proceed with the formation of
the Proposed Johnson Creek Local Improvement District
(LID) . The formation of the ILID allows Metro to proceed
with improvements necessary to correct the drainage
problems through assessing affected properties for Phase I
construction and planning costs of $770,000. Phase II
costs for construction estimated at $4,340,000 will be
assessed after completion of Phase I. Phase IIT costs are
for annual operation and maintenance and are set at a
maximum of $550,000 per year. Assessments for Phase III
will commence 4-5 years after start of construction for
Phase 1I.

’ B. POLICY IMPACT: This action will allow Metro to carry
through on policy which resulted from declaration of
Johnson Creek as an area of Regional Significance at the
request of local jurisdictions. Approval of the local
improvement district will give Metro the financial
resources necessary to act as the local sponsor for the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers flood control projects for
Johnson Creek. Approval will also enable Metro to develop
a comprehensive drainage management plan and provide for
drainage management and runoff control projects in the
Johnson Creek Basin.

(&5 BUDGET IMPACT: There has been a special account
established in the Metro budget to cover the costs of the
LID formation. These funds were provided through loans
made to Metro by affected local jurisdictions. The costs
of channel improvements will be financed by the federal
government, all other costs will be assessed to the
properties within the LID boundaries. There is no impact
on General fund revenues.

IT. ANALYSIS:

A BACKGROUND: Johnson Creek has a past history of frequent
and serious flooding. 1In March, 1979, the Metro Council
declared the Johnson Creek Basin an area of regional

. concern and appointed a task force to evaluate the
flooding and drainage problems on the Johnson Creek Basin
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and recommend a combination of options for solving those
problems. The recommendation to form the Johnson Creek
LID comes after a year of public and local and federal
government involvement in studying the Johnson Creek
flooding problem and the political and physical
alternatives available to solve the problems. The
Preliminary Engineering report is now complete and has
recommended a three-phase approach to reduce the problem.
Metro staff and the Johnson Creek Task Force are now

‘recommending that the LID be formed for the purpose of

financing and administering the cost of the capital
improvement and drainage/runoff management programs
proposed for Johnson Creek Basin.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED:

. Do nothing, which would mean a continuance of the
current flooding, drainage and pollution problems in
the Basin.

Formation of a Special District, which would be more
costly to create than an LID.

. Formation of two separate LIDs, one for Phase'I and
another for Phase II and III. This option was
considered early in the planning process and was
rejected. The primary reason was that Metro, in
order to act as local sponsor of the Corp project,
must be capable of implementing all three phases.

The issue of two LIDs was considered again by the
Task Force and was rejected in approving the draft
Preliminary Engineering report. Notice forms have
been ordered and any change at this point would delay
the hearing process and necessitate postponing the
initiation of the project by approximately one year.

CONCLUSION: The LID process is a traditional means of
financing, and distributing to affected parties, the cost
of capital improvements which directly benefit an area.

It is necessary that some action be taken to reduce the
severity and public costs of flooding in the Johnson Creek
Basin. Staff analysis indicates that the proposed program
will achieve the desired goals. Metro staff recommends
the approval of the attached Resolution.



' BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF STATING THE RESOLUTION NO. 80-149

)
COUNCIL'S INTENT TO PROCEED WITH . ) ' : :
THE JOHNSON CREEK BASIN FLOOD ) Introduced by the
CONTROL AND POLLUTION ABATEMENT ) - Regional Services
PROJECT LOCAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT ) Committee .

WHEREAS The Counc1l by Resolutlon No. 80-121 d1rected the
Executlve Officer to prepare and file w:th the .Clerk of the Council
a Prellmlnary Englneerlng Report for the Johnson Creek_Bas1n Flood

Control and Pollution Abatement Project; and

WHEREAS, The Executive Officer, on May 12 , 1580,i
filed thehahove referenced Preliminary Engineering Report with the
-Clerk'of the Council; now, therefore,;

o BE IT RESOLVED,

ﬁl. That the Counc1l finds the Prellmlnary Englneerlng
‘Report to be satisfactory and does hereby adopt and approve the same.
2. That, pursuant to Metro Ord1nance No. 79-78, '
'Seotion 6, the Cduncil'declares its intent:to construct the' |
V1mprovements and fully carry out the pro;ect descr1bed in the
'uPrellmlnary Englneerlng Report. | .

3. That the name of the project shall be the Johnson
"Creek Basin Flood Control ‘and Pollutlon Abatement Pr03ect

‘ 4,_A That the estimated total cost of the project 1s
.$9 432 000 plus cont1nu1nq maximum annual operatlonal, admlnlstra-
tlon and malntenance costs of $550 000 per year. ‘

| 5. . That the estimated portlon ofsthat total cost_whrch
'will'be‘assessed against benefited properties‘is $770,000 for --

Phase I, $4,340,000 for Phase iI, and a maximum'of $550,000 per year




}for Phase III making a total of $s5, 110,000 for pPhases I and II and a
contlnulng maximum annual assessment of $550 000 in Phase III The
remaining $4,322,000 .is to be paid by the Corps of Englneers.

6. That the improvements w111 be carr1ed out w1th1n the‘

.Johnson Creek dralnage basin located in Multnomah and Clackamas |
Count1es and including all or.part of the cities of Portland,

jMiiwaukie, G:esham‘and ﬁappy Vailey, all iocated in the state of

Oregon.- | . ' '

o 7. - That the project will include the following improve-

‘ments: Phase I, planning and initial channel clearance; Phase 1I1I,
major drainage and ehannel.improyemenhs; Phase III, opefation and
naintenance. | | |

| 8. That the portion of costs to be assessed agalnst
beneflted properties shall be assessed as provided by the enabllng
~~statutes and ordinances of the Metropolitan Serv1ce District upon
ithe propertfybenefited'thereby, which property is hereby determined
hand.declared to be all the.lots, parts thereof and parcéls of 1and

' w1th1n the d1str1ct as descrlbed in Exhibit I to the Prelimlnary

Englneerlng Report. 5
9. That the'Executive Officer is hereby directed to
.spublish‘this Resolution as provided by statute and Metropolitan

Service District ordinances.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service pistrict

this day of 7 , 1980.

Presiding Officer

"AJ:gl
. 7806/33



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

527 SW. HALL ST, PORTLAND, OR. 97201, 503/221-1646

MEMORANDUM

Date:  May 9, 1980
T:  Metro Council
From: Executive Officer

Regarding: Prellmlnary Englneerlng Report - Johnson
- .Creek Basin Flood Control and Pollution Abatement
Project .

A draft of the above report along with a eummary of changes

" recommended by the Johnson Creek Task Force has been distrib-

uted to the entire Council.

On May 13, 1980, the Regional Services Committee will review
the report and make a recommendation to the Council. Any

changes recommended by this committee will be incorporated
along with the Task Force changes into the final report.

.Because the Regional Services Committee will not meet until

the 13th, the final report will not be available beforeg the

May 22, 1980, Council meetlng.

RG:JL:pJj



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

527 SW.HALLST, P()RTLAND, OR. 97201, 503/221-1646.

'MEMORANDUM'

Date: - May 12, 1980
To: " Metro Councll

From: Public Facilities

Regarding: Preliminary Engineering Report - Johnson Creek _
‘Basin Flood Control and Pollution Abatement Project

On May 8, 1980, the Johnson Creek Task Force approved the above
report with the following changes:

.Page

Page

Page

«Page
Page
Page

Page

2, paragraph 3, sentence 3. Delete "major".
2, paragraph 4, aentence'l. Substitute :"May" for“ﬁshould"
. and add after the word "accomplished" - "pending adoptlon
of a comprehen51ve Dralnage/Runoff Management Plan"
1. Substitute "w1ll" for "should"
2.. Substitute "will" for "should" S
3. Change to read - "Easements for. channel construction,
‘ retentlon/detentlon structures and malntenance may
be acqulred. : , :
4. Substitute "may" for "should"
5. No change

G,FSubstltute'"may" for "should" and "requlred"'for
"constructed" v : H

3,‘paragraph 2, line 3. Change to read as follows: '
"Maintenance of any regional retention/detention .
structures required by the Dralnage/Runoff Management
Plan"

4, paragraph 1, line l: ‘delete. "major"
4, paragraph 1, line 6: insert_"monitor" before "ehforcement"

5, See attached reviSiQn.

6, paragraph 1, sentence 2: Substltute "may" for "would“
and insert "or a special" before "meetlng of the
Committee". S




May 12, 1980

‘Metro Council

Page 2

Page 10, paragraph B, sentence 2: Substitute "may" for "would"
and insert "or a special" before "meeting of the
Committee". ' i

_Several non-substantive corrections were made to Exhibit Iv
where several pages were left out of the draft report.

JL:pj




ESTIMATE OF CONSTRUCTION COSTS

, Phase III (ongoing)
 0pérations'and
Maintenance
Administration

‘Total

S o Federal LID
Phase I (1l-2 years) Share Share
Drainage/Runoff Plan . 250,000
Loan Repayment ‘ 50,000
Easement Aquisition ' 250,000
Channel Improvements 522,000*%
Administration
Personal Services 97,000
Phase IT Assessment s .
Notices 40,000
Cont1ngenc1es (15%) 83,000
Subtotal 522,000 770,000
Phase II (4-6 years)
‘Easement Acquisition _ 750,000
.Channel Improvements - 3,800,000%*
Construct Roads &
+  Bridges | 850,000* .
. Erosion Control 100,000
Runoff Detention/ . 1,500,000
Retention Facilities
- Utility Relocation 190,000%*
Administration
Personal Services © 250,000
Assessment Notlces 100,000
Legal Costs : 50,000
Contract Services 41,000
Contingencies (15%) 509,000
Subtotal 3,800,000 4,340,000
Total = 4,322,000 5,110,000

Total

250,000

50,000
250,000 -
*'522,000°

97,000
40,000

1. 83,000
14292,oop '

o

* 750,000
3,800,000

' 850,000*
100,000
1,500,000

190,000*

250,000

- 100,000
50,000
41,000

509,000
8,140,000
9,432,000

500,000/year** .500,060/yéar**

50,000/year**

50,000/year**

550,000/year** 550,000/year**

*Estimates based on costs contained in 1975 Corps of Englneer Des1gn
4Memorandum (9) and adjusted for 1nflat10n.

;**The maximum annual costs of operations ‘and maintenance is estimated

at $550,000.

fourth year of the project is $150,000.

The estimate for operations and maintenance during the
The fourth year will be flrst

year for this annual operatlons and maintenance charge.‘




TRE)e
FROM:

AGENDA ITEM 7.4

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council
Executive Officer

SUBJECT: Clarifying the Intention of the "208" Waste Treatment

I.

163 £

Management Component with Regard to the Columbia Region
Treatment Plan Element Thereof.

RECOMMENDATIONS :

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Adoption of the attached Resolution
which clarifies the intention of the "208" Waste Treatment
Management Component concerning the Columbia Region Treat-
ment Plan.

121 POLICY IMPACT: This is basically a housekeeping exercise,
there is no policy impact.

C. BUDGET IMPACT: None.
ANALYSIS:

A. BACKGROUND: The "208" Waste Treatment Management
Component was developed under the assumption there would
be an adequate level of funding under the EPA Section 201
Sewerage Works Construction Grant program for implemen-
tation.

Cutbacks in the allocation of "201" funds to the state of
Oregon over the past two years combined with previous
commitments to several large existing projects have
resulted in an inadequate amount of grant revenues to fund
all the authorized projects on the State priority list.
In addition, EPA in response to Presidential budget cuts
has frozen all FY 1980 "201" funds until further notice.
These actions have delayed the initiation of the detailed
engineering study of the regionalization alternatives as
recommended in the "208" Waste Treatment Management
Component and necessitates the interim expansion of the
existing waste treatment plants in order to meet waste
discharge effluent standards.

The June 22, 1978 amendment to the "208" Waste Treatment
Management Component provided for the interim expansion of
the Gresham and Troutdale sewage treatment plants. The
interim expansion of these plants was allowed to
facilitate the preparation of a regional waste water
treatment plan. There was no provision made for the
expansion of the Inverness treatment plant at that time.
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The WRPAC considered amending
the "208" plan as requested by the East Multnomah County
Sanitary Sewer Consortium. This alternative would require
formal notification and public hearings by both Metro and
DEQ, approval by the Governor and concurrence by EPA. The
process would have taken several months and could possibly

delay the detailed engineering study in the event "201"

funds became available during the process.

CONCLUSION: Based on Metro and DEQ staff review and the
recommendation of the WRPAC it is recommended that the
adoption of a resolution clarifying the intention of the
"208" Waste Treatment Management Component regarding the
Columbia Region Sewerage Plan is the best way to accommo-
date the request of the East Multnomah County Sanitary Se-
werage Consortium.



‘BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

.FOR THE PURPOSE OF CLARIFYING RESOLUTION NO. 80-150

~ THE INTENTION OF THE "208" WASTE ;

TREATMENT MANAGEMENT COMPONENT ) Introduced by the Regional.
WITH REGARD TO THE COLUMBIA REGION») " Planning Comm1ttee )
»TREATMENT PLAN ELEMENT THEREOF ) . '

' WHEREAS,-The;Columbia Region Association of‘Govetnmentsi
.i(CRAG) was designated by the Governor as the Ateawide Waste ‘
iTreatment Management Planning Agency for the Portland region; and

| WHEREAS CRAG adopted a "208" Waste Treatment Management
5Component on June 22, 1978, as a reglonal plan for prov1d1ng
iwastewater treatment fac111t1es for a minimum period of twenty (20)

Ayears;:and ' '

A . WHEREAS Metro has been deSIgnated the successor to CRAG,
Apursuant to 1977 Oregon Laws, Chapter 665- and
WHEREAS, The East Multnomah Countv-Sanitary Sewer
’_Consortlum has recommended that Metro amend the "208" Waste
fTreatment Management Component with regard to the - Columbla Reglon

fTreatment Plan to permit Multnomah County and the cities of', o
1Ttoutdale and Gresham to procede w1th permanent, 1ndependent

tteatment plant expansions to. meet foreseeable needs; and

‘WHEREAS The Metro Water Resources Pollcy Alternatlves g

:Committee has concluded that a clarlflcatlon of the intent of the
- Columbia Region Treatment Plan would-be sufficient to accompllsh the

‘lmmediate.objectives of - the East Multnomah County Sanitary Sewer

fiéonSortium; now, therefore, | |
| BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Council hereby clarifies the intent of the "208"




Waste Treatment Management Component with regard to the Columbla v
Reglon Treatment Plan Element as Eollows'
The language in pages 2 10 and 2—11 of Volume I of the:

Waste Treatment Management Component, nd the amendments thereto
dated June_22, 1978, could be construed to require regionaliiationo
‘of the Columbia Region Treatment Systems into one oentral plant at
:Gresham. The 1ntent of the Plan was to requlre an analy51s of
reg1ona1 alternatives prior to any major expan91on of any of the
[1nd1v1dual plants.

| The‘Inverness plant'was inadvertently left out. of'the
'June 22, 1978, amendment and .the present 1nter1m expansion planned
~~by Multnomah County should be granted' However, any major expanSLOn
‘of the existing 1ndlv1dual plants would requ1re an ana1y51s
i concernlng the reglonal ‘alternatives prior to approval of-a majot

1ndlv1dual plant expansion.

ApOPTED by the Council of thevMetropolitan Service District

Vthisl“. day of May, 1980.

Presiding Officer

HJL/gl
7877/92

‘.




AGENDA ITEM 7.5

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

TO: Metro Council

FROM: Executive Officer

SUBJECT: Approving the FY 1981 Unified Work Program (UWP)
I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Approve the UWP containing the trans-
portation planning work program for FY 1981. Authorize
the submittal of grant applications to the appropriate
funding agencies.

B. POLICY IMPACT: Approval will mean that grants can be
submitted and contracts executed so work can commence on
July 1, 1980 in accordance with established Metro
priorities.

C. BUDGET IMPACT: The UWP matches the projects and studies
reflected in the proposed Metro budget to be submitted to
the Tax Supervisory and Conservation Commission.

II. ANALYSIS:
AT BACKGROUND: The FY 1981 UWP describes the transportation/

air quality planning activities to be carried out in the
Portland/Vancouver metropolitan region during the fiscal
year beginning July 1, 1980. 1Included in the document are
federally funded studies to be conducted by Metro, Clark
County Regional Planning (RPC), Tri-Met, the Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT) and local jurisdic-
tions.

Four types of planning activities are to be carried out in
the fiscal year:

Regional Systems Framework -- Studies directed toward
establishing consistent policy direction in address-
ing the broader systems issues such as how to provide
corridor mobility and how to reduce energy consump-
tion and meet air quality standards;

Corridor Studies -- Studies directed toward refining
corridor policies so as to achieve a consensus on
solutions to the most pressing corridor problems;

Subarea Studies -- Activities which focus on defining
plans for correcting mobility problems in critical
areas of the region; and
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System Planning Support Activities -- Activities
undertaken to provide adequate overall planning
coordination and to develop technical tools which
would be used in the various studies listed above.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The alternative of not conduct-
ing the various studies was considered and rejected
because of critical nature of issues to be addressed in
solving the region's transportation problems.

CONCLUSION: The Transportation Policy Alternatives
Committee (TPAC) has approved the UWP. The work program
for Task III of the Next Energy Analysis and New
Technology work element is to be clarified and reviewed
later with TPAC.




' BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

'FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE )  RESOLUTION NO. 80-151 -

FY 1981 UNIFIED WORK PROGRAM (UWP) ) Introduced by the Joint
. : : ‘ ) Policy Advisory Commlttee

) On Transportatlon

WHEREAS, The Unified Work Program‘(UWPj'describés all
_fedérally-funded’tranéportation/air'quality planning activities for

the Portland/Vancouver metropolitan area to be conducted in Fiscal

- Year 1981; and

 WHEREAS, The UWP indicates federal funding sources for
.transportation/air quality planhing activitiés carried out by Metro,
AClark Counfy.RégionalAplanning Council (RPC), the Oregdn.Depantment
of:&ranspdrtétion (ODOT), ?ri—Met‘and‘thé locai’jurisdictions; and

WﬁEREAS, Approval'of the UWP is requiréd to recei;é
'federal transportation planning funds; and ‘

WHEREAS, the UWP is con51stent with the proposed Metro |
budget submltted to the Tax Supervisory and Conservatlon Comm1551on-;
‘and ,'

WHEREAS, the UWP has been reviewed and agreed to by the
_Transpbrtation Policy'Advisdry Committee (TPAC); now, thereﬁo;e,f 

BE IT RESOLVED, u | |

1. Tﬁat theAUW§ is hereby approved.

2. ‘That thé UWP is consistent wifh_the continﬁing,>
cooperative and coﬁpréhensive-planniﬁg-process. -

3. That the Metro Executive Offlcer is authorized to
apply for, accept and execute grants and aqreements specified in_ thé

UWP.

Presiding Officer

'RT:bk/7936/33




ROF
FROM :
SUBJECT 2

AGENDA ITEM

AGENDA M ANAGHEMIEN!T S U MMARY

Metro Council

Executive Officer

Authorizing Federal Interstate Funds For Resurfacing,
Restoration and Rehabilitation (3R) Project on I-84 -
Sundial Road to Sandy Blvd.

I. RECOMMENDATIONS :

A.

(208

ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt the attached Resolution which
authorizes $1,012,500 of Federal Aid Interstate funds to
repair bridges on I-84 between Sundial Road and the Sandy
River.

POLLICY IMPACT: This action will amend the Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) and enable the Oregon Department
of Transportation to obligate the funds.

BUDGET IMPACT: The approved Metrn budget includes funds
to monitor federal funding commitments.

ITI. ANALYSIS:

A.

BP:ss
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BACKGROUND: The Oregon Departmen: of Transportation has
requested the TIP be amended to iaclude this project. The
objective of this project is to r:pair and overlay the
roadway deck surfaces of six bridges on I-84 between
Sundial Road and the Sandy River and to provide new
shoulder rails on the two Sandy River bridges.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: This project is necessary to
extend the useful life (10 to 20 years) of the six bridges
and their surfaces. It will ensure that the condition of
these facilities is maintained at a level which will meet
federal guidelines for the interstate system.

By not taking corrective actions in attaining federal
guidelines, future interstate funils could be penalized by
reduction in their apportionment to Oregon (Title 23, Sec.
119, USC). 1In addition, further deterioration (unless
corrected) can be expected reauiring eventual restoration
costs many times over those currently needed.

CONCLUSION: Metro staff recommends approval of the
attached Resolution.



BEFORE THE COUNCIL-OF THE-
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DIS3TRICT -

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION NO. 80-152 .

FEDERAIL INTERSTATE FUNDS FOR A ; . .
RESURFACING, RESTORATION AND ) Introduced by the Joint
.REHABILITATION (3R) PROJECT ON I- -84) Policy Advisory Committee
SUNDIAL ROAD TO SANDY BOULEVARD ) On Transportation -
o WHEREAS, The>Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 79—80 i
 whieh endorsed : the FY.1980 TransportationvIiprovement Program (TIP);
and ' o
; WHERFAS The Transpottation ImpEOVement Program ineludeé
'prOJects which utilize Federa] ‘Aid Interstate funds; and
‘ WHEREAS, The Oregon Department of Transportation has
,requested that the Transportation Improvement Program be amended to
1nclude a new project which will utilize $1,012, %00 in Federal Aid
Interstate funds; ‘

WHFREAS Thls project will repair and overlay six brldges
on I-84 between| Sundial Road and the Sandy River; and '

WHERF;S _Obligation of the Funds w111 take place in
fFY 1980; now therefore, .
RE IT RFSOLVED, .
1. That $1, 012 500 in Federal Aid Interstate funds be
g author17ed for repair, restoratlon and reconsttuctlon of the six
br:dges identified in Exhi b1t "A."

2. That the TIP and_its annual =2lement be amendedgto'
-reflect thlS authorlzatlon._A 7 »

3. That the Metro Council flnds.the project in

accordance with the region's continuing, cooperative, comprehensive

planning process.

. Presiding Officer
BP:ss/7837/118 ’ ‘




PORTLAND—VAN VER
METAOPOLITAN AREA

"“ | | o -f’ y o S
PROJECT INFORMATION FORM - TRANSPORTA&)N IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

RESPONSIBILITY (AGENCY)__Oregon Department of. Transportation:
LIMITS__ Sundial Road - Sandy River , LENGTE_1.0 mile
DESCRIPTION This project will repair and overlay the roadway dec

surfaces OFf six bridges on the Columbia River Highway (I-84) between

Sundial Road and the Sandy River. In addition, new shoulder rails

PROJECT NAME_Sundial Road-Sandy
River, Columbia River Highway.

"ID No :
APPLICANT Oregon Dept. ¢f Transp.

will be provided on the two Sandy River bridges.

RELATIONSHIP TO ADOPTED TRANSPORTATION PLAN
LONG RANGE ELEMENT TSM ELEMENT

SCHEDULE

TO ODOT

PE OK'D .EIS OK'D
CAT'Y BID LET —
HEARING ——  COMPL'T —

FUNDING PLAN BY FISCAL YEAR ($000} « -

FY 78 TY 79 FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 TOTAL
TOTAL. 1,350 . ) 1.380
FEDERAL 1,012 1,012
STATE 338 338
LOCAL

LOCATIiON MAP

N

APPLICANT'S ESTIMATE OF
TOTAL PROJECT COST

PRELIM ENGINEERING ¢
CONSTRUCTION -
RIGHT OF WAY
TRAFFIC CONTROL
ILLUMIN, SIGNS,
LANDSCAPING, ETC
STRUCTURES
RAILROAD CROSSINGS

1,350,000

1,350,000

TOTAL s

A N d
=‘\£‘ CLLIZY
AR

sROUGETO
~BLUFP

N\

|

. NON FEDERAL

SOURCE CF FUNDS {*%} -
FEDERAL . -
FAUS (PORTLAND)
FAUS (OREGON REGION;
FAUS (WASH REGION)
UMTA CAPITAL
INTERSTATE
FED AID PRIMARY
INTERSTATE -
. SUBSTITUTION = -

1

UMTA OPRYG

| o

. STATE 25.. ZLOCAL —

LIGIHX™

L aYi



PO
FROM:
SUBJECT :

AGENDA ITEM

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council

Executive Officer

Authorizing Federal I-505 Funds for Preliminary
Engineering of the Terwilliger/Barbur Blvd. Project

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A

ACTION REQUESTED: Recommend Council adoption of the
attached Resolution authorizing $750,000 of I-505 Federal
Interstate Transfer funds to support preliminary
engineering by the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT) of the Terwilliger/Barbur Blvd. project. Funds for
this project are available from the I-505 City Reserve.

POLICY IMPACT: The Terwilliger/Barbur project is one of
17 priority projects identified by the City of Portland
for use of the I-505 City Reserve. The project addresses
a set of critical problems in the Terwilliger/I-5 inter-
change area including structural inadequacies of the
Terwilliger Bridge over I-5, congestion and geometric
problems at the Terwilliger/Barbur intersection, deficient
ramp connections from I-5, and excessive through traffic
on Terwilliger Blvd. A number of options for correcting
these problems have been suggested which need further
investigation. The preliminary engineering study by ODOT,
in conjunction with a Metro system planning analyses, will
allow an adequate investigation of these options. Once
this investigation is undertaken and the options narrowed,
a request for authorizing federal funds for right-of-way
acquisition and construction of the project would be
submitted by Portland.

BUDGET IMPACT: The approved Metro budget includes funds
to monitor federal funding commitments. Using budgeted
funds, Metro staff, in cooperation with the City of
Portland, will continue to evaluate projects proposed to
be funded with I-505 Withdrawal funds. The systems
analysis to be undertaken by Metro of the options is
separately budgeted in the FY 1981 Unified Work Program as
a component of the Technical Assistance work element.

IT. ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: This project was identified during neighbor-
hood meetings (beginning in late 1974) leading to the
development and adoption of the Arterial Streets
Classification Policy (Citv of Portland, 6/77). The
project is part of the I-505 Withdrawal Program initiated
by the Portland City Council in November, 1978. Improved
traffic, bicycle and pedestrian safety at this location is
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supported by the local neighborhood. Study of project
alternatives has been requested by the South Burlingame
Neighborhood Association. The project has been in Bureau
of Streets and Structural Engineering's Capital Improve-
ments Program since 1974.

The City of Portland planning staff has identified a
number of project options. Some of these options would
result in changes in the function of various highways in
the area (e.g., changes in access to I-5 is proposed) and
therefore requires a systems analysis. Such an analysis
would be carried out by Metro with the assistance of ODOT
this summer. 1In addition, the options interrelate with
the Multnomah Blvd. Light Rail Transit (LRT) alternative
being studied in the Westside Corridor Study. Based on
the systems analysis, a number of project options,
including adequate provisions for bikeways and pedestrian
walkways, would be selected for detailing and impacts
analysis to be undertaken as part of the preliminary
engineering study.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: A number of alternatives are to
be considered including: 1) do nothing; 2) bridge recon-
struction or replacement and/or realignment; 3) freeway
ramp redesign and possible closure of the northbound ramp;
and 4) redesign of Terwilliger/Barbur traffic circle.

CONCLUSION: It is recommended that the attached Resolu-
tion funding preliminarv engineering be approved to allow
a full investigation of the project alteratives.



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING )

FEDERAL I-505 FUNDS FOR PRE- )

LIMINARY ENGINEERING OF THE ) Introduced by the Joint

TERWILLIGER/BARBUR BLVD. PROJECT ) Policy Advisory Committee
. On Transportation é

RESOLUTION NO. 80-153.

| wﬁEREAs, The CRAG Board of Direc;drs, through CRAG Resoiu—
: fibn No..BD1781210, agreed that thé‘I—505 freeway should be with-
d}awn from the Interstate Highway System;-énd |

| | WHEREAS, Contingént on the official withdrawal of I—§05 by
.USDOT,,the.CRAG Boaré of Directors, through CRAG Resolution No. BD.
v781213, established a City of Portland Resérve to fupd ﬁighway and

transit projects having regional significance; and '
| . WHEREAS, U.S. Department of Transportation in December,
L979, approved,the withdrawal of I—505.from the Ihterstate HighwayA
}Systeﬁ; and \ » ’
| »WHEREAS,'The:City of Portland has requested a funding
'authorization of $750,000.in fedéral funds for the Oregon Depa;tment
.Qf Tranqurﬁation'(ODOT) to conduct prelimina;y enqiheéring of thé
Terwilliger/Barbur Blvd. project; and
| WHEREAS, The Metro Systems Planning Program has been
established to develop and evaluate transportation improvement
alternatives, including the development of project objectivés and
‘géneral spééifications for regional projects; now, therefore,
| BE IT RESOLVED, | |
1. | Tha£,$750;000 of federal 1-505 funds be guthorized!

from the City pf ?ortland Reserve account for regional transit/
-highway improvéments for p;eliminafy engineering of the

Terwilliger/Barbur Blﬁd. Project.




é. That evaluatlon of project alternatlves, 1ne1udlng
'adequate prov1s1ons for bikeways and pedestrlan walkways, be dbne in
conjunctlon w1th the Metro systems planning program and with the
assistance of ODOT to ensure an adequate analysis of the impacts on
‘the'overall'transportation system.
3. That.the preliminary engineering study by ODOT be
.closely coordinated with the Westside Corridor Study. _
| 4, That further implementation of this project in the
form of right—of way acquisition and construction be subject to
- future Council actlon when required.
| | '5. That the-Transportation Improvement Program'(TIP) and-
rts Annual Element(s) be amended to reflect the authorlzatlon as set
forth in Exhibit "B." _
6. That the Metro Council finds the project in;
accordehce with the region's continuing, cooperative, comprehensive

" planning process.

Presiding Officer

BP: bk
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EXHIBIT "A"

Systems Report for Terwilliger/Barbur Blvd. Project‘}

Objectives: Eliminate circuitous traffic movements.

Improve the connections from the regional to the City traffic

- network. Replacement of Terwilliger Bridge. Minimize the
impact of through traffic on residential neighborhoods.

Improve access to local business along Barbur Blvd. Increase

pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle safety. Improve transit
" transfer opportunities.

Approach: Redesign and possible relocation of freeway ramp
system. Provide a freeway connection with direct access to
Barbur Blvd. - Replace the Terwilliger Bridge with a structur-
ally sound overpass. Redesign the Terwilliger/Barbur Traffic
Circle to facilitate traffic movement. Possible signal pre-
emption or by-pass-at Traffic Circle to provide for transit
movement and improve transit transfer facilities. Identify’

" potential location for a transit station serving both light
‘rail and bus traffic on Barbur Blvd. Street improvements ‘to
. Terwilliger from I-5 south to Taylors Ferry Road including

improved roadway, curbs, sidewalks, and street lights.

Provide a safe connection of the Terwilliger Bike Path anq

sidewalks for pedestrian access. .

"Anticipated Results: Improved connections between regional ..
. and City traffic network, providing better defined routes for
local and through traffic. A structurally sound overpass.:
Improved liveability for residential neighborhoods and in-
creased access for local businesses. Safer pedestrian, bi-
cycle, and vehicle environment. Improved traffic flow along

Barbur Blvd. Improved access for transit and transfer oppor-
tunities.. : :




EXHIBIT "B"

.RESPONSIBILITY (

PROJECT DESCRIPTION . I o _—
AGENCY) C1ty. of Portland- ' : : R
LIMITS Terwilliger/Barbur-Blvd. Inter. to Taylors Fern;LENGTHM%S__
DESCRIPTION Replace overpass over [-5, Redesign of freeway ramp system
Provide a freeway connection with direct access to Barbur Blvd. Redesign
Terwilliger/Barbur Traffic Circle to facilitate traffic and transit move-
ment. Identify potential transit station serving both 1ight rail and bus
traffic on Barbur Blvd. Street improvements on Terwilliger, safe connection
of bike path and improved pedestrian access. :

© PROJECT INFORMATION FORM - " RANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM iiisisiiniines

PROJECT NAME Ter‘Wi 11 igér/Barbur"
Blvd. Project

ID No _FAUS #9361, 9383, 9420
APPLICANT City of Portland

RELATIONSHIP TO ADOPTED TRANSPORTATION PLAN-
- LONG RANGE ELEMENT TSM ELEMENT .

SCHEDULE

70 ODOT —— ' |
PE OK'D _________EIS OK'D
CAT'Y _BID LET—
HEARING —_____COMPL'T

FUNDING PLAN BY FISCAL YEAR ($000)

FY 80 FY _8'1 FY 8 FY 83 FY gy TOTAL
" TOTAL . 118 471 1176 2353 7647 11,765
FEDERAL 100PE a00PE 1000 2000 6500 10,000
STATE - . :

LOCAL 18 7

176 353 1147 1,765
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APPLICANT'S ESTIMATE OF
TOTAL PROJECT COST

PRELIM ENGINEERING § ...882,350

CONSTRUCTION 2,500,000
RIGHT OF WAY 882,350
TRAFFIC CONTROL ‘
ILLUMIN, SIGNS,

LANDSCAPING, ETC __ .___
STRUCTURES __7.,500,000

RAILROAD CROSSINGS

TOTAL $11,764 ,.700

SOURCE OF FUNDS (%)
FEDERAL -
FAUS (PORTLAND)
FAUS (OREGON REGION)
FAUS (WASH REGION)
‘UMTA CAPITAL UMTZ OPRTG
INTERSTATE - A -
FED AID PRIMARY ‘ :
INTERSTATE - o .
SUBSTITUTION . .
1-505. 85%
NON FEDERAL : 15%
STATE LOCAL =2
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AGENDA ITEM 7.8

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

JHOJE Metro Council

FROM: Executive Officer

SUBJECT: Authorizing Federal Funds for the City of Portland Central
Business District Bicycle Parking Project

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Recommend Council adoption of the
attached Resolution authorizing $33,000 under the Bicycle
Grant Program (FHWA) to install eight bicvcle parking pads
at strategic locations in the Central Business District
(CBD)e

Bis POLICY IMPACT: This action will be consistent with the
adopted Regional Bikeways Plan and with the City of
Portland's Bicycle Plan. The proposed project is also
consistent with Portland region goals and policies to
conserve energy and reduce air pollution.

)

BUDGET IMPACT: The approved Metro budget funds staff
planning activities involved in establishing priorities
and monitoring project implementation.

IT. ANALYSIS:

A. BACKGROUND: This project would more than double the
number of secure, covered bicycle parking spaces in the
downtown core by converting eight automobile parking
spaces to accommodate 10 to 15 bicycles each. The project
would encourage bicycling directlv, since lack of adequate
parking is a major deterrent to bicycling. The project
also would affect bicycling indirectly, by demonstrating
the City's commitment to bicycling as a legitimate form of
transportation and deserving space in the public
right-of-way for parking. Funding would be 75 percent by
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) grant and 25
percent by Portland's share of 1 percent State Gas Tax
earmarked for bicycle projects.

B ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The City of Portland has already
installed nine bicycle storage lockers downtown. In May,
the City will install four different kinds of racks in the
block facing Pioneer Courthouse. The effectiveness of a
demand for the lockers and the different types of racks
over the next five months will be evaluated before decid-
ing what kind of parking facilities to install.

C. CONCLUSION: Based on Metro staff analysis, it is
recommended that the attached Resolution funding the
project be approved.

BP: bk
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING RESOLUT1ON NO. 80-154:

‘ )
FEDERAL FUNDS FOR THE CITY OF )

PORTLAND CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT ) Introduced by the Joint
BICYCLE PARKING PROJECT ) Policy Advisory Committee

On Transportatlon
| WHEREAs; The.CRAG'Board of Directors adoptedta Bikeway
Plan for the Columbia-Willamette Region; and | |
WHEREAS, Bicycle parking is included as an element of that
plan; and o ‘ |
- WHEREAS, The City'of Portlahd'has requested an aﬁendment
to the Trans?ortation Improvement Progrem (TiP) to include e'Cehtral
Bu51ness Dlstrlct (CBD) Bicycle Parking PrOJect- and
WHEREAS, This project will utilize funds under the Federal
nghway Admlnlstratlon (FHWA) Bicycle Grant Program; and
WHEREAS, The prOJect is con51stent with Portland region
goals and pollc1es to conserve energy and reduce air pollutlon,'and
WHEREAS The Metro System Plannlng Ana1y31s (Exhlblt A)
1ndlcates that the: pro;ect w111 help meet the need for addlt1onal
blcycle parklng in “the C1ty of Portland CBD; now, therefore,_
~ BE IT. RESOLVED, |
1. That federal funds in the amount of $33,000iunder the
fHWA Bicycle Grant Program be aﬁthorized for this projecﬁ.
2. That the TIP and its annual element be amehded‘to
_ refleCtvthis authorization as set fortﬁ in Exhibit "B."
3. That the Metro Council finds fhe project in
aceordancevwith the region's continuing; cooperative, comprehensive

planning process.

Presiding Officer




EXHIBIT "A"

SYSTEMS REPORT FOR PORTLAND CBD BICYCLE PARKING

Objectives -

" Aggroaéh.

Anticipated Results

‘To encourage bicycle ridership to downtown

Portland by providing covered, secure bicycle

~ parking. - _ .

Find feasible locations to extend curb and side-
walk into existing on-street parking space and
install covered bicycle racks or lockers for

- 10 - 15 bicycles. Locations will be evenly

distributed near preferred downtown bicycle
routes. Proximity of existing bicycle parking

. and physical constraints such as drainage will

also be considered in locating the new bike

" parking facilities.

Provision of 80 additional secure, covered
bicycle parking spaces should significantly
encourage commuter cycling to downtown Portland .
by persons now utilizing bus and auto. ‘



o ‘ | - - 9o A EXHIBIT "B.’.“-*
PROJECT INFORMATION FORM - 1RANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM f&%‘?%éﬁ%zﬁ:ﬁ°i’¥‘éi.

I — 3 :
i PROJECT DESCRIPTION . : - . . :
; - e e A S B ECT -NAME Portland CBD
| RESPONSIBILITY (AGENCY) U1ty of Portland B e Parking -
i, 1M1Ts__Portland Central Business District : LENGTH_NA: .. - - D No . ,
DESCRIPTION _tonstruct 8 covered bicycle parking pads on_ downtown T :
streets to provide safe storage for 80 bicycles. - APPLICANT City of Portland
SCHEDULE
TO ODOT —
PE OK'D ______EIS OK'D——
- CAT'Y __ . BID LET_____
RELATIONSHIP TO ADOPTED TRANSPORTATION PLAN HEARING . COMPL'T
LONG RANGE ELEMENT ____ TSM ELEMENT X '
: ' APPLICANT'S ESTIMATE OF
FUNDING PLAN BY FISCAL YEAR ($000) _ B : TOTAL PROJECT COST
41}{%0080 FY 81 TFY 8 FY 83 FY g4 TOTAL -
TOTAL ’ ’ 44,000 ' PRELIM ENGINEERING §
CONSTRUCTION 44,000
FEDERAL 33,000 ’ : 33,000 RIGHT OF WAY
STATE TRAFFIC CONTROL
LOCAL 11,000 . 11,000 ILLUMIN, SIGNS,
: S ' _ LANDSCAPING, ETC __.
STRUCTURES S
_ RATLROAD CROSSINGS
_ LOCATION MAP
rorar s 44,000
SOURCE OF FUNDS (%)
FEDERAL
FAUS (PORTLAND) R
FAUS (OREGON REGION) .
FAUS (WASH REGION)
UMTA CAPITAL . UMTZ-OPRTG ___
INTERSTATE ‘ : S,
: : ' . L ‘ FED AID PRIMARY —_—
e e T . .| INTERSTATE -
~ - e SUBSTITUTION g S
. _ , o A _ -+ - | _Bicycle Grant Program - _75%
! ' _ ) ’ " | NON FEDERAL o .
’ rocar _25%

STATE

g
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FROM:

AGENDA ITEM 7.9

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metrc Council
Executive Officer

SUBJECT: Approving and Authorizing the Positions of Chief Landfill

i

IT.

Clerk and Landfill Attendant in the Solid Waste Department

RECOMMENDATIONS :

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Approve establishment of a Chief
Landfill Clerk classification at a salary range 5.0
($11,925 - $14,575), and a Landfill Attendant classifi-
cation at a salary range 3.0 ($9,911 - $11,925).
Authorization is requested for one Chief Landfill Clerk
position and eleven (11) Landfill Attendant positions (8
full-time, 3 relief) to be established in the Solid Waste
Department.

B. POLICY IMPACT: Approval of these positions in the Solid
Waste Department will enable effective implementation of
Metro's involvement in the St. Johns, Troutdale and Nash
Pit Landfill operations and future transfer stations, and
is in keeping with the Council's policy to provide and
properly manage solid waste disposal facilities.

(@ BUDGET IMPACT: Funds are available within the current
Solid Waste Department budget and are included in the
approved FY 1981 budget.

ANALYSIS:

A. BACKGROUND: The City of Portland's current contract for
the operation of the St. Johns Landfill with Land
Reclamation, Inc., expires on June 1, 1980. For various
reasons the City has chosen not to extend their current
contract, but rather has chosen to turn over the operation
of the St. Johns Landfill to Metro effective June 1,

1980. In addition, the Troutdale City Council has’
requested that Metro assume operational control of the
Troutdale Landfill, and Metro staff is negotiating a
contract with the Metropolitan Disposal Corporation to
operate the gatehouse facility at the new Nash Pit
Landfill. Controlling the gate at all disposal facilities
is an essential part of implementing Metro's uniform
disposal rate.

In order to effectively operate and monitor the gate of
disposal facilities, it is essential that Metro have
adequate staff. The Landfill Attendants would act - as
cashiers at the disposal site, and the Chief Landfill
Clerk would schedule and supervise the Landfill Attendants
and monitor receipts.



MD/gl
8058/92

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The alternative would be to
contract with another company to provide gate staffing.
This alternative was rejected since the Council has
approved Metro's direct involvement in the operation of
the various disposal facilities.

CONCLUSION: It is imperative that adequate staff is
available when Metro assumes operation of St. Johns
Landfill on June 1, 1980.



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
- METROPOLITAN SERVICE -DISTRICT

*FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING AND

_ ) 'RESOLUTION NO. 80-155
AUTHORIZING THE POSITIONS OF CHIEF ) . o '
. LANDFILL CLERK AND LANDFILL - ) Introduced by the.Council
ATTENDANT IN THE SOLID WASTE ) Coordinating Committee
DEPARTMENT ) ' SR

.WHEREAS, Metro will become involved in the collectfen of
'_mqnies‘in,the 6peration of the Solid Waste Disposal Facilities;-and
WHEREAS, There are no.positien descriptions’in‘the_current
Claeaification Plan which fnlly cover the_requirementS*to manage the
gatehouse of the solid Waste Disposal Facilities- and
| _‘ WHEREAS, There 1s an immediate need to establlsh the.
bpos1t10ns of Ch1ef Landfill Clerk and Landfill Attendant w1th1n the
Solld Waste Department now, therefore,
| BE IT RESOLVED,
1. That the p051t10n class1f1cat10n for a Ch1ef Landflll
-Clerk at salary range 5.0 ($11 925 to $l4 575), and a Landflll
Attendant at salary range 3.0 ($9 911 to $11, 925), be authorlzed
l 2. That one (1) ChlefALandf111 Clerk posxtlon‘and eleven
(11) Landfill Attendant positions be established_in'the.Soiid Waste
Départment.. | | |
. }'
ADOPTED by the Counc11 of the Metropolltan Serv1ce Dlstrlct‘

this , day of May, 1980

Presiding Officer

MD/gl
8111/92



CHIEF LANDFILL CLERK

. GENERAL STATEMENT OF DUTIES: Performs complex clerical duties.

: - requiring thorough knowledge of agency
policies and regulations of the operation of the solid waste land-

fill sites. Performs fundamental accounting work, schedules:: ™
employee shifts and other activities involved in overseeing the

‘activities of the solid waste gatehouse.

SUPERVISION RECEIVED: Works under the supervision of the Solid

v .~ Waste Operations Manager who assigns and
reviews work for accuracy and compliance with policy and department

~and legal standards. . , :

SUPERVISION EXERCISED: Exercises full supervision over a number of
’ landfill attendants; participates in-the

selection of new employees; provides for training; evaluates.

performance; responds to grievances and recommends personnel
transactions. o _— o ' "

EXAMPLES OF PRINCIPAL DUTIES:

'1.f " Schedules employees .to shifts and supervises their activities

(operation of the gatehouse is 24 hours per day -- 7 days per
. week) . a ‘ ' . : _
2. Trains new'clerks._
3. Monitors the issuance of charge and cash receipts and other
: revenue. ' ) 4 : : '
4..  Prepares daily and monthly accounting summéry for each disposal

5. Assists:accounting department with monthly billing SgrviCe.

6. ASsists,monitOring the volume (tonﬁage) of solid waste -
. delivered. B . Co o

7."’Assi$ts in prép§ratioh of budget.

8. - Supervises the operation of weighing equipment, adding ;'
machines, calculators, cash registers. S i

RECRUITING REQUIREMENTS, KNOWLEDGE, SKILL AND ABILITY: Skill in

establishing and maintaining effective working relationships with

- other employees and the general public; ability to keep moderately

_complex records; considerable knowledge of bookkeeping and account-

ing principles, methods and procedures and ability to apply. such
knowledge to a variety of transactions and the preparation of
accounting reports and analyses; ability to supervise and direct the

- work of other employees of lower level; ability to make rapid and

accurate arithmetical calculations; ability to correlate and’

evaluate written and numerical data.




EXPERIENCE AND TRAINING'

.

1.

2.

b

Three years of experlence in account1ng and bookkeeplng work to
include one year of superv1sory experience; and

Graduatlon from a senior high school (or GED) and'cbmpletlon
of the equivalent of two years of college level courses ln

. business admlnlstratlon, accountlng, or .

3.

Adopted 4/80

SwW:ibk

- 7955/88 | - o _ -

- Any satlsfactory equxvalent comblnatlon of experlence and
- training.

P

'l”&



. LANDFILI, ATTENDANT

GENERAL STATEMENT OF DUTIES: Performs clerical duties of limited
complex1ty according to standard
procedures for wh1ch arithmetical calculation skill is requ1red,'
such as operating weighing equipment and issuing receipts (charge
and cash) for delivery of solid waste to the disposal site; assists

the public, compiles reports of daily shift: act1v1ty, does related
work as requ1red

_SUPERVISION RECEIVED: wOrks under -direct superv181on of the Ch1ef'

Landf111 Clerk in- the performance of a351gned
dutles- _

SUPERVISION EXERCISED. Supervision over ‘employees is ordlnarlly not
_ a duty of this position, but an incumbent
may a551st in the or1entat10n and tra1n1ng of new employees.

. EXAMPLES OF PRINCIPAL DUTIES:

1. ‘Operatesfweighing‘equipment. ,
2. Issues recelpts (charge and cash) for delivery of solid waste
to ‘the disposal sites. :

3. Estlmate truck volume of trucks dellverlng solid waste to the
- dlsposal site.

4, Performs ba51c arrthmetlcal computatlons, including fractions,

"~ -interest, percentages and decimals. - Runs totals using an add-.

ing machine or calculator, reconciles totals with approprlate
records. , ,

5. rlees 1nformat1on to haulers regarding the. p011c1es, regula—""
. -tions, procedures and serv1ces of fac111ty.

6. ‘Acts as cashier .in receiving payments for the dellvery of sol1d
‘ waste to the dlsposal 51te.

:7é ,'Preoares reports summarlzlng dally shift act1v1ty.

RECRUITING REQUIREMENTS- Considerable Sklll in working w1th the
: “public; skill in the operation of cash
register, addlng machlne, calculator; ability to understand and
follow instructions.in applying available guidelines to defined
problems; skill in establishing and maintaining effective worklng
'relat1onsh1ps w1th other employees and- the general publlc. '



&

: EXPERIENCE AND TRAINING: Two years of post high school experience
'in public contact or related clerical work

1nvolv1ng use of the ‘caluculator, ten key adding machine and cash
register and the graduation from a senior high school or successful
completion of a GED program; demonstrated skill in use of the ten
key adding machine with considerable speed and accuracy; or any
satisfactory equivalent combination of experience and training.

. o . . . K

'Adoptéd 4/80

SW:bk - ' L L
7954/88 . ‘ ' o




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
527 S.W. HALL ST., PORTLAND OR. 97201, 503/221-1646

AAE]1Q() /\ (3 E Pq [) /\ SPECIAL COUNCIL SESSION

Date: May 22, 1980
Day: Thursday
Time: 300" plam,

Place: Council Chamber

3:00 p.m. Discussion of Financial Alternatives for Metro

6:00 p.m. Dinner Break




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
527 SW. HALL ST., PORTLAND, OR . 97201, 503/221-1646

MEMORANDUM

Date:  May 22, 1980
To: Metro Council .
From: Rick Gustafson

Regarding: Five-Year Financing Plan

With the approval of Measures 26-10 and 26-11 funding for the
7oo is assured for the next three years. Now we must solve the
basic problem of how to replace Metro's source of local
revenues. The authority to assess dues on local governments
expires at the end of the next fiscal year. This decision
involves setting .an overall policy on the nature of the
organization and how programs will be financed.

The following outline is provided to focus discussion on the
key policy questions and alternatives to be considered in
arrving at a decision on both the amount and source of local
revenues: ‘ : '

I. - POLICY OPTIONS ' -

A.  In what context should areas of-involvement be
selected and program decisions be made? o

1. Set a reasonable revenue or funding limit.

' Changes in program priorities over the negxt 5
years would be made within the limits of"
available funds. Decreases in current functions
might be necessary to initiate new programs.

2. Select preferred areas of involvement then
determine financial needs.

B. What mix 6f revenues is most feasible and desirable?

1. 'Assume a minimum of 55% of the total General
- fund from grants. - _

2. Assume 30% of local revenue requirements could
be derived from fees for service. |

3. If a funding‘limit (A. 1. above) is selectéd,'<

" all new functions, as reflected in the - -




Memorandum
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Operational Plan would be funded through special
~assessments, user fees or enterprise revenues.

II. FUNDING OPTIONS

After the decisions have been made on the amount and the
appropriate mix of revenue sources, additional decisions must
be made on the funding source to meet any further net
requirement for local funding. The following outline focuses
discussion on the various funding options available.

A.

‘ ' 2 -

Legal Parameters on a Property Tax Measure

The following is a summary of the legal'parameters on
property tax measures which must be considered in
planning a financial strategy for the November

election.

1. Serial Levy<

Ade.

a Ll .

After passage of the Zoo serial levy, no .
- additional Metro serial levy w111 be
- eligible for tax relief.

Metro will be 11m1ted to pla01ng on the
ballot one additional operating. serial levy
and one additional capital" serlal levy to- -

" be levied durlng FY 1982

~— -

. Discussion: o B e 7L;i-

These restrictions are'part of'the'tak”
relief law, with passage of the Zoo levy,

Metro will not be .eligible for .tax relief
on any additional serial levy. The tax

relief law also limits Metro to presenting .. = .
- no more than two operating serial levies

and. two capital levies to the voters which -
would go in effect in any one fiscal year.
The two levies for the Zoo count as one
operating request and one capital request

(2 mixed operating and capital levy such as
the "B" Zoo measure counts as a- cap1ta1
request) S :

Tax Base

A tax tase is eligible for tax relief.




Memorandum
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A tax base measure can be placed before the
voters only on a Prlmary or General
election. The November election will be
the last time before May, 1982, that a tax
base may be placed on the ballot.

Discussion:
Thirty percent on any new tax base amount

approved by the voters will be eligible for
tax relief. 1In the future, the amount

. eligible will be a function of a cost of

living and population increase index.

Special One Year Levy

- Ae

A one year levy.in excess of the 69a
limitation may be presented to the voters
at any election.  Up to two attempts for a
special levy could be made.

DlSCUSSlOD:
A special one year operatlhg levy could be

used as a fall back option if tax base and
serial levy measures fail. :

B;f_ Evaluation of Revenue Options

1.

Serial Levy , o | b
’Advantages |
a. A serial levy has an advantage from the

taxpayers point of view because it is
approved for a fixed amount for a fixed
period of time. Polls indicate stronger -
voter support for a serial levy.

There would be no admlnlstratlve cost to
Metro for collectlng the taxs -

While the tax 1tself 1s not elastic, the
total levy can be planned to build carry -
over from the early years to meet oo
inflationary increases durlng the 1ater
years of the levy. ‘ : '
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2. Tax Base
Advantages:
a. Eligible for tax relief.

b. From a financial planning point of view, a
tax base provides a stable, long-term
source of financing.

c. There would be no adminstrative cost to
Metro.

Disadvantages:

a. A tax base has 11tt1e public support
because the tax would not.-have an automatlc‘
explratlon date.

b.  The tax would have a. 11m1ted ab111ty to
- absorb inflationary increases. The tax
, v . would be limited to a six percent a year -
. ‘ ' increase unless voters approved a 1arger
~ ' : increase. . AN :
c. A property tax is not entlrely based on the» .
’ ability to pay. : : : ‘

3. One Year Special Levy T
' ' e BN R
.'Advantages-' . - ’~.X---': a ‘. S PR
a;" This measure would offer Metro an optlon to
-request approval for a property tax after

-the serial levy and tax base optlons had
been expended

D1sadvantages-

o a., Offers only a very short—term fundlng
- - -~ solution. - A

4, Income Tax

Advantages- .
’ ‘ a;_ An income tax would prov1de a 1ong-t1me o
. ‘ _ o revenue source whlch would be hlghly '

- elastic. o
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b. An income tax would'be'based more on the
ability to pay than any other taxing option.

Disadvantages

a. According to the polls, an income tax has
the lowest level of support of any tax
option considered.

b. No other local government presently
- utilizes the income tax.

Cc. An adm1n1strat1ve cost incurred to collect
the tax.

Revenue-Sharing
_Aduantages

~a. Provide source of discretionary funds which

would not require additional voter approval.

- 'Disadvantages.

a. Qualifying for revenue-sharing requires

‘that a property tax is in effect. This
_ means that when the authorization for a Zoo
. serial levy ends, ellglblllty for
; revenue—sharlng would end. :

b. Fundlng authorlzatlon for the
.. revenue- sharlng program could end

S~

C. Flnanc1ng Strategy Optlons

Optlon #1

Metro support

Ser1a1 Levy

Request approval of ‘a ser1al levy for general

-—

: Ana1y51s-‘

A.

Polls 1ndlcate stronger voter support for a L
serial levy than for a. tax base or an income tax -
~even though a serial levy would not be ellglble-

for tax relief. - '

(A
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b. If thlS measure falls, there would be two
options open:
c; A one year special property tax measure.
d. Request funding from the State Legislature.
Option $#2
Tax Base

‘Request a tax base for general Metro and Zoo
operations. Repeal previous Zoo serial levy.

Analysis:

a. Polls indicate little voter support'for a ~-
tax base even though a tax base is e11g1b1e
. for tax rellef .

b.-}zNovember w111 be the last opportunlty for
. o o .- Metro to place a tax base measure on the
o c ~ ballot unitl May, 1982.

‘ c.', If this measure falls, Metro could fall k
3 '"_back on the follow1ng optlonS°~; -

‘ RN ExerC1se the flnal optlon for a ser1a1 1evy.
f'aﬁ;;} Request fundlng from the State Leglslature.}{f:t'
Optlon #3 : | '

Income Tax
Comblne Zoo and General Metro‘operations._\”
Analysis-ﬁ\

o S a. ,'An income tax has the least voter support
~ e _ of any tax option considered.

b.f" No other 1ocal government presently has
-~ approval for an income tax.

-

Option1#4

. S . Revenue-Sharing
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Rely on revenue-sharing for support of General
Metro activities.

Analysis:

a.

Qualifying for revenue-sharing assumee that a
property tax stays in effect.

If authorization for a Zoo serial levy lapsed,

b.
eligibility for revenue-sharing would end.

c. °~ There would be an incentive to pass a tax base
in order to avoid problems of maintaining - .
eligibility for revenue-sharing.

d. Federal authorization for the revenue- sharing
program could terminate. : - :

Variatlon:

Revenue-sharing could be used to offset the
requ1rements estlmated for property tax fundlng.

Optlon #5

One yeer special levy

Request a special one year operatlng levy for
general Metro activities. S
-Aegw

.AnalYSIS : t: . . Ll_ﬂ\ ;o;;ﬁ'o 3

"e;vf'Thie alternative would offer Metro the R

option to request approval for a property
tax after the serial levy and tax base
options had been expended..

b. “‘Offers only a very short term fundlng
solution.

o. ' Not eligible for tax relief.7'ei}:_ﬁ ~




1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

‘8.

9.

10.
1.
12.
CsS/qgl

CONSIDERATIONS IN EVALUATiNG FINANCE OPTIONS
Equity
Certainty
Elasticity .
Duration
Type of.functions, activities and needs to be'fuhaed
Level of'Metrb needé, amount requesfed | R

Eligibility for tax relief

Public acceptance

How understandable by voters
Election costs compared to.tax request amount
Administrative costs .

Precedent,'probiem or value

8247/98

¢




I.. Expeﬁditure Based Projection . ; ' _
7.8766,063

METROPOLITAN SE@VICE DISTRICT
FIVE YEAR PROJECTIONS

“GENERAL ‘FUND

| $4,108,330 - §4,599,528  $4,690,400

$5,090,322

Average 5 year requirement ‘
<ﬁ{fgith 30% Service Fee'pffset . $536,244, ,
 GENERAL FUND 81 . 82 83 84 85 86
Personnel Services - $2;3927742  $2,632,016  $2,895,217 $3,184,739 $3,503,213 $3,853,534
Materials & -Serv.. °1,156,936 - 1,330,476 1,530,047 - 1,759,555 2,023,488 2,327,011
Capital Outlay . ... 14,000 - 14,000° ~ 14,000 .- 14,000 14,000 14,000
Transfers .~ 150,000 - 165,000° ~ -181,500. - 199,650 219,615 241,576
. Contingency . 5 394,652 :_. 318,119 355,141 396,663 443,256 495,563
Total = - $4,108,330 . $4,459,611 $4,975,905 . $5,554,607 $6,203,572 $6,931,684

~ REVENUES B P » .

" Transfers - $ 785,253 $. 862,563 .% 962,495 $1,074,516 $1,200,149 $1,341,116
Enterprise’ 200,000 272204000 242,000 - - 266,200 292,820 - 322,102
Fund Balance ‘. - 250,000 - .394,652. ' 318,119 355,141 396,663 443,256
Interest ' . 20,000 " ° 22,0000 24,200 26,620 29,282 32,210
Grants 2,304,657 2,452,786 2,736,747 . 3,055,033 3,411,964 = 3,812,426
Dues - co 548,420 . o ' ‘

_ Total,-tf§j $4,108,330 $3,952,001 $4,283,561 $4,777,510 $5,330,878 $5,951,110
Net Requirement'f .§ 507,610 § 692,344 $ 777,007 $ 872,694 § 980,574
Less 30% Service Fee oo _(152,283) (207,703) - (233,129) (261,808) (294,172)

- Net Requirement .. %.355,327 % 484,641 '$ 543,968 §$ 610,886 $ 686,402
, II}-Revenué'Based.Projectionu',;A‘::3 T R - ~- :

" Average 5 year requirement’. .. $593,918 -

Transfers . - .$. 785,253 '$ 862,563 § 962,495 .$1,074,516 $1,200,149 $1,341,116

Enterprise - .200,000 . -:220,000 242,000 266,200 292,820 322,102

. Fund Balance - 250,000 .. 394,652 300,000 - 330,000 363,000 399,300

Interest .- 20,000 - 22,000 - 24,200 26,000 29,282 32,210

Grants . 2,304,657 ":2,529,740. 2,579,720 . 2,799,677 - 3,044,245 3,315,064

Dues - RIRL 548,420 -- . 570,573~ 581,985 593,929 695,497 617,606
Total $5,534,993

$6,027,408
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METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

$27 SW. HALL ST,, PORTLAND, OR, 97201, 503/221-1646

MEMORANDUM

May 21, 1980

Date:
To: Cquncil
. From: Jennifer Sims
ﬂgmdmg; Five-Year Operational Plan, Activities

Time

Withdrawn From Further Consideration At This

The following list of potential new areas of involvement has
been withdrawn from further consideration in the Operational

Plan.

Results of the survey, The Next Five Years, and internal

discussions indicate. little public support or regional need for

_ Metro involvement in these activities at.this time. :
‘- unless further consideration is requested by the Metro Council -

Therefore,

there will be no additional staff evaluation and analysis.
Other activities for these and other functions will be presented -
for consideration in the working draft of the Operation Plan.’

. Functions
Aging

" Airports.

Cable TV =

"Children and

s Youth Services

Criminal Justice

Datakprocessing

" . Disaster Preparedness

 Health Care -

‘Activities Withdrawn

From Consideration

.Plan

?1aﬁ} construct .and
operate facilities

>“P13n,'ponddct programs 

" Plan, franchise

Plan

: Conduct progféms,

construct and operate

‘detention facilities

Centralized Service'

Deliver services

Plan

‘Activities Still

Under Consideration

Coofdinate brog£ams
Noné}fff
None ~
None - -

Coordinate'progréms

Plan, coordinate

-programs, distribute

funding -

- None

) Plan

Coordinate prédramé
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Functions;

Hlstorlc Preservatlon Plan, conduct programs'

Human nghts

‘Human Services

Libraries

Pufchasing'a[‘

. Sewers

et

vﬁatér Supplyv:

AR JS bk"ic
dAf' A - 8200/98

Act1v1t1es Wlthdrawn

From Consideration’

“Plan

5911 Communlcatlons‘

Plan, coordlnate programs

Sy N

Plan

Acqu151t10ns, téchnical

assistance, construct

and operate facilities

>Coord1nate programs

Activities still =~ -7
Under Consideration o
Noneg_- i
None

Taiierer e

None

Construct and operatef&i“‘

Conduct“progfaﬁs}~
fac111t1es,3;:Q_

Centrallzed servxce

Construct and operate“'

fac111t1es?jf

t

Construct and operatefh

fac111t1es

) Operate fac111t1es

construct and oPerate:u“-'

“nate plans»“

Rev1ew.and coordl—
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