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METRO

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

AGENDA REGULAR COUNCII MEETING
Date: July 10, 1980

Day: Thursday

Time: 2:00 p.m.

Place: Council Chamber

CALL TO ORDER

CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL ON NON—AGENDA ITEMS
CONSENT AGENDA

2.1 A-95 Review, directly related to Metro

2.2 Minutes of Meetings of June 5 and 16, 1980

ORDINANCES

3.1 PUBLIC HEARING ON Ordinance No. 80-98, Adopting Housing

Goals and Objectives and Providing for Implementation
Thereof (First Reading) (2:05)

RESOLUTIONS

4.1 Resolution No. 80-164, For the Purpose of Approving
Special Zoo Admission Days for Fiscal Year 1981 (2:25)

4.2 Resolution No. 80-165, For the Purpose of Advising Oregon's
Congressional Delegation of the Need to Increase Appropria-
tions for Assuring the Adequate Funding of the Portland
Region Interstate Transfer Program (2:40)

4.3  Resolution No. 80-166, For the Purpose of Endorsing
Tri-Met's Capital Grant Application for Construction of
the Banfield Light Rail Transit Project and Amending the
Transportation Improvement Program (2:55)

NEW BUSINESS

5.1 Adopting Rule to Allow Negotiated Bid for Proposed Re-
source Recovery Facility, Temporary Rule No. CRB 80-4 (3:10)



6 GENERAL DISCUSSION

6.1 Briefing on Air Quality Analysis by Air Quality Manage-
ment Area Committee and Metro and DEQ Staff (3:25)

6.3 Five-Year Operational Plan and Financing Options (3:55)
7 EXECUTIVE SESSION ON LABOR NEGOTIATIONS (4:40)

ADJOURN to Franklin High School at 7:30 p.m.




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

~ METRO AGENDA

Date: July 10, 1980
- Day: ’ Thursdey
.ﬂme: ’2:00 p.m.
Place: Council Chamber

CONSENT AGENDA

The following business 1tems have been reviewed by
. the staff and an officer of the Council. In my
. . opinion, these items meet the Consent List Criteria
’ establlshed by the Rules and Procedures of the Council.

MW

Rick Gustafson
Executlve Officer

2.1 A-95 Rev1ew, dlrectly related to Metro

‘Actlon Requested. Concur 1n staff .findings

2.2 Mlnutes of Meetlngs of June 5 and le, 1980

Action Requested: Approve minutes as 01rculéted

E'\




DIRECTLY RELATED A-95 PROJECT APPLICATIONS UNDER REVIEW

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

FEDERAL $

STATE $

LOCAL $

OTHER $

TOTAL $

Project Title: Youthful Offender Employment (#806-1
Applicant: City of Portland

Project Summary: This project will provide 100
youthful offenders (14-21 years of age) with con-
tinuous training and support services while they arg
institutionalized and after their release with the
goal of placement in unsubsidized employment or
return to school. The project will also establish 4
control group for the purpose of comparing recid-
ivism rates between those receiving such services
and those not.

Staff Recommendation:

Favorable Action

Project Title: National Heritage Plan (#806-L)
Applicant: Oregon Dept. of Transportation
Project Summary: Development of a National Heri-
tage Plan to be included as an element of the
Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan.
The plan will include criteria, priorities and
goals for the preservation of natural areas in Oregg
Staff Recommendation: Favorable Action

Project Title: Technical Resource Program (#806-3)
Applicant: Oregon Dept. of Transportation

Project Summary: Provision of technical assistance
to cities, counties and councils of governments in
the development of public transit programs. Assis-
tance includes service design planning, transit
development programming and operational advice.
Staff Recommendation: Favorable Action

)

$100,000
(CcETA)

$30,000
(Dept.of
Interior -
HCRS)

=]

$75,000
(DOT)

$45,000

$18,750

$100,000

$75,000

$93,750

7/10/80
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‘Agenda Item 2.2

MINUTES OF AN ADJOURNED MEETING
OF THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT.

June 16, 1980

Councilors in Attendance

Pre51d1ng Officer Marge Kafoury
Coun. Donna Stuhr
Coun. . Charles Williamson
Coun. Corky Klrkpatrlck '
"Coun. Jane Rhodes

Coun. Betty Schedeen
Coun. Ernie Bonner

. Coun. Cindy Banzer

Coun. Gene Peterson
Coun. Mike Burton

Coun. Jack Deines

In Attendance

Executive Officer Rick Gustafson

‘ A special meeting of the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
" which was adjourned from the meeting of June 5, 1980, for the purpose

'0f hearing public testimony on Ord. No. 80-91 (establishing a Local-
Improvement District for the Johnson Creek: flood control project),
was held at 7:00 p.m. in the auditorium at Marshall High School, 3905
S.E. 91st Avenue, Portland, Oregon.

‘After declaration of a quorum, the meeting was called to order by
- Presiding Officer Kafoury at 7:10 p.m.

- It having been ascertained that it was the consensus of the Council
to do so, the Clerk read Ordinance No. 80-91 the first time by title
only. -

Coun. Rhodes and Executive Officer Gustafson explained the history
of the Johnson Creek problem and outlined the process that led to _
the formation of the L.I.D. Time lines for the project and costs of
the various phases were discussed, and remonstrance procedures were
explained. Mr. Gustafson presented the staff report.

Ms. Kafoury announced that the second reading and Council action on
the ordinance would occur at a meeting to be held at 7:30 p.m. on
June 26, 1980, at the Metro offices, 527 S.W. Hall St., Portland.
The public hearing was then opened. - ‘

6/16/80 - 1



‘Metro Council 4
Minutes of June 16, 1980

Mr. John Lang, 621 S.W. Alder, Portland, spoke on behalf of City ‘
~ Commissioner Mike Lindberg and expressed the City of Portland's
support of the Johnson Creek proposal and formation of the L.I.D.

Mr. George Muir, 9635 S.E. Glenwood, Portland, yielded the floor to
the next speaker in order to participate in a group presentation by
representatives of Oregon Fair Share.

Col. Terence Connel, Corps of Engineers, P.0. Box 2946, Portland,
explained the Corps' involvement in the project and discussed its
eligibility for federal funding.

;Mr. George Muir, speaking for Oregon Fair Share, pointed out that a
- lot of people were confused by the notice and did not understand the .
remonstrance procedure.

Ms. Lettie Barrett, 4479 S.E. Logus Rd., Milwaukie, felt that notices
should have been mailed out earlier, adding that Fair Share was in

favor of the Johnson Creek project but protested the method in which
it was being handled.

Laura McMahon, 6131 S.E. 87th, Portland, explained that Fair Share
- felt that a project such as that proposed for Johnson Creek should
accommodate citizen 1nput from the very beginning of the plannlng
stage.

Ms. Sherry Winter, 10146 S.E. Long, Portland, conveyed Fair Share's .
request that the remonstrance date be delayed and that the entire :
Council attend a neighborhood-run meeting.

Presiding Officer Kafoury pointed out that the Council would not be
‘making a decision on the formation of the L.I.D. at the public hearing
and promised that an extension of the remonstrance deadline would

be considered before the end of the meeting.

‘Mr. Rick Bauman, 5527 S.E. 54th, Portland, supported formation of
the L.I.D. because it would represent a savings in the long run. -

He felt, however, that criticism of the remonstrance procedure was
valid.

Ms. Wlnter again suggested that the meetlng be adjourned to ‘a Fair
Share hearing on July 23.

A brief recess was called to permit the Council to confer on the
suggestion.

Mr. Gustafson acknowledged overcrowding in the room and asked that
the aisles be cleared, recommending that Council schedule an additional
hearing as soon as possible to continue taking testimony.

Coun. Stuhr moved, seconded by Coun. Banzer, that another public
hearing be conducted on June 23. Following discussion, a vote was

taken on the motion. All Councilors present voting aye, the motion
carried. ~

6/16/80~ 2



MeEro Councii '
Minutes of June 16, 1980

In response to a question about the date, Mr. Gustafson explained
that the purpose of the motion was to allow an opportunity to find

an adequate place to hold the public hearing, and that there was no
reason for a further delay. He then announced that the Fire Marshall
had ordered that the aisles be cleared if the meetlng was to- contlnue.
The Fire Marshall repeated the request. : .

Ms. Kafoury then reminded the participants of the June 23 meeting.

Mr. Donald H. Thom, 2317 S.E. 147th Ave., Portland, expressed his
belief that inclusion of his property within the L.I.D. boundary
- violated ORS 268.310.

.Ms; Debra Svatos, 14143 S.E; Steele, Portland, complained that the
Council was dictating to citizens rather than involving them.

. Mr. Marvin Harper, 17780 S. Anderson Rd., felt that his property

was not affected by the flooding and should not be included in the
L.I.D.

"Mr. Sam Anderson, 1616 Federal Bldg., Portland, Administrative Assis-
- tant for Congressman Bob Duncan, reviewed historically the federal
involvement in-the Johnson Creek project, and warned that delay of
the project at this point would mean the loss of federal funding.

Mr. Robert Hughes, 2987 S.E. 184th Pl., Gresham, felt that drainage
from his property did not contribute to the problem and expressed
dissatisfaction with the remonstrance procedure.

'Mr. Henry C. Marty, 6421 S.E. 91st, Portland, felt that the Highway
. Department had contributed heavily to the problem and should help .
- fund the project.

Ms.'Margaret Horning, 13477 S.E. Bush, Portland, expressed strong

' support for the proposal.-

Mr. Harold Westlund, 3252 S.E. l76th Pl., Portland, objected to the
remonstrance procedure.

Mr. R. T. Howard, 9999 S.E. Frenchacres Dr., Portland, felt that the
proposal should have appeared on the primary ballot and that a
service district should have been formed.

Ms. Lillie Moore, 4001 S.E. Johnson Creek Blvd., Portland, felt
that Eastmoreland should have been included in the L.I.D..

Mr. Leo Marsh, 2730 S.E. 159th, Portland, wondered about the rela-
tionship between the proposed Johnson Creek L.I.D. and the proposal
‘to form a new city in East Multnomah County for the purpose of in-
stalling sewers. Presiding Officer Kafoury explained that that was
- a separate issue. ' ' ‘

Mr. Robert F. Shepperd, 12730 N.E. Rose Pkwy., Portland, questloned

the legality of assessing property at the higher rate contained in
the second notice if that notice had not been received.

6/16/80 - 3



 Metro Council .
"Minutes of June 16, 1980 -

Ms. Ruth Matheny, 6305 S.E. Clatsop, Portland, felt that runoff from .
her property did not go into Johnson Creek. r

. Mr. Dale Matheny, 6305 S.E. Clatsop, Portland, felt that the cost
- of the project should be borne by residents on Johnson Creek, and
that the L.I.D. procedure was undemocratic.

Mr. Fred J. Hopp, 10355 S.E. Foster Road, Portland, supported the pro-
posal, explalnlng that flooding of Johnson Creek forced closure of
his business when the road was under water.

Mr. Ronald D. Porter, 8643 S.E. Orient Dr.; Gresham, remarked that

a lot of .people wanted something done about Johnson Creek but objected
to the L.I.D. procedure. ’

. Ms. Charlotte Sanford, 4407 S. E' Howe St., Milwaukie, testified that
they could not afford to pay additional taxes, and that their surface
.water did not contribute to the flooding.

Ms. Magdalen B. Fisher, 4229 S.E. 103rd, Portland, felt that people
who chose to live on Johnson Creek should pay for the project.

Mr. Otto Knapp, 4402 S.E. Howe St., Milwaukie, believed the notifica-
tion of property owners was inadequate.

Ms. Doris A. Barto, 4207 S.E. Corell, Milwaukie, felt that the issue
should be put on the ballot. She suggested that notification be sent

dlrectly to property owners rather then mortgageholders, and be put
in envelopes.

Mr, Harley J. Phelps, 9394 S.E. 42nd, Milwaukie, objected to the re-
monstrance process and felt that construction should never have been
permltted on the floodplain.

Mr. John Vogl, 16410 S.E. Stephens Ct., Portland, felt the remonstrance

" procedure was unfair and objected to paying taxes to enhance property
owned by someone else.

Mr. Glenn Sjodin, 15042 S.E. Grant, Portland, called.for.a special
. electlon to determine the issue.

Mr. George Kitzmiller, 5010 S.E. 113th, Portland, expressed opposition

to Phase III of the proposal and wondered why people were permitted to
build in a flood area.

~ Ms. Catherine Sohm, 7212 S.E. 17th Ave., Portland, spoke as President.
of the Sellwood/Moreland Improvement League. She suggested that

people participate in or form neighborhood associations, remarking

that her organization had been in touch with the proposal for over a
year. While they took no formal action on the proposal because they
were not directly involved, she felt the availability of federal

funding for the project should not be overlooked. . .

Mr. Fred R. Fish, 7415 S.E. 86th Ave., Portland, opposed the project
because he felt there was no future in it.

6/16/80 - 4




. 'Metro Counc1l

4'?__M1nutes of June 16, 1980.

Ms. Sylvia Zitek, 153 S.E. Roberts, Gresham, did not feel she should
"be taxed for someone else's beneflt.

Ms. Neva Endicott, 10313 S.E. Reedway, Portland, commented that they
had no knowledge of the flood area when they bought their property.
She felt that people should be willing to‘give assistance to each
other and remarked that it was more expensive to repeatedly clean up
after the floods than it would be to fund the L.I.D.

Mr. Joseph J. Hartmann, 6235 S.E. Clatsop, Portland, felt that his
drywells prevented his surface water from draining into the creek.

Mr. Jim Worthington, 640 N.E. 87th, Portland, felt that people should
have taken advantage of previous opportunities to become involved

in the Johnson Creek project, and urged participation in neighborhood
associations.

Mr. Frank Fleck, 7507 S.E. 105th, Portland, believed that most of
the properties within the L.I.D. boundary were not affected by the
creek, and complained that the process was undemocratic.

"Mr. Roger Fisher, 2020 S.W. Eastwood, Gresham, thought the project
should be paid for by those who benefited from and contributed to
~the problem, and complained that citizen involvement had been inadequate.

Mr. Jim Heim, 13010 S.E. Salmon St., Portland, stated that the entire
project had been bungled and should be put on the ballot.

Mr. Gomes, 9241 S.E. Boise, Portland, suggested that the taxation
should be based on the amount of acreage owned rather than the assessed
value, and spoke agalnst the proposal.

Mr. John C. Freeman, 15010 S.E. McLoughlin, Milwaukie, read a letter
he had delivered to Mr. Gustafson on behalf of the North Clackamas
Chamber of Commerce, expressing their opposition to the program.

" Mr. Howard Willits, 11848 S.E. Powell, Portland, said that if he was

part of the problem he wanted and needed to be a part of the solution.

Mr. Chuck Knutson, 10344 S.E. Yukon, suggested that Council make a
motion to hold another public hearing on July 23.

Presiding Officer Kafoury remarked that the meeting had gone past
~ the time for adjournment and noted the necessity that the building
be closed. She reminded those present that a motion to continue
the meeting to June 23rd had been made and passed.

Coun. Banzer moved, seconded by Coun. Kirkpatrick, that the public
hearing be continued to Thursday, June 26, at a place where a larger
number of people could be accommodated; that the deadline for remon-

strances be extended to June 23; and that persons in the district be
notified of the time and place of the meeting both personally and
through all available media.

6/16/80 - 5



- Metro Council . o
Minutes of June 16, 1980

A vote was taken on the motion. All Councilors present voting aye, ‘
the motion carried. The meeting was thereupon adjourned until 7: 00
p.m. on Thursday, June 26, 1980, at a place to be announced.

Respectfully submitted,

thia Wichmann
lerk of the Council

g%)” o B el
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TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Agenda Item 3.1

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council
Executive Officer
Housing Goals and Objectives

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A.

B.

ACTION REQUESTED: First reading of Ordinance No. 80-98
adopting Housing Goals and Objectives.

POLICY IMPACT: Adoption of Housing Goals and Objectives
would replace previous housing goals, objectives and
policies developed by CRAG.

BUDGET IMPACT: No budget impacts are anticipated for

FY 1980. Budget impacts for FY 1981 are incorporated in
the Metro budget as approved June 26, 1980. Adoption of
the Housing Goals and Objectives will be followed by
public discussion and subsequent Council determinations as
to appropriate implementation options. The outcome of
that process would begin to have budget impacts in

FY 1982, but their exact nature or magnitude will depend

upon the results of the pending discussions and determina-
tions.

ITI. ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: Metro's involvement in housing stems largely
from the fact that housing issues are areawide in scope,
i.e., consumers obtain housing in a market that is
metropolitanwide. Realization of this has led to
decisions such as LCDC's Seaman v. Durham case in which
the need for areawide housing planning by an agency such
as CRAG or Metro is stressed. 1In addition, the establish-
ment by Metro of an Urban Growth Boundary has caused some
concerns as to how the housing requirements of a growing
population can be met within the confines of such a
Boundary. Housing Policy Alternatives Committee (HPAC)
conducted extensive deliberations on such issues before
reaching the conclusions and proposals incorporated in the
accompanying Goals and Objectives. An attached memorandum
(Exhibit A) regarding Housing Goals and Objectives,

Background and Public Involvement, provides more detailed
information.

In response to comments of the Regional Planning Committee
and Legal Counsel, the following changes have been made in
the original Discussion Draft submitted by HPAC in April,
1980.

il The term "Objectives" is used in place of "Policies."



2. All Goals have been renumbered consecutively. ‘

3. Sections entitled "Clarification of Key Concepts" and
"Implementation™ have been added to the INTRODUCTION
AND BACKGROUND.

4, Definitions have been added for the following terms:
"ensure," "goal," "multiple family," objective,"
"single family," standard," "strategy," "tactic" and
"target."

55 Clarifying language has been added to the INTRODUC-
TION AND BACKGROUND concerning "Relationship to Other
Metro Goals and Objectives and LCDC Goal #10
(Housing) ."

6. A new Goal and related Objectives addressing the
issue of environmental quality in higher density
housing has been added under NEW HOUSING. Supporting
assumptions for this addition have also been added.

i A Supplement (Exhibit B) has been prepared that
explains "Possible Implementation Options" and "Use
in the Review of Local Comprehensive Plan."

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: A number of alternatives were
considered by HPAC before making its recommendations. At .
the outset, CRAG's Initial Housing Policies, previous

staff and Council reviews of housing issues, and staff

papers on goals and objectives were available to HPAC. A
Task Force of HPAC was created to draft entirely new goal
statements and redraft previous policy statements to

support the recommended goals. These all involved

numerous alternative versions prior to final approval of

the full document.

Review of the HPAC Discussion Draft document by the
Regional Planning Committee on June 9, 1980, resulted in
changes or alternatives that have been incorporated into
an "Amended Discussion Draft" as noted above. Other
changes or alternatives were presented in testimony
received at the public hearing held jointly by the
Regional Planning Committee and HPAC on June 17, 1980.
These additional changes or alternatives are described in
summaries of oral testimony and written comments

(Exhibit C attached herewith), but no determination as to
their incorporation into the document has been made.

CONCLUSION: HPAC completed preparation of Metro Housing
Goals and Policies in Discussion Draft form. These have

been reviewed by the Regional Planning Committee (June 9),
presented to local jurisdiction representatives (June 12), ’
and comments received in a public hearing (June 17).

Legal Counsel has recommended the document be retitled,
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First reading of Ordinance No. 80-98 adopting Metro Hous-
ing Goals and Objectives (Exhibit D) should proceed based

on an Amended Discusion Draft, attached herewith, that
incorporates changes requested by the Regional Planning
Committee and Legal Counsel. (NOTE: Copies of Exhibit D
may be obtained from the Clerk of the Council.)



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING HOUSING - ) ORDINANCE NO. 80-98

‘GOALS AND OBJECTIVES AND PROVIDING ) , | v

FOR IMPLEMENTATION THEREOF. ) Introduced by the Regional
_— ) Planning Committee

. THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE}DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1. Authority and Purpose

This ordinance is adopted pursuant to ORS 268.380 (1) and
(2) for the purpose of adopting and implementing regionwide land use
planning goals and objectives related to housing.

Section 2. Adoption

The goals and objectives contained in the document
entitled "Metro Housing Goals and Objectives," July, 1980, attached
hereto and incorporated herein, or on file at Metro offices, are

hereby adopted. : _ l

N

Section 3. Implementation

(a) The Metro Housing Goals and Objectives shall be

'impieménted as provided in the Introduction section Oﬁ the Goals and

. Objectives document referred to in Section 2 of this ordinance.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

1this day of July, 1980.

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

' Clerk of the Council

AJ/gl/8705/33



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT EXHIBIT A -

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

‘tip

"METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: June 26, 1980
To: Council
" From: Executive Officer

Regarding: Housing Goals and Objectives Background and
Public Involvement

The following narrative explains the background and public ,
involvement basis for -adoption of the Metro Housing Goals and
Objectives:

1. Metro has the statutory authority to adopt land use goals
and objectives pursuant to ORS 268 provided they are "consis-
tent" with Statewide Goals and Guidelines adopted by LCDC in
accordance with ORS 197.005 to 197.430. . '

2. LCDC Opinion and Order No. 77-025 (Seaman v. City of
‘ ' Durham, April 18, 1978) indicates that Metro is expécted by
LCDC to coordinate and aid local jurisdictions in their efforts
_to define the meaning and application of Statewide 7ousing Goal
#10 within the Portland metropolitan area. '

3. Subsequent clarifying correspondence (W. J. Kvérsten to
Denton U. Kent, November 21, 1978) indicates. that LCDC further
"expects the planning coordination body of the CRAG*MSD area to
provide local jurisdictions with a fair-share housing alloca-
tion for both assisted and nonassisted (i.e., market-level)
housing." Both LCDC Goal #2 and Goal #10 are cited as the
reasons for this expectation. , ,f o

4. The responsibilities specified in both the Seaman v. City
of Durham case and subsequent clarifying correspondence can
best be accomplished if Metro has adopted, under its Goals and
Objectives authority: (a) statements of regional housing
ideals, or desired ends or conditions; and (b) statements. of -
specific aims or ends towards which Metro and Metro|area local

jurisdictions will direct their efforts in-reachingithe stated

goals.

5. The substance of the Discussion Draft documentLrecommended
by the HPAC is intended to provide: (a) a basis for Metro to
prepare and adopt (as further objectives or as a functional
plan) a regional market-level housing allocation plan respon-

‘ sive to regional needs and LCDC expectations; (b) al basis for

|

|



Memorandum
June 26, 1980
Page 2

the review by Metro of local comprehensive plans for compliance
with Goal #10 in post-acknowledgment reviews or plans submitted
for acknowledgment after June 30, 1981 (or another similar
specific date); and (c) a basis for Metro to undertake other
housing-related initiatives to accomplish the ends and aims set
forth. -

6. The major regional issues addressed in the document are:
(a) the high cost of housing and what Metro and Metro area
local jurisdictions can do to moderate its continued rise,
“including the provision of sufficient and appropriate land to
avoid shortages within the Metro UGB; (b) the extent to which
less expensive housing opportunities may be geographically
restricted and what Metro and Metro area local jurisdictions
can do to ensure that such opportunities (in market-level as
well as publicly assisted housing) are more evenly or fairly
distributed; and (c) the importance of achieving regional hous-
ing patterns that are enviromentally of the highest possible
quality, take maximum advantage of major capital investments
(e.g., transit, sewers, parks, etc.) and are energy efficient.

7. Metro's Housing Policy Alternatives Committee (HPAC) has
conducted extensive deliberations since October, 1979, concern-
ing factual findings and assumptions appropriate for drafting
such statements of desired ends and aims. Their deliberations
began in December, 1979, culminating in the full HPAC's
approval in April, 1980, of the document entitled "Discussion
Draft, Metro Housing Goals and Policies."

8. The recommendations of HPAC were first reported to the
Metro Council's Regional Plarning Committee on May 5, 1980, and
discussed by that Committee on June 9, 1980. Metro area local
jurisdictions representatives were briefed on the Discussion
Draft at a meeting at the Metro office on June 12, 1980; a
public hearing, sponsored jointly by the Regional ‘Planning
Committee and HPAC was held on June 17, 1980, to receive testi-
mony on the Discussion Draft. Notification concerning the
public hearing was accomplished by notices to media, to local
jurisdiction representatives and representatives of citizen
involvement organizations. ’ ‘

9. Certain additions to the Discussion Draft were approved at
the Regional Planning Committee's June 9 meeting which are
described in a Memorandum ("Additions to the Discussion Draft,
Metro Housing Goals and Policies™) dated June 1l. These have
been incorporated into the document before the Metro Council
for first reading.




Memorandum
June 26, 1980
Page 3 .

10. The above Memorandum also includes.descriptions of various
implementation options potentially available to Metro, which is
provided only as general information and not as an indication
of Metro commitment to do them (unless such a commitment
already in fact exists). These have been incorporated into a
Supplement to the Goals and Objectives document.

11. The above Memorandum also includes a description of how
the Goals and Objectives would be used in the review of local
jurisdiction plans. This material specifies what Metro must do
before the Goals and Objectives become requirements for local
plans to ensure a clear understanding as to how local plans
will be affected by the adoption of the Housing Goals and
Objectives. This material has also been incorporated into a
Supplement to the Goals and Objectives document.

HB/gl
8629/D4
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EXHIBIT B

METRO HOUSING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES SUPPLEMENT

POSSIBLE IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS

and

USE IN REVIEW OF LOCAL COMPREHENSIVE PLANS

July, 1980



POSSIBLE IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS

4

Decisions regarding the most appropriate implementation methods for
Metro to carry out the Housing Goals and Objectives remain to be
made. This Supplement describes possible options available to Metro

as a basis for discussion. 1In general, they involve three types of
. activities:

1. Adoption of further regional objectives, plans or programs
that are or include specific standards, proposals or other
measures that translate goals and objectives into action.
Examples of this type are performance standards adopted as
objectives and used in plan review; a market-level housing
allocation plan; Metro's Areawide Housing Opportunity
Plan; and a regional capital improvement program. ‘

2, Involvement by Metro in services, projects or other direct
actions that carry out objectives.- Technical or financial
assistance, legislative involvement, and demonstration
projects are typical activities of this type.

3. Review, comment and changes required concerning local.
comprehensive plans, and programs or projects receiving
federal assistance. LCDC acknowledgment reviews and A-95
Reviews are typical review and comment activities. :

Brief descriptions of a number of such implementation options (not
necessarily all-inclusive) are included below. Where marked by an
asterisk (*) the activity is substantially or in part a Metro com-
mitment already. In other cases, no decision has been made to
commit Metro to undertake the activity.

1. Regional Objectives, Plans or Programs

* Market-Level Housing Allocation Plan -- Preparation of a
regional plan and strategies to achieve the expansion and
dispersal of the market supply of rental, lower and least cost
housing. 1In concept, the plan and its strategies will include

- the identification of problems by submarket areas, criteria for
local plan evaluation, targets that quantify desired local ‘and

_ Metro aims, and incentives to attain them. The plan will con-
sider existing and planned public services, transit facilities,
job opportunities as well as vacant land, fiscal capacities,
conservation of existing housing and low-income and minority
concentrations. Analysis and adjustment of the relationships
between housing goals and other Statewide Goals, particularly
Goal #5 (Open Space), Goal #7 (Natural Hazards), Goal #8
(Recreation), Goal #9 (Economy), Goal #11 (Public Facilities)
and Goal #12 (Transportation) will be of major importance.




* Areawide Housing Opportunity Plan (AHOP) -- Adopted in March,
1979, the AHOP constitutes the Metro allocation plan for
assisted (i.e., non-market) housing. Participation by local
jurisdictions in the AHOP is considered equivalent to consis-
tency with Metro policies on assisted and fair housing. Metro
is monitoring housing proposals receiving federal housing
assistance in relation to AHOP site location criteria (through
the A-95 Review process); funding and production of assisted
housing will also be monitored (beginning October, 1980) for
consistency with the three-year goals set by the AHOP.
Amending and updating the AHOP will be done as necessary.

* Regional Capital Improvement Plan -- This activity is designed
to prioritize capital improvement needs within the Metro area,
and to develop the capability to assist local governments in
the planning and finance of capital improvements. Areas within
the UGB where infrastructure inadequacy is a major obstacle to
the availability of residential land would be given special
attention. The plan will include criteria for evaluating local
plans, quantification of local and Metro aims, and incentives
to attain them.

2. Direct Metro Services

Technical Assistance (Model Requlations) -- This activity
‘Includes establishing Metro criteria defining "excessive local
administrative procedures, fees, regulations and growth manage-
ment strategies." 1In the context of these criteria, technical
assistanceé would be provided to cities and counties to help
them improve and streamline their housing regulatory systems.
This activity would include research of housing regulation
methods as a basis for drafting model ordinances. Assistance
to local governments in adopting model ordinances would be
provided. - '

Technical Assistance (Urban Infill/Land Banking) -- Provide

- Technical assistance to the private sector in locating,
assembling and developing by-passed urban residential sites.

" This activity would provide information on the location and
availability of such sites, as well as research necessary to
maintain such a data file. A Metro-sponsored "land banking"
program, implemented through a non-profit development corpora-
tion, would be a further extension of this activity.

Technical Assistance (Historic Designation) -- Provide techni-
cal assistance to the private sector or local jurisdictions to
document and submit applications for historic landmark designa-
tions to the State of Oregon's Historic Preservation Office.
Finding qualified persons familiar with landmark designation
requirements and procedures, referring them to potential appli-

cants and monitoring progress, would probably be the extent of
Metro involvement.




* Land Monitoring System -- Maintain data on the quantity and

quality of urban vacant land, the rate of vacant land conver-
sion, the price at which vacant land is being supplied to the
market and the price effect of the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)
and other public policies. This activity includes the annual
updating of the Metro land use inventory, highlighting in
particular the changes in land use. The data and its analysis
will be used to evaluate requests to change the UGB and other
Metro land use ordinances and to evaluate continuously the need
to amend the UGB. '

Condominium Conversion Strategy -- Develop background analysis
of condominium conversion activity in the Metro area, and "
prepare an areawide strategy to ensure that conversion of
existing rentals meets minimum criteria. This activity could
include preparation of a model implementing ordinance for use
by local government, or if considered necessary and appropri-
ate, direct adoption and enforcement by Metro.

AHOP Outreach Activities ~- These activities encompass the
preparation and dissemination of informational material helpful
to potential recipients of housing assistance. Sponsorship by
Metro of workshops in minority neighborhoods, or to assist
developer/builders to undertake assisted projects, or involve-
ment in housing counseling and referral through cooperative
efforts with public and private agencies typify this implemen-
tation alternative. - :

' Legislative Proposals -- Liaison with legislative commi ttees

and legislators may be necesary to achieve implementation of
some policy commitments. An effective voice in the legislative
process, under these circumstances, would be an important
implementing tool. One such proposal could involve the
investigation of property tax procedures that interfere with
the availability of buildable land within the Urban Growth
Boundary. Farm Tax Referrals, for example, are a questionable
public policy when placed on lands that have been designated
for urban use. The nature and extent of such problems would be
surveyed and alternate legislative proposals drafted as
appropriate. : ’

Finance Assistance -- This implementation alternative concerns
the direct involvement of Metro in housing finance, much as the -
state of Oregon plays a significant role in securing housing
mortgage money for the State's low income persons and veterans.
Such an approach to implementing housing policies should be
preceded by a careful investigation as to its feasibility and,
if feasible, what form such a program might best take.

Joint Development -- Where major capital improvements are being
installed, Metro could investigate and implement ways to take

maximum advantage of such improvements by supportive joint land
use patterns. Capital improvements such as transit stations or
sewer facilities would be analyzed to determine how they affect




development, re-development or conservation of neighborhoods
and proposals promoted to reinforce the link between the
capital improvements and related development activity.

Demonstration Projects -- This activity involves projects to
demonstrate the feasibility of innovative ways to reduce hous-
ing costs through site planning, construction techniques and/or
changes in government regulatory approaches. A pro:ect to
demonstrate the advantages of "optimum value engineering”
through an exhibit, or demonstrations of how regulatory proce- -
dures can affect housing costs, exemplify this implementation
alternative. Other demonstration projects would be oriented to
demonstrations of how land use patterns can be modified to
achieve energy conservation or air quality improvements.

3. Metro Review and Comment

A-95 Review -- Review of local government or private sector

TC:ss

requests for federal grant assistance .in housing or housing-
related programs or projects. Proposals for such assistance
are reviewed for consistency with adopted regional policies,
plans, etc. This include activities necessary to resolve
inconsistencies, but normally it does not involve an appeals
process.

Plan Review —— Review of local comprehensive plans, ordinances
and land use actions for consistency with regional housing
policies. This implementation alternative includes activities
necessary to resolve inconsistencies between local plans and
regional policies, i.e., accomplishing changes in either, as
well as making appeals to the State Land Use Board of Appeals.
Local plan/regional policy consistency will be guided by: (1)
local jurlsdlctlon inclusion of policies paralleling regional

policies in their plans; or (2) criteria adopted by Metro for
plan review purposes. :
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USE IN REVIEW OF LOCAL COMPREHENSIVE PLANS

How regional goals and objectives affect local jurisdictions is a
matter of sufficient importance and interest to justify a separate
and detailed discussion. This is particularly true because Metro has
the statutory capacity to require changes in local comprehensive plans
' to achieve consistency with regional objectives. 1In the case of some
housing objectives, consistency could be achieved relatively simply
by local jurisdiction adoption of a policy paralleling the Metro

"~ objective. 1In other cases, standards are necessary to determine
‘specifically what constitutes "consistency.”™ The use of reglonal
objectives for plan review purposes must also be conducted in the
context of previous agreement between LCDC, Metro and local jurisdic-
tions as to the scheduling of local plan "re—openlngs" i.e., the time
subsequent to plan acknowledgment when local plans became reviewable
and changes can be considered.

Where plan review is an important means of implementation, certain
actions will be necessary to define consistency between: local plans
and Metro Goals and Objectives. These are:

1. Adoption by Metro of a requirement that objectives be
incorporated dlrectly into local comprehensive plans at
"re-opening"” or in plans submitted for acknowledgment
after ~ 1981. Additionally, if performance
standards are necessary to define consistency,one of the
following actions will also be taken.

2, Adoptlon by Metro of a Market-Level Housing Allocation plan
(in addition to the already-adopted-Areawide Housing
Opportunity Plan) with performance standards sufficient to
define local plan consistency with Metro objectives.

3. Adoption by Metro of a regional capital improvement plan
with performance standards sufficient to define local plan
consistency with Metro objectives.

I Adoption by Metro of performance standards concerning
"excessive local requirements" sufficient to define local
plan cons1stency w1th Metro objectlves.

Where objectives are implementable directly through incorporation in
local plans, only action #1 above is necessary. In other cases,
where regional criteria are needed, action #1 must be accompanied by
actions $2, or 3, or #4.

The regional housing goals and objectives will not become require-
ments for local comprehensive plans unless and until the appropriate
‘actions occur. The following tables summarize which of the above
actions would be appropriate to establish local plan/regional policy
consistency for the various housing objectives. Where other (i.e.,

non-plan review) 1mp1ementat10n means are approprlate, they are so
noted.
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METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT ~ EXHIBIT C

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

MEMORANDUM

Date: June 26, 1980
To: Metro Council
From: Metro Housing Staff

Regarding: Housing Goals and . Policies - Public Hearing
Testimony Summary - June 17, 1980

public hearing was called to order by Housing Policy

.  'A1ternatives Committee Chairman Burton Weast at 7:03 p.m.

Following are summaries of testimony given by persons
testifying at the public hearing:

1.

Sumner Sharp, 2352 NW Marshall, Chairman, Housing
Committee, Metro Human Relations Commission (MHRC).

Housing goals and policies should deal with three key
things: (1) production of housing; (2) conservation of
existing housing stock; and (3) equitability. The Metro
Goals and Policies as proposed, do address each of these
and are thus steps in the right direction.

Fair Housing goals and policies are supported by Metropoli-
tan Human Relations Commission (MHRC). Goals and policies
regarding Fair Housing should stress involvment of the

_private sector and include a statement regarding discrimi-

nation against children in housing. Jurisdictions have the
responsibility to accept their fair share of growth (hous-
ing) in the future. If this does not occur, sanctions
should be used against them, such as the use of negative
A-95 Reviews.

Energy issues are important, especially mandatory weatheri-
zation on a regional basis. To be effective, goadls and
policies must be implemented through strategies that

include capital improvement programming and use of regional -
bonding for sewers.

Suggested 1ookin§ into establishment of a Regional Housing
Council for Fair-Share Housing.

Robert H., Glascock, 510 NW 23rd #5, Representing the
Portland Gray Panthers, 1819 NW Everett, Portland. (Written
submittal attached.)
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The Gray Panthers believe that there should be housing
available for all people, at prices they can afford, in

. locations that meet their needs and lifestyles.

Particular concern was expressed that affordable rental
housing be available in the metropolitan area for low and
moderate-income persons, the elderly, handicapped and
families with children. The Housing Policy Alternatives
Committee has done a good job in drafting the proposed
Goals and Policies and has dealt with many of the issues
that concern the Gray Panthers. Strong support was
expressed for the Affordable Housing Goal #2. The Gray
Panthers have advocated policies that ensure comprehensive
plans contain opportunities for lower cost housing in a
variety of locations, not limited to high traffic areas
(e.g., Affordable Housing Goal #1, Policy e and Assisted
Housing Goal #5, Policy c). Strong support was expressed
for the policy to retain the existing multi-family rental
housing stock (Affordable Housing Goal 3, Policy b).
Existing multi-family rental housing is about the only
housing that is affordable for low and moderate-income
persons. New housing cannot be built without subsidies, or .
tax breaks, at rent levels that low and moderate-income
people can afford. ‘

The Gray Panthers ask that Metro maintain, and even
strengthen, its commitment to lower-cost housing, :
especially rental housing in a variety of locations, by
adopting the Metro Housing Goals and Policies..

Mr. Duncan Brown, Representing Multnomah County, Division
of Planning and Development, Department of Environmental
Services, 2115 SE Morrison, Portland. (Written submittal
attached.)

Proposed Metro Housing Goals and Policies represent a major
commitment to housing related issues on a regional basis.

The proposed Goals and Policies appear to go far beyond

LCDC Goal #10 requirements and will result in a potential
reduction of local flexibility as to residential use and
density control, while failing to ensure affordable housing.

Three main problems are summarized as:

a. Use of the word "choice" was objected to -- substitute
instead the word "flexibility." If enforced as
written, the Goals and Policies will limit a local
jurisdiction's ability to provide housing in a manner .
consistent with their desired character.
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b. Use of word "ensure" was objected to. Commits Metro
and possibly local jurisdictions to a variety of
actions which may be economically, politically or
legally undesirable to implement.

c. Reservations were expressed about some of the
suggested implementation strategies of the Housing
Goals and Policies. These mainly concerned:

(1) Market level allocation plan (need by housing
type cannot be quantified and, therefore, an
allocation by type is not feasible).

(2) Ownership/tenure controls (condominium conversion
question has not been sufficiently researched to
impose controls).

Mark Greenfield commented that in LCDC's document entitled,
Housing Planning .in Oregon, "flexibility" means choice. He
also referred to the Section in the June 9, memorandum -

-regarding additions to the draft Goals and Policies which

explained their use in reviewing local comprehensive plans.

Mr. Brown indicated that an allocation plan based on need

by housing type is unreasonable and that need by cost is
more feasible.

Councilor Gene Peterson asked Mr. Brown for alternative
language to the specific questions raised. Mr. Brown
indicated he would attempt to get some alternative language
drafted as soon as possible. '

Tom Dennehy, 16421 NE Holladay St., Portland, 97230.
(Written submittal attached.)

Mr. Dennehy explained to the Committee that the Goals and
Policies revealed the heavy hand of the government on :
citizens. He asked: Where do I go to lay blame if I don't
like something in the Goals and Policies?

He raised questions about Existing Housing Goal #2, Policy
a. and how it can be ensured. He recommended its deletion.
In Fair Housing Goal #1, he indicated the words "sexual
preference™” ought to be deleted. He distributed an article
entitled, "Political Economy," by Paul Craig Roberts, Wall
Street Journal, Thursday 12, 1979 (Attached).

Mr. Dennehy read a quotation by Justice Brandeis:
"Experience should teach us to be most on our guard to
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protect liberty when the government's purposes are
beneficient...." The government no longer has respect for
private property. The free enterprise system should be
left alone. Recommended that the word "ensure" be changed
to "encourage." '

Councilor Cindy Banzer suggested that a paragraph be placed
in the forthcoming newsletter about the Goals and Policies
and schedule for adoption.

Anita Gluck, 4420 SE 64th, Portland, Oregon.

Ms. Gluck believes Metro needs to move ahead on the Housing
Goals and Policies now. She noted that the Goals and
Policies are responsive to real housing problems in the
region, e.g., access to and affordability of housing. 1In
explaining the Goals and Policies, she thought it would be

helpful to put more emphasis on the link between them and
the problems they address.

The public heafing was closed at 9:05 p.m.

TC:ss
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To: METRO Regional Planning Committee June 17, 1980
Housing Policy. Alternatives Committee

From: Portland Gray Panthers Housing Task Force

Ve thank you for the opportunity to speak on the proposed METRO Housing
Goals and Policies. Our comments will be brief, and consistent with our general
positions on housing issues, since we have not had time to get specific comments .
from the Gray Panther membership. -

The Gray Panthers believe that there should be housing available for all
people, at prices they can afford, in-locations that meet their needs, and in
enough styles and types to ment today's diverse lifestyles. We are particularly
concerned that’'affordable rental housing be available in the metropolitan area
for persons with special housing needs--the low and moderate income, the elderly,
handicappet persons, -and families with children. .

We believe that the Housing Policy Alternatives Committee has done a good
Job in drafting the proposed goals and policies. The Committee has dealt with
many of the issues that. concern the Gray Panthers. We are especially supportive

. of the section on Affordable Housing. We have consistently advocated policies
that ensure that comprehensive Plans contain opportunities for lower cost housing
in a variety of locations, not limited to high traffic areas. (Affordable

ousing, goal 1, policy e; Assisted Housing, goal 5, policy c) Ve also support

‘ne policy to retain the existing multiple family rental housing stock. (Afford-
able Housing, goal 3, policy b) Existing multifamily rental housing is just
about the only housing that is still affordable by persons of low and moderate
income. New housing can't be built without subsidies, or tax breaks, at rent
levels that low and moderate income people can afford. .
R We ask that you maintain, and even strengthen, yourcommitment to lower

- cost housing, especially rental housing 3in a variety of locations, by adopting
the METRO Housing Goals and Policies.

Portland Gray Panthers
1819 NW Everett, Portland, OR 97209
2244-5190



@ MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT , :

2115 S.E. MORRISON CODS::%DE E. CL%C}E
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 XECU
(503) 248-3591 : : _

June 17, 1980 -

Metropolitan Service District Council
527 S. W. Hall Street
Portland, Oregon 97201

Gentlemen:

The proposed METRO Housing Goals and Policies represent a major commit-
ment to deal with housing related issues on a regional basis. This philosophy
is a long awaited, logical step in regional planning which Multnomah County
.Division of Planning and Development strongly supports. However, it appears
that the proposed goals and policies, which go far beyond LCDC Goal 10 require-
‘ments, will result in a potential reduction of local flexibility as to residential
use and density control, while failing to ensure affordable housing. Additionally,
‘ proposed goals and policies point toward implementation measures which are quan-
tifiable, but are based upon facts which are inaccurate, biased, and statistically
~incompatible with each other.

There is a distinct change of direction from LCDC Goal 10 in the substitu-
tion of "choice'" for "flexibility", such as in the Land Supply "Goal 2" (p. 8);
New Housing "Goal 2" (p. 24), and Fair Housing "Policy a" (p. 52). This wording,
if enforced, will limit a local jurisdiction's ability to provide housing in a
* manner consistent with their desired character. It substitutes a performance
" oriented goal with a dictatorial one.

Use of the word "ensure' commits METRO, and possibly local jurisdictions, -
to a variety of actions which may be economically, politically, or legally
undesirable to implement. Specifically, land supply policies tie METRO to
", ..ensure cities and counties...maintain an adequate supply of serviced land",

", ..ensure...increased density, urban_infill...", and "...ensure coordination...".
The first is the function of service districts, the second, local land use desig-
nation and private sector action, and the third is not possible; total coordi-
nation cannot be guaranteed, only encouraged.

Affordable housing policies also invite METRO to implement measures which
~ are traditionally carried out by the private sector or local governmental juris-
dictions, such as "...ensure the availability of adequate numbers of owned and
rented housing units...'", and "...allocation of market level hou51ng which
ensures equitable ownership and rental opportunities...".

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNMITY EMPLOVER
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New Housing also commits METRO to ensuring that "...public facilities plan-
ning provides for appropriate services...", but fails to recognize potential
fiscal problems of local jurisdictions, or appears to transfer financial res-
ponsibilities to a Tegional level.

Suggested implementation measures cover a variety of activities. The two
areas that Multnomah County is most concerned with are those of a Market Level
"Housing Allocation and ownership/tenure controls.

Market level housing allocation must be based upon a quantified need. The
facts and assumptions point to trends and problems related to housing, but are
biased, inaccurate, incompatible with.each other, or not well enough defined.
.This data is not sufficient to develop a quantified need;. in fact, need by
structure type cannot be quantified,.especially in long term planning, as was
successfully argued by Multnomah. County before LCDC in the recent goal compliance
proceedings. ' ' :

The ownership/tenure question is one briefly touched upon under the Affordable
Housing policies relaiting to condominium conversion. However, this only refers to
a symptom of housing affordability, and does not thoroughly address the issue of
owner and renter status and trends. Much more research needs to be done in this
area, especially related to potential impacts on all housing, before control
measures are imposed. :

In summary, it is felt that the goals and policies proposed for adoption
by METRO must be more closely tied to implementation measures, and more solidly
backed up by facts in order to be effective. The intent and direction must be
. more clearly stated for local jurisdictions to understand their responsibilities
and alternative courses of action. ' ' '

Yoursjvery truly,
x//

DUNCAN B
Associate Planner

DB:im




. REFLECTIONS ON GOVERNMENT INTERVENTION

beneficient.

to repel 4invasion of their liberty by e

" rulers,

Experience should teach us to be most on our guard to
protect liberty when the Government's purposes are

Men born to freedom are naturally alert

‘ vil-minded
The greatest dangers to liberty lurk in

insidious encroachment by men of zeel, well-meaning
but without understanding. '

* WTHE WALL STREET JOURNAL.
*  THURSDAY, JULY 12, 1979

L Political
- Economy

The Swiss Constitution

| For six years now an international
p of scholars has been gathering in In-
~ terlaken, Switzerland, for a week of discus-
* . sion and debate. The occasion is the Semi-
_nar on Analysis and Ideology organized by
Professor Karl Brunner. ’

v" The participants represent different dis-
“eiplines and diverse viewpoints, but over
the years certain thefnes have emerged.
One is that people in government do not
behave differently from people in business
tirms and labor unions. Whether in public
or private capacity, people act (mainly) in
their own self-interest. The important dif-
_ference is that the self-interested behavior
" of business firms and labor unions is clear
to all concerned and thus subject to con-
straints, whereas the self-interested behav-
for of government operates behind the veil
of “public interest” and thus is encuin-
" bered with fewer restraints.

: . "The 20th Century has been a marvelous °

era for government and the “new class”

_that runs the enterprise. Everywhere ex-
yeept in Switzerland, that is. There govern-

fnent has been severely constrained by the
% constitution. Chafing at this con-
I#traint, the Swiss new class feels as left
*.out as the child who is bronght up strictly
_in today's permissive environment. Seek-
* {ng fewer constraints, they have proposed
] a total revision of the Swiss constitution.

‘ . & w

f4COSts paid by Tom Dennehy, 16421 NE Holladay St., Portland, Oregon 97230 '6§9

‘——By Paul Craig Roberts —

-Justice Brandeis in his dissent
in Olmstead v. United States, :
277 U5 438,579 (Octover term,1927)

Martin Janssen of the University of Zu-
rich told the Interlaken group last month
that the proposed constitution creates new
and vaguely defined responsibilities for the

government, widens the discretionary au- .

thority of government, removes existing
corstitutional restraints on the power of
government and strengthens the central
government relative .to. the cantons
_(states). For the most part the scholars at
. Interlaken were not surprised by Dr. Jans-
sen’s report; they have grown accustomed

to the fact that governments propose what -

is to their own advantage.

__Three years earlier Willlam Meckling of
the University of Rochester explained to
the group how governmepts grow by creat-
ing “soctal rights™ that crowd out private
property rights. As a result a broader
range of activities move from the private

i to the government sphere.

The proposed new Swiss constitution is
a perfect illustration of this tactic. It re-
moves the present constitutional guarantee

- of private property rights, leaving them -

subject to whatever the state legislates. So-
cial rights, however, are elevated to consti-
tutional status. For example, the state
guarantees “everyone” the ‘‘necessary

means of sustenance,” *‘convenient hous--
_ihg at acceptable conditions,” and protec-

tion “from an unjustified loss of employ-
ment.” The vagueness of these new social
,_rights widens the discretionafy authority of
-gnvernment, because their content will be
by federal Jegisigtors and bu-

The proposed constitution even goes so
far as to guarantee specific infringements
.of private property rights. For example,
the state shall ‘“‘prevent an excessive con-

} centration of wealth, combat economically

.provide for a just redistribution of the sur-
plus value of land."”

vor socially damaging pursuits of profit, and

The present constitution has served the -

Swiss well. Politically and economically,
Switzerland is the most stable country in
_the world. Since the early 1970s the Swiss
‘franc has appreclated 265% against the
dollar. As a result the Swiss have escaped
the steep escalation in the prices of gold
and oil. A sound economic policy and the
integrity of its banking systém have made
Switzerland an international haven. -

All in all Swiss stability makes the
country an unexciting place both for left-
wing intellectuals and the government
class, which can find no levers with which
to revolutionize the society. Bored and
frustrated they have shown increasing im-
patience with the Swiss voter. An attempt
to transfer income from the Swiss tax-
payer to third world governments was
voted down in a referendum. Not to be de-
terred, the government made the income
transfer by cancelling Third World debts.

* * »*

The proposed  radical change in the
‘Swiss constitution is an attempt on the part
of political entrepreneurs to open opportun-
ities for themselves by removing existing
constraints on the federal government's
power. Under the present constitution
when .a certain power is given to the fed-
eral government, the article conveying
that power also limits it by defining its
aims and instruments. The practical result
is that the government cannot expand its
discretionary power through legislation. In-
stead, constitutional amendments are re-
quired, and they are subject to a compul-
sory referendum requiring approval by a
majority of citizens and cantons.

In contrast the proposed constitution re-

‘duees constitutional restrictions and ex-

pands legislative powers. Issues which cur-
rently are constitutional ones become legis-
lative matters. In effect, the cantons lose
their veto over the growth of central gov-

ernment power, and, as the constitutional °

commission says, *‘there will be due accel-
eration of the process of legislation."

Dr. Janssen observed that the proposed
constitution allows “‘every degree of differ-

‘ential treatment of different groups of the

population,” thereby making the outcome
of Swiss political institutions unpredicta-
ble. The change would introduce a big dose
of uncertainty and adversely affect invest-

“ment and the wealth-creating process.

But before you rush to close your Swiss

! banking account and liquidate your hold-
, ings in Swiss francs remember that the !
* proposed constitution, being a constitu- ;
“-tional change, is subject to a compulsory
_referendum. With sharp minds like Dr.

‘Janssen’s watching the process, the Swiss

““aren't likely to be flummoxed. Switzerland

1s too successful for the voters to see the

- need for massive constitutional change.

The proposal is too obviously a special in-
ferest bill for the Swiss new class. '
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527 SW. HALL ST., PORTLAND, OR. 97201, 503/221-1646

METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: June 26, 1980
To: Metro Council
From: . Metro Housing Staff

Regarding: Clackamas County Testimony on Metro Housing
Goals and Policies :

On July 18, 1980, Metro received written testimony from Ardis
Stevenson of Clackamas County, which is attached and summarlzed

below:

The Goals and Policies should include a deflnltlon for
mulit-family housing units.

Concern is expressed over the use of the word "ensure."
Substitute "encourage" for "ensure."

Oppostition is expressed to a "detailed" allocation plan.
Eliminate Affordable Housing, Goal #1, Policies c¢. and 4.

in New HouSing Goal %2, change "assure" to "endourage“-and‘
~deleted Policies a. and b.

TCs:ss
7144/117



CLACKAMAS COUNTY COMMENTS RECEVED jyn1 8 0
RE: METRO Housing Goals & Policies _
June 17, 1980 Mﬂ

Clackamas County supports METRO's effort to establish respons-
ible housing goals and policies. We feel that major emphasis .
should be toward government responsibilities and not toward
government interferenée in the private sector.

-Some of the proposed policies appear to emphasize what housing
will ultimately be built (generally a private-sector function)
rather than what opportunltles and encouragements cities, countles,
and regional governments can provide.

The following specific recommendations reflect this general
concern:

Definitions: page 4

Add a definition for multi-family units.
"Suggestion: any attached dwelling unit including duplexes,
row houses, walk-ups and high rises. '

Goal 2: Pollcy b, page 8

Change to -~ "Metro will ensure that more efficient use of
re81dent;al land 'is encouraged by provisions for increased
density...." _

Reason: Ensuring.moré efficient use of residential land
depehds in paft on the4private sector. Whaﬁ'happens_when
the market doesn't comply with this Metroipolicy? The
resulting law suits or regulations could be disastrous.
This policy goes far beyond LCDC goals by requiring that
increased density and urban infill be accomplished, not




AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Goal l: Policy a, page ‘14

Substitute "encourage" for '"ensure".

Reason: Same as the previous comment. In addition, "ensur-
ing availability" may require METRO to freeze rents, prohibit
condo conversion, regulate usury rates, and reqguire moderate
income units in every new,subdivision and apartment. Under-
taking these responsibilities is probably impractical for

a new regional body. ‘ |
Goal 1: Policy ¢ and d, page 14

Eliminate these policies.

Reason: A detailed allocation plan is opposed because:

1. It assumes that technicians can allocate units by type
and price range throughout the region in a more effi-
cient and equitable manner than the mérket without
increasing the prices or cutting the supply of housing.

2. Such a plan, if implemented, ignores community differ-
ences and is likely to reéult,in uniformity and same-
ness throughout the region. o

3. Enforcement of an allocation plan‘could lead to quotas
for building permits by type;'c03£ and location; require-
ments that every new subdivision and apartment include
a percentage of units for low and moderate incdme house-
holds, etc. | | |

4. The proposed housing allocation plan assumes that a com-. -
posite of the region's new comprehensive plans is
deficient, even though METRO's review of local plans
has not pointed this out. |

5. An allocation plan which "ggpvides geographic distri-
bution" and "ensures equitable ownership" is probably
unenforcéable,7unless METRO is actually going to build
the units. Attempts to enforce an allocation plan will '
increase the brices and decrease the supply of all units.

NEW HOUSING
Goal 2: Policies a and b

In Goal 2 change "assure" to "encourage" and delete policies
a and b.

Reason: same as preceding comment.- -
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DISCUSSION DRAFT
METRO HOUSING
‘GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
Land Supply
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New Housing
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July, 1980
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and Objectives, therefore, may be subject to review and modification
to attain consistency with such other aspects of metropolltan
development as they are adopted by Metro.

Metro Housing Goals and Objectives are to be consistent with LCDC
Goal #10 (Housing) and they specify how the Statewide Housing Goal
is to be interpreted within the Metro area. Although consistent
with Goal #10, the Metro Goals and Objectives may enlarge upon or go
.beyond statewide requlrements.

Clarification of Key Concepts

Certain concepts figure significantly in the goals and objectives of
this document. Some confusion and misunderstanding about terms used
in describing them requires clarification as to what is intended in-
the goals and objectives of this document. These are:

1. Demand vs. Need: Some potential for confusion exists in the.
use of the terms "demand" and "need." Although often used
interchangeably, these terms have fairly definite and distinct
usages in the economic and planning disciplines. Demand is a
measurement of the consumer's willingness and ability to pur-
chase or rent various quantities of housing units at various
prices in the housing market. Need is a measurement of the
consumer's inability to secure housing in the market within
minimum cost-to-income and quality standards. Demand, there-
fore, may be seen as a demonstrated economic fact reflected in
actual purchases during any specified time. ' Need, on the other
hand, is a value adopted by policy makers based on a soc1ally
determined conception of the public good.

2. Lower Cost vs. Least Cost: The concepts of "lower cost" and
TTeast cost™ housing are apt to be confusing unless a clear
distinction is drawn between them. In the context of this’ :
“document lower cost means lhiousing priced so as to be affordable.

(within defined standards) by consumers with incomes in the low
or moderate income range (defined as under 80 percent of the
median). Least cost means housing priced at the lowest possi-
ble cost, given the particular type, density, location and
quality of housing.

3. Land Use Efficiency vs. Equity: Some potential for misunder-
standing in this area also exists. Efficiency, as used in this
document with respect to land use, means both minimizing waste
of land per se and reduction of wasteful costs related to
residential support services. 1In balancing "efficiency"”
against "equity," distribution of housing among Metro cities
and counties is reflected significantly in several of the goals
and objectives. "Equity" is intended to mean "fair" or "just,"

-not "equal." ' S




INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Pur pose

The housing goals and objectives contained in this report offer an
areawide basis for addressing statewide Housing Goal 10 in the
Portland metropolitan area. The wording of Goal #10 is:

To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the

state, Buildable lands for residential use shall be
. inventoried and plans shall encourage the availability of
i adequate numbers of housing units at price ranges and rent
levels which are commensurate with the financial
f capabilities of Oregon households and allow for
- flexibility of housing location, type and density.

The draft goal statements, their related objectives, and supporting
assumptions and factual findings also have the purpose of partially:
fulfilling (in the area of housing) Metro's Phase I Goals and

Objectives purposes, as articulated in August, 1979. These are to:

A. Meet requirements of ORS 268.

B. Revise and update existing goals and objectives to reflect
Council perspective.

C. Provide general direction to agency programs and regionai
policy development with minimum disruption to local planning
efforts.

D. Accomplish needed coordination between regional policy and
' local plans. :

E. Lay the groundwork for the Phase II long-term goals and
objectives effort. ‘

Relationship to Previous Goals, Objectives and Policies

Metro's predecessor, CRAG, adopted goals, objectives and initial
policies concerning housing which were used as the starting point
for this work.

The goals, objectives, assumptions and facts of this document are a
refinement and updating of previous housing planning by CRAG and all
such previous work is superceded by them. '

Relationship to Other Metro Goals and Objectives and LCDC Goal #10
(Housing)

It is anticipated that Metro will prepare and adopt goals and
objectives concerning other aspects of metropolitan development
(e.g., transportation, economic development, public facilities, air
and water quality, park and open space, etc.). The Housing Goals

-1 -



Implementation

The Metro Housing Goals and Objectives will be implemented by the
following means:

1.

The Areawide Housing Opportunity Plan (AHOP) adopted by Metro
Council on March 22, 1979, and made effective April 22, 1979,
(Ordinance No. 79-68).

The preparation and adoption of a Market-Level Housing
Allocation Plan for the Metro area, scheduled for completion by
December 31, 1981. .

The review of city and county comprehensive plans within the
Metro area pursuant to Metro's authority under ORS 268 to:

a. "Recommend or require cities and counties...to make
changes in any plan to assume that the plan conforms to
the district's metropolitan area goals and objectives and
the Statewide goals™; and _ :

b. Coordihate the acknowledgment and post-acknowledgment
review of city and county comprehensive plans in the Metro
area in relation to Statewide goals. ’

Other options the Metro Council may choose to adopt in the

future. (See Supplement, POSSIBLE IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS fo
discussion of other such implementation means.) :

Where plan review is an important means of implementation, certain
actions will be necessary to define consistency between local plans
and Metro Goals and Objectives. These are:

1.

Adoption by Metro of a requirement that objectives be
incorporated directly into local comprehensive plans at
"re-opening” or in plans submitted for acknowledgment

after , 1981. Additionally, if performance standards
are necessary to define consistency, one of the following
actions must also be taken: - '

Adoption by Metro of a Market-Level Housing Allocation Plan (in
addition to the already-adopted Areawide Housing Opportunity
Plan) with performance standards sufficient to define local
plan consistency with Metro objectives.

Adoption by Metro of a Regional Capital Improvement Plan with
performance standards sufficient to define local plan
consistency with Metro objectives.

Adoption by Metro of performance standards concerning
"excessive local requirements" sufficient to define local plan
consistency with Metro objectives.



The Metro Housing Goals and Objectives will not become requirements
for local comprehensive plans unless and until the appropriate
actions occur. (See Supplement, USE IN REVIEW OF LOCAL
COMPREHENSIVE PLANS for discussion of which actions would be
appropriate for the various goals and objectives.)

Definitions

ASSISTED HOUSING: ©Public housing or needy households receiving
public assistance, from federal, state or local sources to help such
households obtain housing meeting minimum standards. : '

BUILDABLE-ﬁAND: Lands in urban and urbanizable areas that are suit-
able, available and necessary for residential use.

DEMAND: A measurement of the consumer's willingness and ability to
purchase or rent various quantities of housing units at various
prices in the housing market. '

ENSURE: Signifies Metro's total commitment within the limits of its
financial and legal capacity to achieve the state goal or objective.

EQUITABLE: Intended to mean "fair" or "just," not "equal."
GOAL: An ideal expressed as a desired end or condition toward which

a long-term effort is directed. It is usually not expressed in
measurable terms. (Based on Metro Policy Catalogue)

GROSS RENT: Contract rent plus estimated average monthly cost of
utilities.

HOUSEHOLD: - One or more persons occupying a group of rooms or a
single room constituting a housing unit.

HOUSING UNIT: A house, an apartment, a group of rooms, or a single
room occupled or intended for occupancy by a household as separate
living quarters. : .

LOW AND MODERATE-INCOME: Household income 80 percent or less than
the Portland Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) median
family income. ' '

LOWER COST HOUSING: Housing priced so as to be affordable (within
defined standards) by households with low and moderate incomes.

LEAST COST HOUSING: Housing priced at the lowest possible cost,
given the particular type, density, location and quality of housing.

MEDIAN: The amount that divides a statistical distribution into two
equal groups, one above and one below the middle value. "Median
income™ is the middle income value in a distribution of incomes.

MULTIPLE FAMILY: Means a housing unit in a structure containing two ‘
or more attached units. '
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NEED: A measurement of the consumer's inability to secure housing
in in the market within minimum cost-to-income and quality standards.

NO FRILLS HOME: A "minimum" buildable home - valued at $47,000
(1979), built on minimum sized lot (smallest allowable), with mini-
mum amenities (no garage or flreplace, three bedroom - one bath,
single-level, no family or dining rooms) and meets minimum building
codes.

OBJECTIVE: A specific aim or end, toward which an effort is
directed in reaching a goal. It can be expressed in measurable
terms. (Based on Metro Policy Catalogue)

SINGLE FAMILY: Means a housing unit in a structure containing one
unit only, and includes mobile homes and houseboats, if occupied.

STANDARD: A formal rule serving as a guide in setting targets and
measuring the status of a situation or progress toward a goal,
objective or target, usually stated as a minimum acceptable level of"
performance, capability or condition. (Based on Metro Policy
Catalogue)

" STRATEGY: A scheme or overall plan for achieving a goal or
objective for integrating policies. (Based on Metro Policy
Catalogue)

TACTIC: A component of a strategy comprising the specific manner,
technique, or method by which a strategy will be implemented.
(Based on Metro Policy Catalogue)

TARGET: A specific statement of something to be done to accomplish
a goal or objective, described in quantified terms within a fixed
time period. (Based on Metro Policy Catalogue)

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY (UGB): The boundary that identifies urban and
urbanizable lands in the Metropolitan Service District, acknowledged
by the Land Conservation and Development Commission January 15, 1980.

"URBAN INFILL: The practice of building residential units on iso-
lated vacant lots or parcels which had been bypassed by earlier
development or considered unbuildable or substandard by local
regulation.
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LAND SUPPLY

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

GOAL l: BUILDABLE LAND

ADEQUATE BUILDABLE LAND DESIGNATED FOR RESIDENTIAL USE WITHIN
THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY TO PERMIT CONSTRUCTION

OF NEW OR REPLACEMENT HOUSING -UNITS TO MEET THE REGION'S HOUSING
GOALS. '

Objectives

a. Metro will ensure that cities and counties within the
Urban Growth Boundary maintain an adequate supply of
-serviced land for new urban residential development.

b. Metro will establish numerical estimates of land area
necessary to meet the region's single family and multiple
family housing requirements so that the actual land supply
can be monitored for adequacy.

c. Metro will support tax revision measures aimed at increas-
ing the availability of land for urban uses within the
Urban Growth Boundary.

" GOAL 2: DISTRIBUTION AND EFFICIENT USE

A CHOICE OF HOUSING TYPES, DENSITIES AND LOCATIONS WHICH IS
DISTRIBUTED EQUITABLY AMONG ALL METRO CITIES AND COUNTIES, IN A
MANNER THAT EFFICIENTLY UTILIZES LANDS DESIGNATED FOR
RESIDENTIAL USE WITHIN THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY.

Objectives

a. Metro will prepare and adopt an areawide plan establishing
" objectives, targets. and implementation strategies among
"cities and counties within the Urban Growth Boundary.

b. Metro will ensure more efficient use of residential land
through increased density, urban infill and other innova-
tive means.

GOAL 3: COORDINATION

COORDINATION OF THE PLANNING OF RESIDENTIAL LAND USE WITH
PLANNING FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, PUBLIC FACILITIES,

TRANSPORTATION, ENERGY, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS AND OPEN
SPACE.

Objectives

a. Metro will ensure coordination of regional residential land
use planning with regional plans for economic development,

- 11 -



. public facilities, transportation, air and water quality
‘and open space through liaison between Metro policy alter-

natives committees and/or with other regional agencies such
as Tri-Met, Port of Portland and Clark County Regional
Planning Council.

_ Metro will ensure coordination of regional and local resi-

dential land use planning through the process of reviewing
the comprehensive plans of cities and counties within the
Metropolitan Service District boundaries. - -

- 12_




LAND SUPPLY ASSUMPTIONS

Four factors are essential in estimating future land require-
ments for new urban-density housing.

a. ~ Proportion of forecasted population anticipated to reside
within the Urban Growth Boundary. '

b. Proportion of new housing anticipated to be single family
as compared to multiple family within the Urban Growth
Boundary.

c. Anticipated average household size within the Urban Growth
Boundary. , :

d. Anticipated density (units per land area occupied) of new
housing developments within the Urban Growth Boundary.

Forecasts prepared by Metro in the "208" Areawide Waste Treat-

- ment Management Study indicate the Portland SMSA's population

will reach 1,612,050 by the year 2000 (equivalent to a '1.53
percent annual compound growth rate). More recent population
forecasts prepared by Metro in cooperation with the Portland
State University (PSU) Center. for Population Research and Census
(Technical Memorandum #23) reach essentially the samé conclusion
in a forecast identified as "Series 2." The Series- 2 forecast
projects a year 2000 population of 1,589,200, which is suffi-
ciently close to the earlier "208" projection to assume that the
SMSA population will be approximately 1.6 million by the year
2000. '

Population growth within Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington
Counties will .occur primarily within the Metro Urban Growth
Boundary up to the year 2000 and will reflect a shift in the
urban-to-rural ratio from 93:7 to 95:5. Using "208" projec-
tions, of a forecasted 1,361,850 three-county year 2000 popula-
tion, 1,265,410 will live within the Urban Growth Boundary  (UGB)
in the year 2000.

Of all new housing constructed by the year 2000, an unprécedented

"50.8 percent is expected to be multiple family, based on Metro's

Urban Growth Boundary Findings.

The houéing mix ratio for the entire Metro Urban Growth Boundary
area is expected to be 35 percent multiple family and 65 percent
single family in the year 2000 based on Metro's Urban Growth

- Boundary Findings.

Households residing within the Urban Growth Boundary are
expected to increase to 506,164 households by the year 2000,
according to Metro's Urban Growth Boundary Findings. Household
size is expected to be 2.5 persons per households in the year
2000.

- 13 -



10.

11.

12,

13.

Because single family units will continue to represent a sub- ‘
stantial share of the new housing produced, increases in the

density at which single family housing is constructed will have

an important influence on how much new land will be required for
housing.

v Economical and orderly provision of public facilities and

services is necessary to permit compact development of urban
residential lands as called for in Statewide Goals #10, #11 and
$14.

If adequate areas of residential land with appropriate density
guidelines are not provided in relation to demand, the result
will be increased land costs that w111 translate 1nto higher
houS1ng prices or rents.

Metro and local governments have the responsibility to plan for
short and long term supplies of residential land consistent with
anticipated housing demands and needs, transportation accessi-
bility and other support services, location of employment and
consistent with statewide goals to achieve orderly growth of
urban communltles.

Land required to replace single family units lost to demolition
is difficult to estimate, but it is likely to be negligible due

" to the fact that whenever single family sites are converted to

multiple family use the net need for residential land is : .
diminished.

While replacement of demolished multiple family units may
require some new sites, the probable effect on total multiple
family land requirements is small enough (less than 2.4 percent

. in 1977) to omit from estimates of land requirements.

The limited amount of land available for multiple family housing
and 51ngle family housing on lots less than 7,000 square feet
stems in part from the way cities and countles in the Metropoli-
tan Service District have regulated land partltlonlng and land
use. : - _

LAND SUPPLY FACTS

Population and Land

1.

According to Metro's Urban Growth Boundary Findings, in 1977,
seven percent (66,419) of the three county population (968,200)
was estimated to live outside of Metro Service District's Urban
Growth Boundary in scattered locations not requiring urban type
homesites or in small outlying cities.

According to the UGB Findings, the remaining 93 percent of the
three county population inside Metro's Urban Growth Boundary
(882,417 in 1977), occupied a total of about 61,767 acres of .
urban residential land for building sites as of 1977.
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‘ 3.

According to the UGB Findings, the Urban Growth Boundary popula-
tion (882,417) of the three county area in 1977 lived in single
family housing (including mobile homes) occupying about 56,839
net acres for building sites, or in multiple family housing
occupying approximately 4,928 net acres for building sites.

Density

1.

Accoraing to the UGB Findings the overall density of single
family housing in 1977 within the Urban Growth Boundary area was
4.53 units per net acre (building sites exclusive of streets).

According to the UGB Findings the overall density of developed
multiple family housing in 1977 within the Urban Growth Boundary
area was 21.72 units per net acre. : .

Designations

- Land

1.

Metro's 1977 Land Use Inventory indicates that within Metro's
Urban Growth Boundary, 45,821.6 acres of "unconstrained" land
(i.e., exclusive of floodplains and slopes over 25 percent),

were planned and/or zoned for urban residential purposes (i.e.,

' Area

designated for site sizes below one acre and including 200.8 .

. acres designated "planned unit development").

Metro's 1977 Land Use Inventory indicates that only 5.89 percent
of the vacant, "unconstrained,” urban land planned and/or zoned
in 1977 for urban residential use was designated for multiple

‘family units. The inventory also showed that only five cities

in the Portland SMSA have zoning ordinances that provide for
single family building sites less than 7,000 square feet. A
summary of vacant residential land designations follows:

Within Metro UGB* Vacant "Unconstrained"** Acres Planned and/or

zoned Residential

SF MF PUD Total.

Clackamas County 9,817.1 1,185.6 - 83.6 11,086.3
Multnomah County 9,301.9 668.4 79.2 10,049.5
Washington County 23,804.4 843.4 38.0 24,685.8

; Three-County Area 42,923.4 2,697.4 200.8 45,821.6

93.68% . 5.89% 0.43% 100%

*Excluding outlying cities or other "urban" areas outside of the

" Metro Service District boundary.

**Excluding floodplains and slopes over 25 percent.

Demolition Replacement

1.

No information is available to indicate what proportion of units.
built to replace demolitions, conversions or move-outs require
new building sites.
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

"GOAL 4: DISTRIBUTION OF LOWER COST HOUSING

A DISTRIBUTION OF LOWER COST MARKET HOUSING UNITS THAT PERMITS A
CHOICE IN LOCATION FOR LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSEHOLDS, AND
WHICH IS EQUITABLE TO ALL METRO CITIES AND COUNTIES.

.Objectives,

a. Metro will ensure the availability of adequate numbers of
owned and rented housing units at different price ranges and
rent levels affordable to households in Metro and will pro-
vide for flexlbllity of housing location, type and dens1ty
as called for in Statew1de Goal 10.

b. Metro will declare housing p011c1es of cities and counties
which fail to provide adequate opportunltles for low and
moderate-income housing to be in violation of Statewide Goal
£#10.

c. Metro will adopt an allocation of market level housing which
provides an equitable geographic distribution of housing
affordable by households of differing income.

d. Metro will adopt an allocation of market level housing wh1ch
ensures equitable ownership and rental opportunities.

e. Metro will ensure that city and county comprehen51ve plans
. contain opportunities for lower cost housing in a variety of
locations, considering accessibility to jObS, shopping,
parks, public transit and other public services. Such
opportunities should not be limited to areas along arterials
or adjacent to commercial or industrial areas, but should be
provided in diverse residential settings.

GOAL 5: LEAST COST APPROACH

A LEAST-COST APPROACH BY METRO CITIES AND COUNTIES TO THE
MAINTENANCE OF EXISTING HOUSING AND THE PROVISION OF NEW HOUSING
UNITS WHICH PROMOTES HOUSING AT THE LOWEST PRICE POSSIBLE, GIVEN
THE TYPE, DENSITY, LOCATION AND QUALITY OF THF HOUSING.

Objectives

a. Metro will support measures designed to reduce housing costs |
and adverse effects on the production of new housing and
maintenance of existing housing resulting from exce551ve.
local administrative procedures, fees, regulatlons and
growth management strategies.
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GOAL 6: SUPPLY OF RENTAL HOUSING

A SUP?LY OF RENTAL HOUSING UNITS ADEQﬁATE'TO MEET THE HOUSING

REQUIREMENTS OF HOUSEHOLDS WHO CANNOT OR CHOOSE NOT TO PURCHASE
A HOUSING UNIT.

Objectives -

a. Metro will support the provision of rental opportunities of
diverse types and in all cost ranges sufficient to meet the
region's needs and demands.

b. Metro will support policies, programs and efforts directed

towards retaining the existing multiple family rental hous-
ing stock. .

GOAL 7: LOWER COST MARKET HOUSING

LOWER COST NEW, REPLACEMENT AND EXISTING HOUSING UNITS TO PERMIT

LOW AND MODERATE-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS TO ENTER THE HOUSING MARKET
" WITHOUT RELIANCE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE.

Objectives

a. Metro will assist cities and counties in developing innova-
tive approaches and incentives to reduce housing costs so

_that new housing opportunities for low and moderate-income
groups will be created.

b.. Metro will support measures to achieve more lower cost

housing opportunities through innovative approaches to
financing. '
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1.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING ASSUMPTIONS

Investment and income tax advahtages motivate people to purchase
single family housing for purposes other than shelter. This '

‘contpibutes.to the increasing cost of housing.

If conventional single family housing prices continue to rise at
a rate greater than income, more households will seek lower cost
housing ownership alternatives (e.g., attached housing, condo-
miniums or mobile homes). A

If households seek lower cost ownership opportunities in
attached housing types, there will be a corresponding increase
in multiple family housing demand, including the conversion of
renter-occupied apartments to owner-occupied condominiums.

Restrictions by local jurisdictions on the placement of mobile
homes on single lots and in mobile home parks and subdivisions
have limited the availability of mobile homes as an affordable
housing alternative.

Even though home ownership will continue to have certain finan-
cial advantages (e.g., tax shelter, investment potential, etc.),
the growing proportion of households with incomes below the home
buying threshold indicates a continuing and increasing demand
for rental units, both single family as well as multiple family.

Additional cost mandated on new housing has the effect of
increasing the cost of existing housing.

Local government can encourage more affordable housing by
eliminating approval procedures involving unnecessary delays and
by avoiding standards that increase costs without clear public
beneflts.

The llmlted amount of land available for multiple family housing
and single family housing on lots of less then 7,000 square feet
stems, in a large part, from the way cities and counties in the

Metro Service District have regulated land partitioning and land
use.

Single room occupancy (SRO) rental units are the lowest priced

‘housing in the region, and if lost, are essentially

irreplaceable in the market at their original rent 1eve1s.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING FACTS

Income

According to the HUD Portland Area Office, during the period
July, 1969~July, 1979, estimated median family income for the
Portland SMSA rose from $10,54l to $18,200. While this is an

increase of 73 percent, it is still not as great as the increase

in the average price of new or used housing purchased during the
period December 1972-March, 1979.
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Ownership

1.

According to the HUD Portland Area Office, between 1972 and 1979
the percent of households which had sufficient income to pur- v
chase the average priced new home, considering income alone, and
a 2.5 income-to-value ratio, decreased from approximately 48

percent to 19 percent. (See Figures 1 and 2).

According to the'HUD Portland Area Office, between 1972 and
1979, the percent of households with sufficient income to
purchase an average priced used home decreased from about 63
percent to 29 percent, considering income alone, and a 2.5
income-to-value ratio. (See Figures 1 and 2).

According to HUD Portland Area Office, as of July, 1979, only
47.5 percent of households have sufficient income to purchase a
new "no frills" home ($47,000), considering income alone, and a
2.5 income-to-value ratio. (See Figures 1 and 2).

According to the Mobile Home Dealers Association and Real Estate
Trends, as of July, 1979, only 54 percent of households have

—— ¥ s . * .
sufficient income to purchase a manufactured home including a

lot, considering income alone, and a 2.5 income-to-value ratio.

(See Figure 2).

According to the 1970 U.S. Census, 41.03 percent of all renter
occupied households in the Portland SMSA spent 25 percent or
more of their income for gross rent. In 1975, according to the
Annual Housing Survey, 45.05 percent of all renter households
spent 25 percent or more of their income for gross rent.

According to the 1970 Census, owner occupied housing units
comprised 65.0 percent of total housing. 1In 1975, the Annual

Housing Survey, estimated home ownership to be 63.6 percent. In-

July, 1979, HUD estimated cwner occupied housing units to com-
prise 65 percent of total housing. :

Sales and Prices

1.

According to Real Estate Trends, during the period December
1972~March, 1979, the price of used homes increased faster than
the price of new homes. The average sales price of used homes
is up 187 percent from $21,190 to $60,900 compared with a 130

percent increase in the average price of new homes (from $32,000
to $73,600).

According to Real Estate Trends, during the period 1972-1978, an

- annual average of 15,894 used homes and 9,158 new homes were

sold in the Portland SMSA. The largest number of used homes
sold occurred in 1978, (21,397) and the lowest in 1972, (10,251).

The largest number of new homes sold occurred in 1977, (12,348)
and the lowest in 1974, (6,122). :
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8.

The cash outlay required to purchase an average priced new home
($73,600 - March, 1979) with 80 percent financing, an 11% per-
cent interest rate and a 30 year mortgage was $16,564 (including
closing costs and excluding tax prorates and reserves). The

- monthly payments would be approximately $724 including property

taxes, assuming a property tax rate of $25 per $1,000 and a 20
percent rebate. (Source: Real Estate Trends and Equitable
Savings and Loan)

.The cash outlay required to pﬁrchase an average priced used home

($60,900 - March, 1979), with 80 percent financing an 11% per-
cent interest rate and 30 year mortgage was $13,735 (including
closing costs and excluding tax prorates and reserves. The

monthly payment would be approximately $600 including property
taxes, assuming a property tax rate of $25 per $1,000, and a 20

‘percent rebate. (Source: Real Estate Trends and Equitable

Savings and Loan)

The cash outlay required to purchase an average priced new
mobile home ($22,000 - June, 1978) with 85 percent financing, a
14% pecent interest rate and 15 year mortgage is $3,000. The
monthly payment would be approximately $255 excluding mobile
home park rent or land payments. (Land must be owned before
loan approved.) (Source: Oregon Mobile Home Dealers Associa-
tion and Benjamin Franklin Saving & Loans Association)

The cash outlay required to ﬁurchase an average priced used
mobile home would be 20 percent of the appraised value of the
mobile -home. Eighty percent would be financed at 15 percent

interest rate and a term of 7-15 years depending upon the age

and condition of the mobile home. Used mobile homes are usually
financed and sited in a mobile home park. (Source: Oregon
Mobile Home Dealers Association and Benjamin Franklin Saving &
Loans Association)

The cash outlay required to purchase a mobile home under the
State of Oregon's Veteran's Affairs Farm and Home Loan Program
is 15 percent down payment of the appraised value for mobile
home in mobile home parks and 5 percent down payment of the
appraised value for a mobile home on owned land. Term of the
loan is 20 years for a new double wide and 15 years for a new
single wide. There is a loan restriction of $58,000 on the
first loan and $50,000 on the seond loan. (Source: State of
Oregon - Veterans Affairs - Farm and Loan Division)

According to Real Estate Trends (September 30, 1979), during the
period 1970 to 1979, the cost of improved lots paid by home
owner or builder for a contract house (7,000 square feet with
streets and services available) increased nearly 393 percent
from an average of $4,253 per lot in 1970 to $20,967 in 1979.
The price per acre paid by builders for 1land for subdivisions
for speculative houses increased 372 percent between 1970 and
1979 from an average cost per acre of $4,630 in 1970 to $21,867
in 1979." . ‘

- 25 -



9, According to information provided by the Oregon Mobile Home
Dealers Association, the average price of a new mobile home
(exclusive of land sales or rent) purchased in Oregon increased
;49 percent during the period 1972 - 1978 (from $8,824 to

22,000).

10. Based on information provided by the Oregon Mobile Home Dealers
Association and land cost data in Real Estate Trends, the aver-
age price of a new mobile home (including land) purchased in
Oregon increased 210 percent during the period 1972 -~ 1979 (from
$13,874 to $42,967). ‘The median monthly rent for a mobile home
court space in the Portland SMSA, based on data provided by the
Oregon Mobile Home Dealers Association to HUD, is $110 for a

" single-wide and $122 for a double-wide.

Rental Costs

1. According to the HUD Portland Area Office, the average monthly
contract rent increased 46 percent (from $150 to $219) during
the period 1973 to 1978 based on HUD's survey of conventional
non-subsidized units. (Units surveyed are one to three storles
in height and are generally less than eight years old).

2, Based,on a July, 1979, rent survey from the Apartment Data
Center, the average monthly contract for a studio apartment
was: $185; one bedroom - $218; two bedroom - $239; two bedroom,

two bath - $332; three bedroom - $282; and three bedroom, two .
- bath - $353. The overall weighted monthly rent was $237. (See
Figure 3). _ ‘ :

3. According to the Portland Development Commission, during 1979,
the rent for a single room occupancy (SRO) unit ranged from $65

to $145 per month. The average monthly SRO rent was approxi-
mately $85. :
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NEW HOUSING

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

GOAL 8: HOUSING FOR NEW HOUSEHOLDS

AN ADEQUATE NUMBER OF NEW OR REPLACEMENT HOUSING UNITS TO
SHELTER A GROWING POPULATION AND NEW HOUSEHOLDS. '

Objectives

a. Metro will assist the private sector in maintaining an ade-
quate supply of new housing to avoid housing shortages and
adverse impacts on prices, rents, and choice in housing.

b. Metro will ensure that measures are adopted to reduce hous-
ing costs and adverse effects on the production of new
housing resulting from excessive local administrative pro-
cedures, fees, regulations and growth management strategies.

"GOAL 9: DIVERSITY AND DISTRIBUTION

A DIVERSIFIED SUPPLY OF NEW HOUSING UNITS THAT PERMITS CHOICE BY
HOUSING TYPE, DENSITY, TENURE AND LOCATION, AND WHICH IS
DISTRIBUTED EQUITABLY AMONG ALL METRO CITIES AND COUNTIES.

'Objedtives

a. 'Metro will adopt an allocation of market‘level housing
which provides an equitable geographic distribution of
housing affordable by households of differing incomes.

- b. Metro will adopt an allocation of market-level housing

which provides equitable ownership and rental opportunltieé
and provides choice of housing types. '

GOAL 10: COORDINATION

. COORDINATION OF THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW HOUSING UNITS WITH THE

PROVISION OF SUPPORT SERVICES AND THE LOCATION OF JOBS.

Objectives

a. Metro will ensure that public facilities planning provides
for appropriate services at necessary times to areas desig-
nated for future residential development. '

GOAL 1l1: ENERGY EFFICIENCY

. CONSTRUCTION OF COST-EFFECTIVE ENERGY EFFICIENT NEW HOUSING

UNITS. i
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Objectives ' ‘

a.

Metro will ensure that local government plans and regula-

tions allow for and encourage innovation in the development
of energy efficient homes.

Metro will monitor the State Uniform Building Code and
support the adoption of cost-effective energy conservation:

.code requirements.

Metro will participate with the public and private sector

in the development and application of innovative energy
conservatlon techniques. ‘

GOAL 12: QUALITY LIVING ENVIRONMENT IN. HIGHER DENSITY HOUSING -

MULTIPLE FAMILY OR OTHER HIGHER DENSITY HOUSING THAT OFFERS A

QUALITY RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONMENT WITHIN THE FINANCIAL ‘CAPACITY OF
THE HOUSEHOLDS OF THE REGION.

Objectives

a.

' dens1ty housing that preserves a sense of privacy and
- living space, but not by mandating local jurisdiction

Metro will encourage local jurisdictions to develop'

"cost-effective standards which minimize noise within

common-wall residential structures.

Metro will encourage multiple fainlly or other higher : .

design review standards that undermine the cost advantages
of such housing or its market availability.
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NEW HOUSING ASSUMPTIONS

Forecasts prepared by Metro in the "208" Areawide Waste Treatment
Management Study indicate that the Portland SMSA's population
will reach 1,612,050 by the year 2000, largely as a result of
in-migration. This would be equivalent to a compounded growth
rate of 1.53 percent per annum. More recent population forecasts
prepared in cooperation with the PSU Center for Population Re-
search and Census (published as Metro Technical Memorandum #23)
reach essentially the same conclusion in a forecast identified

as "Series 2." The Series 2 forecast projects a year 2000 popu-
lation of 1,589,200, which is sufficiently close to the earlier
"208" projection to assume that the SMSA population will be
aproximately 1.6 million by the year 2000. :

Growth in the number of households, changes in household size,

‘vacancy rates and loss of housing units are the main factors in
‘estimating the requirements for new housing.

Approximately the same proportion (98 percent) of forecasted
population will continue to live in households requiring housing
units. ' .

Overall household size may vary by jurisdiction but regionally
it will hold at about 2.50 persons per occupied unit (up to year
2000) . Households occupying single family housing will drop in-
size from 2.96 persons per unit (1975) to 2.86 persons (year
2000); households in multiple family (including all attached)
dwellings will increase in size from 1.79 to approximately 2.00
persons per unit (year 2000). : '

An overall vacancy rate of 4.0 percent, a single family rate of
2.5 percent (including mobile homes), and a multiple family rate
of 7.0 percent would provide a minimum vacancy margin to maintain
balanced market conditions. Actual vacancy rates will fluctuate
according to seasonal or other cyclical patterns. The assumed
equilibrium rates are consistent with Portland General Electric
(PGE) vacancy surveys which include units under construction.
The Housing Vacancy Survey (published annually by the Federal
Home Loan Bank of Seattle) is based on a postal survey which
excludes units under construction or newly completed. Hence,
postal survey results tend to indicate a lower vacancy rate than
the PGE survey. S '

If adequate numbers of new housing units are not produced in
relation to need and demand, the result will be tightened market
conditions in which prices and rents go up and opportunities to
improve one's housing situation diminish.

Where local governments have used vague and discretionary
approval criteria and procedures governing development proposals

“the effect has been to deny or discourage housing to meet

regional housing requirements, particularly in lower price
ranges and rent levels, :
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10.

11.

12.

The private sector will continue to be the principal source of
supply for new housing.

Restrictions by local jurlsdlctlons on the placement of mobile
homes on single lots and in mobile home parks and subdivisions
have limited the availability of mobile homes as a housing
alternative.

Many households favor detached low density single family housing
for reasons of privacy, but a majority no longer can afford such
housing (see Affordable Housing Facts #1 through #4).

Where multiple family or other higher density housing is newly
constructed, considerations such as minimizing noise or
providing open space can help to create a residential
environment with many of the qualities that make low density
detached housing attractive.

While design review procedures sometimes used by local
jurisdictions can help to accomplish environmental amenities in
new residential developments, they can also result in higher
costs or a restricted supply of needed housing because of
extensive delays or standards that nullify the cost advantages

. of higher density housing.

NEW HOUSING FACTS

Poguiation

1.

3.

Estimates by the Center for Population Research and Census
(CPRC), Portland State University, and Office of Financial

-Management (Forcasting and Support Division), State of

Washington, indicate the population of the Portland, OR-WA
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) to have reached

© 1,201,201 between July and November, 1979.

Based on data available from CPRC and the Office of Financial
Management, State of Washington, the SMSA population increased
at a compound growth rate between 1970 and 1979 of 1.95 percent
per annum (from 1,009,130 to 1,201,201). (See Figure 4).

According to estimates by the CPRC the population of the three
county (Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington) area as of July 1,

1977 was 968,200, as of July 1, 1978, 984,000; and as of July 1,
1979, 1,011,700. ’

Metro's Urban Growth Boundary Findings (Revised November, 1978)
estimated the population inside the Metro Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) to be 882,417 as of July 1, 1977.

The Office of Financial Management, State of Washington, esti-

mated the population for Clark County as of November 1, 1979, to
be 189,501.
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‘ 6. The Regional Planning Council (Clark County) estimated the
population of the area inside the Vancouver Urban Service
Boundary to be 132,200 as of July 1, 1979. (See Map 3).
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Households _ ’

1.

3.

Metro's Urban Growth Boundary Findings (revised November, 1978)
conclude that about 98 percent of the Portland SMSA population
in 1978 lived in households that require housing units, i.e.,
not in group quarters such as dormitories, boarding houses, rest
homes, etc.

According to estimates by the HUD Portland Area Office between
April, 1970, and July, 1979, the number of households in the
Portland SMSA increased by 39.6 percent from 341,505 to 476,627.
This equivalent to a compound growth rate of 3.7l percent per
annum. (See Figure 4).

The HUD Portland Area Office estimated that the average size of
households in the Portland SMSA decreased from 2,89 to 2.49
persons per household between April, 1970, and July, 1979.

Housing Units

1.

4.

As of April 1, 1979, there were an estimated 481,128 housing

‘units in the Portland SMSA based on data available from the U.S.
Census and Portland General Electric (PGE). Approximately

354,263 (73.6 percent) were single family units (including
mobile homes units) and 126,865 (26.4 percent) multiple family
units.

As of April 1, 1979, there were an estimated 417,558 housing
units in the three-county (Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington)
area based on data available from the U.S. Census, PGE and the
Regional Planning Council (Clark County). Approximately 303,743
(72.7 percent) were single family units (including mobile home
units) and 113,815 (27.3 percent) multiple family units.

According to estimates by PGE, the Forest Grove Planning Depart-
ment, Canby Public Works Department and the Public Utility _
District (PUD) of Clark County, as of December 31, 1979, there
were 15,985 mobile homes in mobile home parks in the Portland
SMSA.,

According to estimates by PGE, the Forest Grove Planning Depart-
ment and Canby Public Works Department, as of December 31, 1979,
there were 13,190 mobile homes in mobile home parks in the three
county area. :

According to estimatés by Clark County PUD, as of December 31,
1979, there were 2,795 mobile homes in mobile home parks in
Clark County. o

According to Metro's Urban Growth Boundary Findings (revised

November, 1978), as of December 31, 1977, an estimated 364,291

housing units were inside the Metro Urban Growth Boundary. Of

those 364,291 housing units, 257,246 (70.6 percent) units were

single family and 107,045 (29.4 percent) multiple family. ' ‘
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7. Between April 1, 1970 and December 31, 1979, a total of 156,300
building permits were issued in the Portland SMSA according to
Columbia Region Association of Governments, Building Permit
Statistics By Census Tract, Annual Reports 1961-1975; Building
Department of Clark County and Municipalities, 1972, 1973, 1976, --
1977, and 1978, and the State of Oregon Housing Division Build-
ing Permit Reports. Of the 156,300 permits issued 96,673 (62
percent) were for single family units and 59,627 (38 percent)
were for multiple family units. (See Figure 5). :

8. Between April, 1970 and December 31, 1979, a total of 124,662
building permits were issued in the three-county (Clackamas,
Multnomah, Washington) area according to State of Oregon Hous-
ing Division Building Permit Statistics. Of these permits
73,839 (59 percent) were for single family homes and 50,823 (41
percent) were for multiple family units. (See Figure 5).

9. Based on data available from PGE, between April 1, 1970 and
December 31, 1979, an estimated 144,422 new housing units were
constructed in the Portland SMSA -- 64 percent single family
units (including mobile homes) and 36 percent multiple family
units (including duplexes). Projections for 1980 indicate a
continuing decrease in housing completions. (See Figure 6).

10. Based on data available from PGE between January 1, 1975 and
December 31, 1979, an estimated 62,778 new housing units were
constructed in the three county (Clackamas, Multnomah, Washing-
ton) area -- 66 percent single family units (including mobile
homes) and 34 percent multiple family units (including
duplexes). Projections for 1980 indicate a continuing decrease
in housing completions. (See Figure 6).

11. .Based on data available from CRAG Building Permit Statistics,

: Building Department of Clark County and Municipalities, and
State of Oregon Housing Division, permits for new units in the
Portland SMSA have averaged about 14,835 units each year since
January, 1970. Permits peaked in 1977 at 19,861 units and have
been as low as 9,181 units (in 1974). Recent figures indicate .
permits were issued for 19,365 units in 1978 and 14,835 units in-
1979. (See Figure 5). - :

12. Based on data available from PGE, production of new units in the
Portland SMSA have averaged about 14,500 units each year since
January, 1970. Actual annual production peaked in 1972 at
20,552 units but has since gone as low as 9,859 units (in 1975).
Recent figures indicate 18,838 units constructed in 1977 and
19,525 in 1978, and 13,567 units in 1979. (See Figure 6).

‘Production Costs

1. During the period 1970 to 1979, the cost of improved lots for
contract houses (7,000 square feet with streets and services
available) increased at a compound annual rate of 19.39 percent
from an average of $4,253 per lot in 1970 to $20,967 in 1979.
The cost per acre for land to subdivide for speculative home -
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construction increased at a compound annual rate of 18.83 per- ‘
cent between 1970 and 1979 from an average cost per acre of

$4,630 in 1970 to $21,867 in 1979. Unimproved land costs

increased at a compound annual rate of 32.81 percent between

1973 and 1977 from an average cost r acre of $4,500 in 1973

to $14,000 in 1977. (Real Estate Trends, September 30, 1979)

All levels of government substantially affect the production
and cost of new housing through the regulation of construction

standards, subdivision design reviews, building codes, land use

(zoning) approvals, and the provision of support facilities and
services. A Home Builders Association survey of increased
housing costs in one city in the region estimated, for example,
that during the period 1972 to 1977 new government regulations
added approximately $5,500 to the cost of an average priced new
home (exclusive of inflation). :

vacancy Rates

1.

Year

1979
1978
1977
1976

The Housing Vacancy Survey (published by the Federal Home Loan
Bank of Seattle) for the Portland SMSA between 1976 and 1979
indicates that vacancies grew scarcer among apartments and
mobile homes. In October, 1979, the postal vacancy rate for
multiple family units was 2.4 percent, compared to 3.0 in A
November, 1978, 2.6 in November, 1977, and 3.7 in October, 1976.
Mobile home vacancy rates were similar: October, 1979 - 1.4
percent; November, 1978 - 1.8 percent; November, 1977 - 1.3
percent; and October, 1976 - 2.4 percent. Single family

vacancy trends were more stable: October, 1979 - 1.6 percent; : ’
November 1978 - 1.7 percent; November, 1977 - 1.4 percent; and
October 1976 - 1.6 percent.

PGE vacancy surveys, covering approximately 75 percent of the -
Portland SMSA, indicate a recent trend toward higher vacancy
rates seemingly contradicting the postal vacancy surveys.

Since the PGE surveys, however, include units under
construction and newly completed units, the trend toward higher
vacancy rates probably is attributable to the relatively higher
construction activity of 1977 and 1978. Vacancy data is
summarized and compared below:

Portland SMSA Vacancy Surveys

Postal Survey PGE Survey

October/November (Average of 12 months)
Over- A Mobile Over- Mobile
all SF MF Home all SF MF Home
1.6 1.3 2.4 1.4 4.4 3.6 7.3 4.4
1.7 1.2 3.0 1.8 4.3 3.5 6.4 5.1
1.4 1.0 2.6 1.3 4.3 3.5 6.4 6.1

1.6 1.0 3.7 2.4 3.9 3.1 6.0 7.2




3. Vacancy rates of areas within the Portland SMSA exhibit sub-
stantial variations depending on local circumstances. Vacancy
data by postal ZIP codes, summarized. and compar ed below,
illustrates this:

Portland SMSA Vacancy Surveys
By Postal ZIP Codes

Postal Surve PGE Survey
. October, 197 . October, 1979

Portland . , Mobile Mobile
zip Codes SF MF Home SF ‘MF Home
97201 1.5 0.4 0.0 2.8 6.5 0.0 -
97202 1.2 3.2 0.0 1.4 6.7 3.7
97203 1.5 3.4 0.0 1.9 5.9 0.0
97204 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
97205 . 0.0 2.4 1.1 1.6 4.4 1.4
97206 2.0 2.2 1.0 2.0 4.2 4.5
97209 0.2 3.6 0.0 6.3 - 11.7 0.0
97210 1.4 1.7 0.0 1.8 7.5 0.0
97211 3.3 6.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
97212 1.9 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
97213 0.8 l.1 0.0 1.5 4.4 .0.0"
97214 1.8 2.4 0.0 1.8 4.9 0.0
97215 1.2 2.5 0.0 1.1 5.0 0.0
97217 1.6 4.7 0.0 1.5 6.4 2.8
97218 0.6 2.2 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
97219 1.0 3.6 0.0 3.4 6.3 0.0
97221 1.0 4,5 0.0 2.5 5.9 0.0
97227 2.3 0.5 6.0 1.0 2.6 0.0
97232 2.0 3.8 0.0 ‘1.6 5.3 0.0
: , . Postal Survey ' PGE Survey
Suburban October, 1979 4 October, 1979

: ‘ Mobile Mobile
Zip Code ’ SF MF Home - SF MF Home
Multnomah County
97216 1.2 1.0 1.7 1.4 2.8 0.0
97220 1.4 4.5 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0
97230 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 3.8 0.0
97231 0.7 0.0 0.0 6.6 3.4 7.0
97233 1.1 0.3 1.8 2.1 3.7 4.9
97236 0.9 3.1 0.6 2,2 4.3 2.0
97266 1.1 1.4 1.5 3.6 5.6 3.3
97030 0.9 2.4 1.1 4.0 4.4 1.4
97060 0.5 12.0 2.0 6.2 0.0 1.3
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. : Postal Sui:vgy_ PGE Survey
Suburban

1.

Publi

October, 1979 October, 1979
Mobile . Mobile
Zip Code : SF MF Home _SF MF Home
Clackamas County
97222 0.9 2.2 0.5 2.4 4.7 3.1
- 97013 0.5 0.4 1.1 3.4 0.0 2.6
97027 0.6 1.8 1.2 2.8 5.6 2.8
. 97034 1.5 2.2 0.0 3.7 11.5 3.4
97045 - 1.2 1.5 0.0 3.7 6.2 1.7
97068 ‘ 0.9 7.9 14.3 6.4 11.1 0.0
Washington County
97223 1.9 3.2 0.8 3.5 10.5 2.4
97225 0.8 2.2 0.0 1.3 7.0 0.0
97229 1.3 3.2 0.0 3.7 13.0 0.0
97005 1l.1 1.6 1.1 4.0 8.9 2.3
97116 0.9 2.5 0.2 3.3 0.0 6.8
97123 1.0 2.0 2.2 3.9 5.6 4.4
Demolitions
In the 17-year period between 1961 and 1977, estimates based on

permit applications indicate that 16,908 housing units were
demolished, converted or moved out of the Portland SMSA. These
demolitions, conversions or moves averaged 995 units per year.
If only the last eight years (1970 to 1977) are considered, the
average is 879 units per year. 1In the most recent three year
period (1975-1977) for which data is available, the annual
average demolitions, conversions or moves of units was 573.

¢ Assistance

1'

According to the Metro's Areawide Housing Opportunity Plan, of

an estimated 472,691 Portland SMSA housing units (October,
1978) ,. 3,164 units (0.7 percent) were. publicly owned. Another
16,026 units received direct low-income public subsidy assistance
and Community Development Block Grant .(Rehabilitation) program
assistance. Hence, only about 4.1 percent (19,190) of The
Portland SMSA's households benefited directly from low income
housing assistance. Metro's Areawide Housing Opportunity Plan
data indicate that 39 percent (3,370 of 8,547 units) of public
housing assistance is currently targeted for new construction.
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EXISTING HOUSING

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

GOAL 13: SUPPLY OF EXISTING HOUSING

ADEQUATE NUMBERS OF EXISTING HOUSING UNITS TO PERMIT HOUSEHOLDS
WHO NEED OR DESIRE SUCH HOUSING TO PURCHASE OR RENT SUITABLE
SHELTER.

Objectives

a.

Metro will support and encourage local and State policies

. and efforts to conserve and maintain the existing housing.

stock.

- Metro will support and encourage policies, programs and

efforts directed towards retaining the existing multiple

- family rental housing stock.

GOAL 14: - MAINTENANCE OF EXISTING HOUSING

MAINTENANCE OF THE REGION'S EXISTING HOUSING SUPPLY IN A MANNER
THAT IS SAFE, SANITARY, SOUND, AND ENERGY EFFICIENT.

Objectives

a.

Metro will ensure that cities and counties adopt cost
effective policies and program that improve sanitation,

- weatherization or energy conservation of deficient existing
"housing.

Metro will ensure that local plans and regulations empha-
size maintenance or minor repair as a means of preventing .
declines in housing conditions.

Metro will encourage State and federal agencies to adopt

innovative, cost effective programs which promote the main-
tenance of the region's housing supply in a safe, sanitary,

sound and energy efficient manner.

GOAL 15: REHABILITATION

REHABILITATION OF EXISTING HOUSING UNITS TO MEET MINIMUM HEALTH,
SAFETY, SOUNDNESS, AND ENERGY CONSERVATION STANDARDS.

Objectives

Q.

Metro will ensure that cities and counties develop -
policies and programs aimed at conserving those existing

low-cost housing units which are suitable for rehabilita-
tion.
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b. Metro will assist public or private agencies to develop
" maintenance or rehabilitation programs to reduce the number
‘of structurally deficient housing units.

c. Metro will identify and develop innovative financing or
other provisions designed to alleviate impacts on lower or

fixed income households where major rehabilitation programs
are necessary.

d. Metro will ensure coordination between agencies engaged in

housing maintenance or rehabilitation programs and Metro
area cities and counties.

GOAL 16: HISTORIC PRESERVATION

IDENTIFICATION AND PRESERVATION OF HISTORIC STRUCTURES AND AREAS

THROUGHOUT THE REGION.

Objectives

a. Metro will ensure that cities and counties identify and
designate historic residential structures and areas consis-
tent with Statewide Goal #5, Open Spaces, Scenic and
Historic Areas and Natural Resources.

b. Metro will identify and devélop innovative financing and

other provisions to preserve designated historic residen-
tial structures or areas.
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EXISTING HOUSING ASSUMPTIONS

The existing Portland SMSA housing stock is generally
well-maintained and represents a major resource.

Proportionately, the largest deficiencies in existing housing
are related to weatherization, or energy conservation, and lack
of public sewers. '

Less than one-third of the houéing stock appears old enough to
have serious deficiencies resulting from obsolescence.

As the price of investment capital for new housing increases the
price of existing housing will also increase.

Conservation of the existing housing stock through support and
encouragement of good maintenance practices and minor repair is’
generally preferrable to major rehabilitation programs. '

Where major rehabilitation is more economical it is generally
preferable to new construction. - -

Existing'very low cost housing, such as single room occupancy
housing, if destroyed can not be replaced at similar price or
rent levels by new housing unless heavily subsidized. ‘

Major rehabilitatioﬁ tends to drive up prices of used housing
and displaces lower or fixed income households (primarily
renters), unless heavily subsidized.

Single room occupancy (SRO) rental units are the lowest priced
housing in the region, and if lost, are essentially

irreplaceable in the market at their origianl rent levels.

EXISTING HOUSING FACTS

Total Existing Units

1.

Based on U.S. Census Bureau, building permit and PGE data, as of
April 1, 1979, there were approximately 482,000 housing units in
the Portland SMSA. An estimated 354,000 (73.6 percent) units
were single family (including mobile home units) and 127,000
(26.4 percent) units were multiple family.

Price and Value

1.

'_Accofding to Real Estate Trends, during the period December,

1972 - March, 1979 the price of used homes increased faster than
the price of new homes. The average sales prices of used homes
is up 187 percent from $21,900 to $60,900 compared with a 130 ,
percent increase in the average price of new homes (from $32,000
to $73,600).
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Deficiencies

1.

"Based on the Census Bureau's Annual Housing Survey (1975), of

421,100 year-round Portland SMSA housing units estimated to exist
in October, 1975, 31 percent were over 35 years old, 43 percent
over 25 years old- and 30 percent relied on septic tanks, cess-
pools, etc. for sewage disposal.

Based on the Census Bureau's Annual Housing Survey (1975), of
296,400 occupied single family and mobile homes estimated to
exist in October, 1975 in the Portland (SMSA), 57 percent had no
storm windows or protective window covers; 53 percent had no

. storm doors; 21 percent either had no attic or roof insulation

or the occupants did not know.

Metro‘s.AHOP estimates that, as of April 1, 1978, at least
44,148 housing units (10.4 percent of SMSA total occupied units)
were "substandard" by definitions contained in the AHOP.

Metro's AHOP estimates that, as of April 1, 1978, 25,134 of the
Portland SMSA's substandard housing units were located in
Portland. Thus, about 56.9 percent of all SMSA substandard
units were in Portland compared with only about 36.3 percent of
the total SMSA occupied housing units.

-Rehabilitétion

1.

4.,

Metro's AHOP estimated that, as of April 1, 1978, of the 44,148 (@
substandard units about 38,851 units were considered suitable
for rehabilitation.

The Census Bureau's Annual Housing Survey (1975) estimated that
during the 12 months preceding October, 1975, about 64 percent
of owner households had made repalrs or alterations. Roughly 54
percent of all alterations or repairs reported cost more than

'$100.

Accordlng to the Portland Development Commission during 1979,
the average monthly rent or payment for rehabilitated units
increased between 15 and 18 percent. Such increases, however,
cannot be attributed entirely to rehabilitation, since other
contributing factors exist such as location, taxes, utilities
and general inflation of maintenance costs.

According to the Portland Development Commission, during 1979,
the rent for a single room occupancy (SRO) unit ranged from $65
to $145 per month. The average SRO rented in 1979, at approxi-
mately $85 per month, which if increased by 15 to 18 percent,
would rent at between $98 and $100.
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ASSISTED HOUSING

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

GOAL 17: MAXIMIZE ASSISTANCE

MAXIMIZATION OF FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL RESOURCES TO PROVIDE
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE FOR HOUSEHOLDS UNABLE TO MEET THEIR HOUSING
NEEDS IN THE MARKET.

Objectives

a. Metro will maintain a consistent, areawide information base
' and methodology for monitoring changes in housing needs
unmet in the market.
b. Metro will establish numerical goals to reduce unmet
regional housing needs. . ‘

.c. Metro will assist public'agencies engaged in the delivery
of housing assistance to reduce the number of households
with unmet housing needs. -

GOAL 18: NEW RESOURCES AND INCENTIVES

DEVELOPMENT OF NEW RESOURCES AND INCENTIVES TO PROVIDE HOUSING
UNITS FOR HOUSEHOLDS REQUIRING PUBLIC ASSISTANCE.

Objectives

a. Metro will assist cities and counties in developing innova- -
tive approaches to reduce the overall cost of assisted )
housing so that new housing opportunities for low and

- moderate-income groups will be created. '

GOAL:19: EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION AMONG JURISDICTIONS

AN EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF PUBLIC HOUSING ASSISTANCE AMONG ALL
" METRO CITIES AND COUNTIES.

Objectives

a. Metro will establish numerical goals for achieving expanded
assisted housing opportunities in areas which traditionally
have limited assisted housing.

b. Metro will declare housing policies of cities and counties

which fail to provide adequate opportunity for assisted
housing to be in violation of Statewide Goal 10.
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GOAL 20: EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION AMONG RECIPIENTS

AN EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF PUBLIC HOUSING ASSISTANCE AMONG:
(1) ELDERLY AND FAMILY UNITS: (2) OWNER AND RENTER UNITS; AND
(3) NEWLY CONSTRUCTED, EXISTING AND REHABILITATED UNITS.

Objectives

a. Metro will ensure that city and county housing assistance
plans provide for equitable distribution of housing assis-
tance among elderly, family, owner and renter households

and newly constructed, existing and rehabilitated housing
units.

GOAL 21: DISPERSAL VS. ACCESSIBILITY

DISPERSAL OF PUBLICLY ASSISTED HOUSING UNITS WITHIN EACH
JURISDICTION WHILE PROMOTING ACCESSIBILITY TO JOBS, SHOPPING,
PUBLIC TRANSIT AND OTHER PUBLIC SERVICES. '

| Objectives

a. Metro will improve coordination between agencies engaged in
the delivery of housing assistance and Metro area cities
and counties. '

b. Metro will encourage Public Housing Authorities construct-
ing housing to afford an opportunity for occupants (current

and potential) to participate in site selection and project
design. '

c. Metro will ensure that city and county housing assistance
plans distribute assisted housing in a manner that con-
siders accessibility to jobs, shopping, parks, public
transit and other pubiic services. The placement of
assisted housing should not be limited to areas along
arterials or adjacent to industrial or commercial areas but
should be provided in diverse residential settings.
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Needy Households

ASSISTED HOUSING ASSUMPTIONS

An income of 80 percent or less than the median family income
is an acceptable guideline for defining "low and moderate
income."

A renter household is considered in need if either: (1) its
income is 80 percent (or less) of the SMSA median family income
and paying more than 25 percent of its gross income for rent;
or (2) overcrowded (over one person per room); or (3) living in
housing lacking some or all plumbing. '

An owner household is considered in need if either: (1) its
income is 80 percent (or less) of the SMSA median family income
and occupying housing which is valued at less than $30,000 (the
1978 inflated equivalent of $10,000 in 1970), and which is over
25 years old; or (2) overcrowded (over one person per room); or
(3) living in housing lacking some or all plumbing.

Substandard renter units are those for which gross rents were
less than $150 (the 1978 inflated equivalent of $80 in 1970).
Substandard owner units are those valued at less than $30,000
(the 1978 inflated equivalent of $10,000 in 1970).

Eighty-eight percent of total substandard housing units are
considered suitable for rehabilitation.

Not all households in the Portland SMSA with héusing needs are
eligible for housing assistance programs encompassed by Metro's

Areawide Housing Opportunity Plan (AHOP). :

An increasing percentage of households in the Portland SMSA are
paying more than 25 percent of their income for housing.

ASSISTED HOUSING FACTS

1.

‘-

Metro's AHOP estimates that, as of April, 1978, 47,153 low and
moderate income households in the SMSA were in need of some
form of public housing assistance by reason of disproportionate
costs, overcrowding or substandard conditions. This is equiva-
lent to 26.0 percent of all low and moderate-income households
(181,479) and 11.1 percent of households of all incomes
(426,281) in the SMSA.

Metro's AHOP estimated that, as of April 1, 1978, the region's

housing assistance needs were distributed in relation to total
population .as follows:
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1978 1978

Population Needy Households
Clackamas County 220,000 19.1% 4,569 9.7%
Clark County | 169;900 14.7% 5,857 ' 12.4%
Multﬁomah County | 549,000 47.6% 31,480 | ' 66.8%
Washington County 215,00b 18.6% | 5,247 11.1%
SMSA Total ‘ 1,153,900 100.0% 47,153 100.0¢%

The City of Portland, with 32 percent if the SMSA population
alone, accounts for 57 percent of the SMSA housing assistance
needs. - (See Figure 7)

Metro's AHOP estimates that, as of April 1, 1978, 11,328 owner
households in the Portland SMSA had incomes 80 percent or less
than the SMSA median family income and occupied housing valued
at ‘less than $30,000 (the 1978 inflated equivalent of $10,000 in
1970) , and was over 25 years old, and/or overcrowded (over one

~ person per room), and/or living in housing lacking some or all

plumbing. This represents 4.24 percent of the total owner
households - :

Metro's AHOP estimates that, as of April 1, 1978, 35,825 renter
households in the Portland SMSA had incomes 80 percent or less
than the SMSA median family income and were paying more than 25
percent of their gross income for rent, and/or were overcrowded
(over one person per room), and/or were living in housing lack-
ing some or all plumbing. This represents 22.5 percent of the
total ‘renter households.

According to the HUD Portland Area Office, as of September,1979,
estimates indicate that of about 33,900 households that are
eligible for rent subsidies (under HUD's Section 8 Rent Subsidy
Program) , more than 19,500 (57.5 percent) cannot be assisted now
due to insufficient funding for rent supplements. Approximately
15,900 (47 percent) of all eligible households are estimated to

be elderly.

-According to the HUD Portland Area Office, as of September,

1979, estimates of rent subsidy eligibility indicate that the
highest proportion of eligibility exists in Multnomah County
(19,700 or 58 percent), followed by Clark (5,100 or 15 percent),

and Washington (4,700 or 14 percent), and Clackamas Counties
(4,400 or 13 percent).
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Proportionality of Need

1.

Metro's AHOP estimated that as of Aprii 1, 1978, about 76 per-
cent of  households needing housing assistance were renters

(35,825 of 47,153). Elderly and/or handicapped made up 46 per-

cent (22,122 of 47,153) of the housgholds with assistance needs.

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). :
Portland Area Office estimates that of the 476,629 households in
the Portland SMSA (July 1, 1979), 65 percent were owners and 35
percent were renters, ‘ '

Income

1.

The HUD Portland Area Office estimates that during the period
July, 1969 to July, 1979, the median family income (families do
not include one person households) rose from $10,541 to $18,200.

The HUb'Portland Aréa Office estimates that, as of July 1, 1979,
the median income of SMSA renter households (including one
person households) was $11,499.

The Census Bureau's Annual Housing Survey (1975) estimated the

- median income of SMSA owner households in 1975 to be $15,300.

The Census Bureau's Annual Housing Survey (1975) estimated the
median income of SMSA renter household in 1975 to be $8,600.

Actual income eligibility for specific housing assistance pro-
grams will include income levels above the median, primarily to
account for the needs of large families.

Disproportionate Costs

1.

The 1970 U.S. Census did not record the number of owner house-
holds with monthly housing-related costs over 25 percent of
income; but the Census Bureau's Annual Housing Survey (1975)
estimated .that about 20 percent (30,000 households) of all
households purchasing a home with a mortgage or secured loan
were paying over 25 percent of their incomes for housing
(including payments for mortgage, taxes, insurance and utili-
ties). The Survey also indicated that approximately 13 percent
(9,700 households) of all households owning a home free and

clear were paying in excess of 25 percent of their incomes for
housing.

The Annual Housing Survey (1975) estimated that of 54,000 owner
households (purchasing with a mortgage), with incomes below
$15,000, 24,400 (45 percent) were paying over 25 percent of
their incomes for mortgage payments, taxes, insurance and utili-
ties. Of 51,000 households owning their home free and clear
with incomes below $15,000, 9,700 (19 percent) were estimated to

be paying over 25 percent for housing costs (taxes, insurance
and utilities).
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" . - Assisted Housing

1.

Metro's AHOP estimates that, as of October, 1978, 19,190 house-
holds received low-income housing assistance in the Portland

SMSA. Hence, only about 4.1 percent of the SMSA's households
received low-income public housing assistance.

According to the HUD Portland Area Office estimates from
January, 1970 to September, 1979, 7,780 households received
assistance from programs other than Section 8. This figure
includes various programs such. as Section 235; Multi-Family
Rental Housing for Low - and Moderate - Income Families (Section
221 (d) (3); Direct Loans for Housing for the Elderly or Handi-
capped (Section 202); Low Rent Public Housing; and Rental and

Cooperative Housing Assistance for Lower-Income Families
(Section 236).

. Metro's AHOP estimates that, as of October, 1978, of the SMSA's

housing stock of 426,281 units, 3,164 are conventional public

“housing units (0.74 percent) and an additional 6,572 units (1.54

percent) receive rent subsidies (through HUD's section 8 or 23
Programs). Of the total 19,190 assisted units, 12,847 units
(66.5 percent) were in Multnomah County, 2,242 (11.68 percent)
in Clackamas County, 2,316 (12.07 percent) in Clark County, and
1,785 (9.30 percent) in Washington County.
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FAIR HOUSING
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FAIR HOUSING

 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

GOAL 22: ACCESS TO HOUSING

FAIR AND EQUITABLE ACCESS TO HOUSING FOR ALL SEGMENTS OF

SOCIETY, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO PEOPLE OF ALL RACES, COLOR,
AGE, SEX, RELIGION, NATIONAL ORIGIN, MENTAL OR PHYSICAL HANDICAP,
INCOME, MARITAL STATUS, FAMILY SIZE, SEXUAL PREFERENCE OR HOUSE-
HOLD COMPOSITION.

Objectives

a.

Metro will ensure that cities and counties affirmatively

.plan and provide reasonable opportunity for an appropriate

variety and choice of housing, including low and moderate-
income housing, to meet the needs, desires and resources of
all categories of people who may desire to live within their
boundaries. Cities and counties may not adopt regulations

‘or policies which thwart or preclude that opportunity.

Metro will assist public or private agencies engaged in
programs to secure fair and equitable access to housing so

-.that all segments of society, including but not limited to

people of ‘all races, color, age, sex, religion, national
origin, mental or physical handicap, income, marital status,
family size, sexual preference or household composition have
fair opportunity to secure needed housing.

Metro will support measures to increase the housing choices
(both geographic and by housing type) of special need groups
and minority households.

Metro will undertake measures to increase the awareness of
eligible households concerning available housing assistance
programs. '

Metro will undertake measures to increase the awareness of

member jurisdictions concerning the housing needs of their
residents and available housing assistance programs.

Metro will support measures to improve the acceptance in all
communities of special need groups and minority households.

Metro will encourage the placement of publicly assisted
housing and non-assisted lower cost housing within easy

" access of appropriate services and activities which may

include jobs, shopping, public transit, schools, parks,
medical facilities, and other public facilities and
services. The placement of such housing should not be
limited to areas along arterials or adjacent to commercial
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or industrial areas, but should be provided in diverse
residential settings.

Metro will encourage a generally dispersed approach in

" locating publicly assisted housing intended primarily for

families, while recognizing that publicly assisted housing
targeted for the elderly may best be located in more con-

-centrated groupings.
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FAIR HOUSING ASSUMPTIONS

Geographic concentration of minority and special need households

is due to a combination of factors, including economics,
discrimination and choice.

Proportionately, minority householdé are more apt to be
ill-housed than non-minority households.

Where minority concentration is the result of choice, policies
which eliminate choice by requiring dispersal of minority house-
holds should be considered discriminatory. ‘

Metro's AHOP is intended to expand housing opportunities for
low-income households outside of areas with undue concentrations

‘of low-income households.

To the extent that special need groups and minorities are unable
to secure adequate housing for economic reasons, the primary
remedies are: Jjobs; sufficient incomes; low cost market hous-
ing; or housing assistance.

. A wider geographic choice of housing for special need groups and

minorities should improve their educational and job opportuni-
ties, thus helping to reduce the need for costly or controversial.
programs to deal with the social consequences of segregation.

An affirmative areawide commitment to fair housing opportunity
for low and moderate income, minority, elderly, handicapped,
large-family and female-headed households will strengthen the
eligibility of Metro and local juridsictions for a variety of
housing and community development projects involving federal
funding.

Active leadership by Metro should result in the reduction of
land use and housing policies of local jurisdictions that
adversely affect special need group and minority households.

The problems of the handicapped in finding housing are not
limited to considerations of income alone, but also include
architectural barriers, the cost of overcoming them in existing
housing, locational factors and community acceptance of housing
for the developmentally disabled.

FAIR HOUSING FACTS

Needy Households

1.

Metro's AHOP estimates that, as of April, 1978, 47,153 low and
moderate income households in the Portland SMSA were in need of
some form of public housing assistance by reason of dispropor-
tionate costs, over-crowding or substandard condition. This is
equivalent to 26.0 percent of all low and moderate-income house-
holds (181,479) and 11.1 percent of households of all incomes
(426,281) in the SMSA.
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2. Metro's AHOP estimated that, as of-i\pril 1, 1978, the region's '

housing assistance needs were distributed in relation to total
population as follows:

Clackamas County

Clark County

Multnomah County

Washington County

SMSA Total

1
6

9.7%
2.4%
6.8%

1.1%

1l.1

1978 1978
Population Needy Households
220,000 19.1% 4,569
169,900 14.7% 5,857
549,000 47.6% 31,480
215,000 _18.6% 5,247
1,153,900 100.0% 47,153

10

0.0%

: The City of Portland, with 32 percent of the SMSA population, .alone
accounts for 57 percent of the SMSA housing assistance needs.

3. Metro's AHOP estimates that, as of April 1, 1978, housing
assistance needs were distributed among household types and
tenure as follows:

Clack. Co.
$ of County
$ of SMSA

Clark Co. .
% of County
% of SMSA

Mult. Co. .
- % of County
$ SMsSA

Wash. Co.
% of County
% of SMSA

" sMsA
% of SMSA

Portland
% of City
% of SMsSA

: Elderly/ Female
Total Owner Renter Handi. Family Headed Minorit‘
4,569 1,108 3,461 2,452 2,117 2,022 462
100 24,25 75.75 53.67 46.33 44,25 10.11
9.69 9.78 9.66 11.08"° 8.46 9.68 7.08
5,856 1;805 4,051 2,557 3,299 2,534 285
100 30.82 69.18 43.66 56.34 43,27 4,87
12.42 15.93 11.31 11.56 13.18 12.13 4,37
31,480 7,772 23,708 15,216 16,264 13,913 5,309
100 24.69 75.31 48.34 51.66 44.20 16.86
66.76 68.61 66.18 68.78 64.98 66.62 81.35
5,247 643 4,604 1,897 3,350 2,416 470
100 12.25 87.75 36.15 63.85 46.05 8.96°
11.13 5.68 12.85 8.58 13.38 11.57 7.20
47,152 11,328 35,825 22,122 25,030 20,885 6,526
100 100 100 100 100 100 100
26,901 5,748 21,153 12,637 14,264 12,019 4,778
100 21.37 78.63 46.98 53.02 44.68 17.76
57.05 50.74 59.05 57.12 56.99 57.55 73.21

4. The 1970, U.S. Census recorded 89 percent of the Portland
SMSA's elderly renter households and 68 percent of elderly

homeowners with incomes under $5,000 and living in housing with
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some inadequacy (lacklné plumbing and/or with more than 1.25

persons per room and/or built in 1939 or earlier and valued at

less than $10,000).

Special Needs

1. Metro's AHOP estimatés‘that, as of Apfil 1, 1978, housing assis-

tance needs for female-headed households were as follows:

Clackamas County

Total Households

Female-Headed Households

Percent Female-Headed Households
Female-Headed Needed Households
Percent Female-Headed Needy Households

Clark County

Total Households

Female-Headed Households

Percent Female-Headed Households
Female-Headed Needy Households

Percent Female-Headed Needy Households

Multnomah County (including Portland)

Total Households

Female-Headed Households

Percent Female-Headed Households
Female-Headed Needy Households

Percent Female-Headed Needy Households

-Washington County

Total Households

Female-Headed Households

Percent Female-Headed Households
Female-Headed Needy Households

Percent Female-Headed Needy Households

SMSA

Total Housholds

Female-Headed Households

Percent Female-Headed Households
Female-Headed Needy Households

Percent Female-Headed Needy Households

Portland
Total Households

Female-Headed Households
Percent Female-Heded Households
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71,678

4,860
6.78%

2,022

41.60%

57,430 .
4,681
8.15%
2,534
54.13%

224,889

26,111
11.61%

13,913
53.28%

72,284

4,894
6.77%

2,416
49.37%

426,281

40,546
9.51%

20,885
51.51%

154,724
20,300
13.12%



Female-Headed Needy Households | 12,019
Percent Female-Headed Needy Households 59.21%

2.

The Census Bureau's Annual Housing Survey (1975) estimated that
13 percent (52,200) of the SMSA's households have five or more
persons. : '

Metro's AHOP estimated (April, 1978) that 11 percent (5,206) of
the households in need of housing assistance were large
families (five or more persons).

Accordlng to the State of Oregon Vocational Rehabilitation
Division it estimated that there were nearly 86,000 (9 percent
of total population age 18-64) physically handlcapped adults

and 16,700 (two percent) developmentally disabled adults in thel

three—county area as of July, 1979.

Minorities

1.

The 1970, U.S. Census recorded statistics for minority groups
identified as: Black; (American) Indian; Spanish-American;

.Japanese; Chinese; Filipino; and Others. A total of nearly

53,000 persons or 5.25 percent of the SMSA population was
recorded in these categories.

As of October, 1978, based on data from the State of Oregon's
Employment Division, and the Indo-Chinese Cultural and Service
Center, the population of minority groups are estimated to be
66,201 or 5.74 percent of the total SMSA population.

Between 1970 and 1978 the region's population increased by an.
annual compounded rate of 1.69 percent which is lower than the
region's overall minority growth rate of 3.06 percent annually.

_ Based on data from the Indo-Chinese Cultural and Servcie

Center, as of October, 1978, a significant change in the
region's minority population has resulted from the arrival of
an estimated 5,100 Vietnamese, Cambodian and Laotian refugees.
Special housing problems have been encountered by these people
due to relatively large family sizes, emphasis on extended
family ties, language difficulties, the problem of finding
adequate jobs and otherwise adjusting to a different culture.

According to the Indo-Chinese Cultural and Service Center, the
total Metro Indo-Chinese population is anticipated to reach
approximately 12,000 persons by the end of 1981.

According to estimates from the State of Oregon's Employment
Division and the Indo-Chinese Cultural and Service Center, as
of October, 1978, minority persons were distributed by counties
and by group as follows: '
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Clackamas County

County Minority
Population by Group

Percent of SMSA
Minority Population
in County

Clark County

County Minority

Population by Group

Percent of SMSA
Minority Populatio
in County :

Multnomah County

County Minority
Population by Group

Percent of SMSA
Minority Population
in County

Washington County

County Minbrity
Population by Group

Percent of SMSA

Minority Population

in County

SMSA Total

SMSA Minority
Population, by
Group

Percent of Total SMSA

Minority Population
by Group

Hispanic,

American
Total Indian or Asian or
Minority . Alaskan Pacific
Population Black - - Native Islander
5,104 436 3,128 1,540
_7.71% 1.60% 14.91% 8.58%
3,168 665 1,648 855
4,79% 2.44% 7.85% 4.76%
52,461 25,942 12,914 13,605
79.24% 95.15% 61.55% 75.77%
5,468 221 3,292 1,955
8.26% ' 0.81% 15.69% 110.89%
66,201 27,264 . 20,982 17,955
'100% 41.18% 31.70% 27.12%
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Portland

City Minority
Population by Group

Percent of SMSA
Minority Population
in City

38,105

57.56%

17,716

64.98%

9,846

46.93%

10,543

58.72%

6. Based on the above estimates, Portland's minority population,
as of October, 1978, was about 10 percent of the City's total
population (366,650).

7. The 1970 U.S. Census recorded that approximately 73 percent of
Portland's Black population lived in ten of the City's 124

census tracts.

the northeast section of Portland.

These ten census tracts are contiquous and in

8. According to Metro's AHOP it was estimated, as of April 1,
1978, that of the region's minority households and minority
needy households requiring housing assistance (by reason of
disproportionate costs, overcrowding or substandard conditions)
were distributed as follows:

Clackamas County

All Households
Minority
Households .
Percent Minority
Households
Minority House-
holds in Need
Percent Minority
Households in Need

Clark County

All Households
Minority .
Households
Percent Minority
Households
Minority House-
holds in Need
Percent Minority
Households in Need

Hispanic,

American
: Indian or Asian or
Total : Alaskan Pacific
Minorities Black Native Islander
71,678 - - -
1,385 97 848 440
1093% b - -
462 32 283 147
33.36% 32.99% 33.37% 33.41%
57,430 - - -
856 171 441 244
1.49% - - -
285 57 147 81
33.29% 33.33% 33.33% 133.20%
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Multnomah County

All Households
Minority
Households
Percent Minority
Households
Minority House-
holds in Need
Percent Minority
in Need Households

Washington County

All Households
Minority
Households
Percent Minority
Households’
Minority Needy
Households
Percent Minority
Needy Households

‘SMSA

All Households
Minority
Households
Percent Minority
Households
Minority House-
holds in Need
Percent Minority
In Need Households

Portland -

"All Households
Minority
Households

Percent Minorlty
Households.
Minority House-
‘holds in Need
Percent Minority
In Need Households

224,889

15,915
7.08%

5,309

33.36

72,284
1,408

1.95%
470
33.38%

. 426,281

19,564
4.59%

6,526
33.36%

154,724
11,535

7.46%
4,778
41.42%

8,132

2,713
33.36

22

32.84%

8,467

2,824
33.35%

5,553

2,442

43.98%

3,896 -

1,299

33.34

782
261
33.38%

5,967
1,990
33.35%

- 2,970

1,169
39.36%

3,887
1,297
33.37
559
187

33.45%

5,130

1,712

- 33.37%

3,012
1,167
38.75%

9. The . Census Bureau's Annual Housing Survey (1975) indicated that
home ownership is low for Black households (49 percent) com-
pared with the overall populatlon (64 percent).
cent of black households live in dwellings built before 1940.
For all households, only 31 percent of the unlts occupied were
built prior to 1940.
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10.

The 1970 U.S. Census recorded 99 percent of the SMSA's Black
elderly renter households with incomes under $5,000 and in
housing with some inadequacy. Every household in this group

‘resided in Multnomah County.

Fa1r Housing Laws

blt

In Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968* (the Fair Hous-
ing Law), Congress declared a national policy of providing fair
housing throughout the United States. This law makes discrimi-
nation based on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin
illegal in connection with the sale or rental of most housing
and any vacant land offered for residential construction or use.

*42USC ss 3601 as amended by 42USC ss 5308(b) Hou51ng and
Community Development Act of 1974

The State of Oregon (ORS 659.033) prohibits discrimination in
selling, renting or leasing real property on the basis of race,
color, sex, marital status, religion or national origin.

TC:ss:bk
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T
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Agenda Item 4.1

AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Regional Services Committee
Executive Officer
Approving Special Zoo Admission Days for Fiscal Year 1981

I. RECOMMENDATIONS :

A.

ACTION REQUESTED: Approval of Resolution No.
authorizing special admission days for Fiscal Year 1981 as
required by Section VII, Ordinance No. 59.

POLICY IMPACT: The Ordinance allows for reduced or no
admission charges on special days approved by the Council.

BUDGET IMPACT: Because these days are scheduled during
slower seasons and primarily mid-week, and because con-
cession and gift shop revenues increase as a result of

increased attendance, Zoo staff feels there is no negative
budget impact.

IT. ANALYSIS:

A.

C.

MR: bk
8352/118

BACKGROUND: For many years, prior to the creation of
Metro, the Zoo issued free passes to a great variety of

attendees. This practice became very difficult to monitor
and control.

Consequently, in July of 1978, the MSD Board passed
Ordinance No. 59 that stated specifically who could
receive free passes and provided for Policy Board
authorized special admission days.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: No alternatives were considered.
The present practice is working well and if additional
special admission days are needed, the Council can
authorize them.

CONCLUSION: Continue the practice of special admission
days by approving the Resolution.



. FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING ) RESOLUTION NO. 80-164
SPECIAL Z00 ADMISSION DAYS FOR )
FISCAL YEAR 1981 )
WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 59 provides for Council authoriza-
tion for special adﬁission days; and
| A WHEREAS, The Zoo benefits from the attendance generated by
providing these days; now, therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED,
‘phat the Metro Council authorizes one day in each of the

following time periods to be special admission days at the

Washington'Park 7Zoo during Fiscal Yea; 1981:

700 Parents Evening (September)
Senior Citizens' Day (September)
Children's Holiday (December vacation)
. Dental Day (Spring) ,
Easter Egg Hunt (for children in care facialities and
institutions) (Easter weekend Saturday)
Handicapped Citizens Day (May)
Campfire Day (March)

ADOPTED by the Council of the Métropolitan.Service District

this day of July, 1980.

Pfesiding Officer



Agenda I1tem 4.2

") AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY
TO: Metro Council
FROM: Executive Officer

SUBJECT: Advising Oregon's Congressional Delegation of the Need to
Increase Federal Appropriations for Assuring the Adequate
Funding of the Portland Region Interstate Transfer Program

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Council adoption of the attached
Resolution No. directing the Executive Officer to
1) request of the Oregon Congressional Delegation an
annual appropriation for the next six years adequate to
fund Metro's Interstate Withdrawal Program; 2) coordinate
with local jurisdictions and the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) to establish a unified approach in
making this request; 3) work with ODOT and other agencies
in coordinating with other states and regions to develop
nationwide support by withdrawal participants for adequate
funding of the Interstate Transfer Program.

B. POLICY IMPACT: This action will bring to the attention of
Oregon's Congressional Delegation Metro's concerns over
‘ current and insufficient appropriations to carry out the
Portland Region's Interstate Withdrawal Program:

i Little can be done to alleviate the funding shortfall
for the remainder of FY 1980 and it is recommended
that the region, local jurisdictions and the State
emphasize increasing the funding for FY 1981 and
future years for both transit and highways.

2% It is further recommended that the effort to increase
the funding be coordinated and include not only the
participation of the Metropolitan Service District,
but the policy bodies of local jurisdictions, Tri-Met
and the State. The emphasis should be on increasing
the congressional appropriations and achieving equity
between the transit and highway transfer funding and

other programs such as the standard federal highway
funding.

G BUDGET IMPACT: The Metro budget funds staff planning
activities in preparing systems documentation for projects
funded by Interstate Transfer funds.

II. ANALYSIS:

‘ A. BACKGROUND: In the Portland region, certain sections of
the planned Interstate system (Mt. Hood and I-505 free-
ways) were deemed not needed. Under federal statutes,



these sections could be "withdrawn" for an equivalent
amount of estimated funds to be used for other transit or
highway "transfer" projects in the region.

Originally, the value of the two freeways withdrawn were
about $244 million federal. This amount, by statute, has
escalated, according to the National Average Construction
Cost Index. This has resulted in about $490 million being
available in the Portland region on December 31, 1979.
About $30 million have been obligated on projects, leaving
some $460 million remaining to be obligated.

While "unobligated" funds continue to escalate (or
de-escalate) according to the National Construction Cost
Index, construction costs in Oregon have risen faster than
the national average. Therefore, even though there may be
more federal dollars available since the withdrawal of the
two freeways, it is likely that they will buy fewer
projects than was the case when the withdrawals were first
made. Nearly every major Interstate Transfer project
being planned is experiencing cost increases exceeding the
average national escalation rate. Lack of an adequate
federal allocation of funds for project implementation
will significantly worsen this situation resulting in some
projects not continuing to be financially viable.

Projects on the Federal Interstate Highway System are
financed from the Federal Highway Trust fund which is
supported by federal gas tax and other revenues. However,
once an Interstate Withdrawal is made, financing for the
resulting "transfer" projects comes from the Federal
General fund. This fund is replenished only by annual
appropriations from Congress.

As of December 31, 1979, there were 15 states and the
Washington, D.C., region with Interstate Transfer
programs. The dollar amounts that could be spent for
transfer projects (either transit or highway) were over
$8.2 billion. About $2.5 billion have been obligated by
various states resulting in a need for $5.7 billion to
complete the program.

Congress, in the last three years, has appropriated only
$700 million per year, nationally, to cover the funding
for the Interstate Transfer program. At this rate of
appropriation over the next six years, (to the 1986
cut-off date of the program) $4.2 billion will be made
available to cover the existing program demands. With the
$5.7 billion in needs, this would leave $1.5 billion of
projects unfunded by 1986, in today's dollars. This
shortfall will likely be significantly increased by
additional Interstate Withdrawals in other states and
continued escalation. Additional withdrawals are possible
until September 30, 1983.
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Compounding the problem is that the $700 million annual
appropriation has been divided into $600 million for
"transit transfer projects" and $100 million for "highway
transfer projects." "Transit projects" are narrowly
defined as rolling stock, fixed guideway facilities, etc.,
while "highway transfer projects" include park and rides,
high occupancy vehicle lanes, rideshare programs, as well
as traditional highway projects. The division of funds
between transit and highways reflects large transit
programs currently underway in specific urban areas.

In the Portland region, well over 50 percent of the
projects being developed are defined as highway transfer
projects.

The impact of these funding problems can be summarized as
follows:

1. Nationally forecasted interstate highway and transit
transfer fund needs exceed anticipated funds for the
remainder of FY 1980 and FY 1981.

2. The Portland region Interstate Transfer Program is
well advanced and funding needs for the remainder of
FY 1980 funding will not be sufficient, however, some
additional funding approvals are anticipated. More
importantly, the anticipated shortfall for FY 1981
(and future years) will be severe for both transit
and highway funding. The region's top priority
project (Banfield) alone, will require a large
portion of available transfer funds over the next few
years.

3. The anticipated shortfall in federal funding will
create delays causing further inflation in project
costs including additional local match requirements.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: This action will document
Metro's concerns over appropriations to the Interstate
Withdrawal Program. At the same time, it will support
local, State and national attempts to address funding
problems of the Interstate Transfer Program. The other
alternative is to do nothing.

CONCLUSION: Metro staff recommends approval of the
attached Resolution.



, BEFORE THE COUNCIL
OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADVISING
OREGON'S CONGRESSIONAL DELEGA-
TION OF THE NEED TO INCREASE
APPROPRIATIONS FOR ASSURING THE
ADEQUATE FUNDING OF THE PORTLAND
REGION INTERSTATE TRANSFER
PROGRAM

RESOLUTION NO. 80-165

Introduced by the Joint Policy
Advisory Committee on :
Transportation

WHEREAS, The Portland metropoiitan_region and State of
Oregon‘witharew the Mi. ﬁood and I-505 Freeways from the Interstaté
Hiéhway System; and - -

WHEREAS,'Under federal statutes these freeway sections were
withdrawn for an equivalent amount of estimated trangfef funds to be
used for priority transit and highway projects in the Portland
metropolitén region; and |

" WHEREAS, By federal statuﬁe these funds have escalated
according to the National Average Construction Index to some $460
million of unobligated funds; and

o ' WHEREAS, The Metro Transportation Improvement Program
.identifiés.pfiofity,projects to be funded with these Inteistate
Traﬁsfer'fﬁnds; and'

WHEREAS, The Portland Interstate Tranéfer Prbgram is well
advanced withlover 90 transfer projects with federal authorization
to proceed with some phasg of project work using Federal Interstate
Transfer funds; and | |

WHEREAS, It is estimated that nationally and in the
Portland region, Interstate Transfer Project funding requirements

greatly exceed anticipated appropriations for FY 1981; and

Res. No. 80-165
Page 1 of 2



WHEREAS, The anticipated shortfall in federal funding will

céuse project deléys causing further inflation in costs including
additional local match requirements; and

WHEREAS, The financing of Interstate Transfer projects is
by annual appropriations and by Congress; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the Executive Officer communicate a requesﬁ to
the Oregon Congressional Delegation for an annual appropriation eoch
year for the next six years (through the 1986 program termination
date) adequate to fund the Interstate Withdrawal Program.

'2; That thé Execotive Officer request appropriate local
jurisdictions and the Oregon Department of Transportaton establish a
coordinate approach to Oregon's Congressional Delegation for action

to address the Interstate funding needs. ' ’ .

3. That the Executive Officer work with the dregon
Department of Transportation and other agencies to coordinate with
the othér'states and regions participating in the Interstate
Withdrawal Program to develop nationwide support for the adequgte

funding of the withdrawal program.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of July, 1980.

Presiding Officer
BP:bk
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TO:
FROM :
SUBJECT:

nvc;xuu LAl e v

AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council

Executive Officer

Endorsing Tri-Met's Capital Grant Application for
Construction of the Banfield Light Rail Transit Project
and Amending the Transportation Improvement Program

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A.

ACTION REQUESTED: Council adoption of the attached
Resolution No. endorsing Tri-Met's capital grant
application for construction of the Banfield Light Rail
Transit (LRT) Project and amending the Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) to include the necessary Urban
Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) funds.

POLICY IMPACT: This action is consistent with previous
Council actions to develop a Transitway Corridor Project
in the Banfield Corridor. It acknowledges Tri-Met's
compliance with the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration (UMTA) procedures which require a grant
application and public hearing process. It affirms that
the project is appropriate to identified transportation
objectives in the Banfield Corridor and is consistent with
local and regional land use policies.

BUDGET IMPACT: The approved Metro budget funds staff
involvement in establishing project priorities and
monitoring project implementation.

II. ANALYSIS:

AI

BACKGROUND: With the adoption of the Interim
Transportation Plan (ITP) in June, 1975, Regional Policies
ane Objectives were established for transitway corridors.
Following this action, the Oregon Department of
Transportation (ODOT) was authorized to proceed with
preliminary engineering and preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement on the Banfield Corridor
Transitway Project.

In November, 1976, Interstate Transfer funds were reserved
by CRAG for the Banfield Corridor and have over the
elapsed time escalated to some $125.9 million (federal) in
December, 1979 dollars.

Subsequent Metro (CRAG) actions, supported by staff
analyses by ODOT, Tri-Met, Metro and other jurisdictions,
concluded that:



the Portland area. The line will consist of two sets of
tracks serving principal destinations between the system's
western terminus at 11th Avenue and Yamhill/Morrison in
downtown Portland, and its eastern terminus east of the
intersection of 8th Street and Cleveland Avenue in
Gresham. The line will be served by a total of 27 transit
stations (in a one-way direction). Up to seven of these
stations will feature park and ride facilities. An LRT
system maintenance and storage facility will be
constructed in Gresham.

To obtain federal funds for the overall project the ODOT
is submitting a Final Environmental Impact Statement to
the U. S. Department of Transportation.

To finance building the light rail line, Tri-Met must
follow UMTA procedures which require the grant application
and public hearing process. The UMTA grant application,
addressed in the attached Resolution No. ’
essentially describes the Banfield Light Rail Transit
Project, provides supporting documentation as to the
budget, the planning and local approval process and
Tri-Met's compliance with federal requirements, and
requests federal funds to construct the light rail line.
Principal costs covered by the grant include construction
of the LRT facility, acquisition of property and
procurement of rail vehicles. ‘

Once final federal approval is received on both the Final

Environmental Impact Statement and UMTA grant application,
construction can begin.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED:

No build

Low-cost improvements

Low-cost improvements plus minimum 6-lane Banfield
HOV lanes plus 6/4 (east of Hollywood)-lane Banfield
HOV lanes plus 6-lane Banfield

HOV lanes plus 6-lane Banfield with shoulders
Northside busway plus 6-lane Banfield with shoulders
Median busway plus 6-lane Banfield with shoulders
LRT plus minimum width 6-lane Banfield

LRT plus standard width 6-lane Banfield with
shoulders

=T QU oo
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Alternative 5.1b was selected as the preferred alternative
based on:

. Greatest cost-effectiveness;

. Greatest long-term operating cost savings

. Greatly improved transit service to the east side of ’
Portland and East Multnomah County

- Minimum community disruption

- Support to economic vitality of the jurisdictions
served.




1o The Banfield Corridor was the priority corridor
among the three regional corridors;

2 LRT was to be included as an alternative in the
analysis of the Banfield Corridor;

3k After extensive study of alternatives, the
Banfield/Burnside LRT - Six Lane Standard Width
Freeway Alternative was the preferred alignment
and mode;

4, The preferred alternative was consistent with
the Regional Policies and Objectives established
for the Banfield Corridor in the ITP;

5% ODOT and Tri-Met were to take appropriate steps
to secure additional funding beyond the
Interstate Transfer funds allocated in order to
assure implementation of the project.

In September, 1979, Metro Council authorized funding
right-of-way acquisition and construction using Interstate
Transfer funds. These funds account for the major portion
of the project and will jointly be used by ODOT and
Tri-Met. 1In general, Tri-Met plans to use $60.2 million
to partially finance the LRT system while ODOT will use
$65.7 million to fund the freeway improvements and other
construction necessary to complement the LRT system
(amounts in December, 1979 dollars). These estimates are
subject to changes brought about by changes in the
National Construction Cost Index and the actual cost
experienced.

Additional federal funds in the amount of $77.7 million

- are needed by Tri-Met to supplement its share of the
Interstate Transfer Fund. This additional amount is being
applied for under Section 3 of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, and is in the form
of a grant application to UMTA. Costs in the grant
application are updated from earlier 1978 dollar estimates
to April 1, 1980, with inflation estimates added in at 8%
percent per year to the time of expenditure.

The overall Banfield Transitway Project entails the
development of a multi-modal transportation system along
the Banfield/Burnside Corridor capable of transporting
high volumes of passengers. This transportation system
will consist of: (1) an LRT system connecting downtown
Portland with Gresham; and (2) improvements to the
existing Banfield Freeway between NE 33rd Ave. and the
I-205 Corridor.

The LRT line will be 15 miles long and will provide a high
quality trunk line transit service for the east side of




&, CONCLUSION: Metro staff recommends approval of the ‘
attached Resolution.

BP: bk
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FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENDORSING RESOLUTION NO. 80-166

TRI-MET'S CAPITAL GRANT
APPLICATION FOR CONSTRUCTION
OF THE BANFIELD LIGHT RAIL
TRANSIT PROJECT AND AMENDING
THE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM . A

-Introduced by the Joint Policy
Advisory Committee on Transpor-=
tation :

e P e e i o

WHEREAS, The Banfield transitway project is neariﬁg the
point when'right-of—way acquisition and construction will begin;'énd

WHEREAS, Interstate Transfer funds have been reserved for
joint usevof the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and
Tri-Met in- implementing the Banfield Project; and

| WHEREAS, ODOT and Tri-Met have taken appropriate steps to

secure needed funding beyond the allocated Interstate Transfer
funds; and

_WHEREAS, To obtain federal fundsAfor the overall project,
ODOT is submitting a Final Environmental Impact Statement tb the
U.S. Department of Transportation; and

WHEREAS, To finance building the light rail 1ine, Tri-Met
is apélying to the Urban Mass Transportation Administfation (UMTA)
- for a capital grant under Section 3 of the Urban Mass Transportation
‘Act'of 1964, as amended; and

WHEREAS, This grant application calls for some $77.7
miliion dollars (federal) escalated over a five-year period; andA
| | WHEREAS, The principal costs covered by the grant
application include construction of the light rail transit facility,
acquisition of property, and procurement of rail vehicles; and

WHEREAS, When federal approval is received on both the
Final Environmental Impact Statement and the UMTA grant application,

construction can begin; now, therefore,

Res. No. 80-166
Page 1 of 2



'BE IT RESOLVED, | @

1. That the Metro Council endérses the grant application
for the Banfield Light Rail Project as submitted to UMTA by Tri-Met.

2. That Tri-Met's compliance with UMTA procedures
fequiring a grant application and public hearing process is
acknowledged. ‘

3. That the Tfansportation Improvement Program (TIP) be
amended to reflect the Section 3 funds set forth in the grant
application. | | |

4, That the Metro Council affirms that ﬁhe project is
appfopriate to identified transporta;ion objectives'in the Bénfield
Corridor and is in accordance with the region's continuing,
cooperative and comprehensive planning process and, hereby, gives

affirmative A-95 Review approval. : . .

- ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
this day of July, 1980.

Presiding Officer

Res. No. 80-166
. Page 2 of 2



TO:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

TI.

II.

Aagenda Ttem 5.1

AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Council Coordinating Committee
Executive Officer

Adopting a Rule to Allow Negotiated Bid for Resource
Recovery Facility

RECOMMENDATIONS :

A.

ACTION REQUESTED: Adoption of a rule exempting the
resource recovery facility from competitive bidding
procedures and requiring mandatory prequalification.

POLICY IMPACT: The action will allow continued progress

on the resource recovery facility in line with the adopted
Solid Waste Management Plan.

BUDGET IMPACT: The action should have no budgetary
impact. The current resource recovery budget assumes
competitive negotiation of contracts rather than
competitive bidding.

ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: State law provides a contracting procedure
which must be followed by local government jurisdictions.
Under the law, the lowest cost bidder must be selected in
awarding contracts. State law recognizes that the lowest
bidder system only works when the contract is for stan-
dardized products and the bids are capable of comparison.
Therefore, the statute provides two methods for exempting
a contract award from the lowest bidder format. The first
method is a long list of exemptions stated in the stat-
ute. For example, the list includes insurance and
personal service contracts. The second method is for the
local jurisdiction, acting as its own contracts review
board, to exempt the contract. The proposed action
incorporates this second method.

The reason the contracts associated with the resource
recovery facility should be exempted is because they
cannot be judged on the basis of costs alone. The project
has several important variables, including the choice of
reliable technology, the selection of an acceptable
financial structure, and the choice of a procurement
approach (turnkey or full service), which prevent effec-
tive use of a lowest bidder process. The process will be
a competitive negotiation which takes into account factors
in addition to direct, short-term cost. This competitive
negotiation method is the only process that EPA feels is
workable for the Resource Recovery type facility. Both
Union County and Lane County have used the competitive

negotiation method for their recovery facilities.



CJ/gl
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Using the lowest bidder method ‘

was considered and rejected based upon paragraph II.A.
above.

CONCLUSION: Given the variables in the project, competi-

tive negotiation is the only acceptable method for
selecting the contract. ‘

Note: The Regional Services Committee, at their meeting
of June 10, unanimously recommended approval of the
attached Resolution.




STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF ADOPTION OF
TEMPORARY RULE NO. CRB 80-4

This Statement is required by ORS 183.335 (5).

Authority for Temporary Rule No. CRB 80-4 is ORS 279.055.

This rule is needed because bids for contracts related to the

- proposed resource recovery facility cannot be judged on the

basis of cost alone, but rather must be judged on the basis
of several variables including choice of technology, financial

-structure and procurement approach. By exempting such con-

tracts from competitive blddlng, such variables may be con-
sidered along w1th cost.

Fallure to adopt this temporary rule promptly will result in

. serious prejudice to the public interest and the interests of
- prospective bidders because receipt of proposals for such

contracts is imminent and requests for such proposals include
a negotiated bid process and mandatory prequalification.

This statement is based upon the Agenda Management Summary" for

.Agenda Item 5.1 included in the July 10, 1980 Council Agenda,

which is available for public inspection at Metro offices.

Adoption of Temporary Rule No. CRB 80-4 constitutes Counc11

, approval of this Statement.



- RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY

. BEFORE THE.METROPOLITAN SERVICE DiSTRICT

CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD

FOR. THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING A " TEMPORARY RULE NO. CRB 80-4

RULE TO ALLOW NEGOTIATED BID FOR - N

~“Introduced by Regional
Services Committee

THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD
ADOPTS THE FOLLOWING RULE:

SECTION 1: * The Board fiuds that the design, construc-
tiou; operation and meintenancevof'the'ﬁesource Recovery.Facility,f

including thewsale.of energy and other recovered products produced

by the Facility, is a project that has'several importaht'variables,

1nc1ud1ng the ch01ce of technology, the selectlon of an acceptable

- financial . structure, and the choice of a procurement approach

(turnkey or full serv1ce) which prevent effectlve use of competltlve

| b1dd1ng procedures.

SECTION 2: . The Board finds that for the reasons stated

~in Exhibit 1, which is attached and hereby made a part of this rule,
'1a'negctiated contract procedure may be substituted for competitive
b1dd1ng procedures w1thout encouraglng favorltlsm or substantlally

. diminishing competltlon for the contract.

SECTION 3: For the reasons stated in Exhibit 1, the

-Board finds that~the‘negotiated_contract procedure will result in

substantial cost savings to the District.

SECTION 4: The Board, therefore, exempts ail of the

.. contracts related to the Resource'Recovery Facility from competitive

bidding requirements and directs that the District utilize the .

procedures contained in Exhibit 1.

Temp. Rule No..CRB 80-4
o Page 1 of 2



SECTION 5: = The Board further authorizes the use of the

mandatory prequalifications procedures (RFQ) set forth in Exhibit 1,

.including‘thg datefby which the RFQ responses must be.submitted.

'ADOPTED by the Metropolitan Service District Contract
"Review Board this .- day of June, 1980.

Presidiné}Officer
ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

. CJ:bk
8348/118

o

Temp. Rule No. CRB 80-4
Page 2 of 2
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APPLICATION OF METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT FOR - = 0 #7%
EXEMPTION OF CONTRACTS FOR RESOURCE RECOVERY FACILITY™i 00pax0

eV

T

The Metropolltan Service Distrlct (Metro) hereby requests an

exemptlon from the publlc bidding requlrements for the de51gn,

‘constructlon, operatlon, and malntenance of a Resource Recovery
' Fac111ty (Facility) capable of burnlng solid waste, for the sale

| of steam produced by the Fac111ty, for the sale of other products

By!

. recovered by the Fac111ty, and for related techn1cal and financial

assistance. This request is based on ORS 279.015.

. FACILITY DESCRIPTION

The Fac111ty, as currently env1s1oned, would be capable of recovering

-energy from burnlng between 400 000 to 500, 000 tons per year of

vmun1c1pa1 SOlld ‘waste (MSW) At “this tlme both mass burning and

processed waste (RDF) burnlng svstems are belng considered. The

‘Faclllty w1ll contaln adequate redundancy to meet steam delivery

' requlrements. B011ers would be capable of burnlng alternative

fuels durlng start—up and for 1mproved rellablllty in steam

'dellvery. The Fac111ty w111 also 1nc1ude scales and refuse

rece1v1ng areas, proceSSLng equlpment, fuel storage. capablllty,

'-all auxllllary boiler equlpment 1nclud1ng the boiler feedwater

makeup system, air pollutlon control and ash handllng equipment;

the steam plpellne and other support operatlons.

EXHIBIT 1



FINANCING
_Q The current”financihg plen ealls for a loan from the State of
.‘Qfegon follution'Controi Fund, an equity contribution by a private
in&estor (who could be -the same person as the contractor or
operator) and the issuence of revenuebbonds by Metro. The sale
of the Facility to a private party with an equity contribution
frem £hat party is preferrea because of the'poteptial gains to
the'ptoject from State and federal tax credits. If.a suitable
'<}.a£rahgement cannot be worked out with a private investor, then

Metro would ‘consider public ownership of the facility.

ADVANTAGES OoF NEGOTIA&ED.CONTRACT PROCEDURE

.A'hegotiated contract prqcedure will result'in substantial cost
saVings without.favoritisﬁ for the'fbllowing reasons:
1. ‘Con51der1ng different technologles does not lend
| 1tself to .competitive blddlng. It is to Metro's
benefit to leave open the question of technology
in order to obtain the bese system for this area.
'Each'technolegy involves_patented prdcesses; as
well as many varlatlons in de51gn.. To maximize
'_»the efflclency and quality of the Fac111ty, it is
: de31rab1e to .receive proposals for dlfferent types
of_technology and design wh1ch will satlsfy Metro's
pefformanee cfiteria. Hewever, the propesels- |
_submitted will not be sufficiently similar to
permit actoss-the—board‘comparison. Costs, reiiability
and air qualifflare three important faetors that

" will vary for each proposal.

-2-




To obtain the most beneficial financing arrangement,:

Metro needs the flexibility to consider different
proposals which may not lend themselves to across-

the-board comparisons. ‘For ‘éxample, some proposals

will include an.equity participation in the Préject,

while others will not.
Warranties and other guarantees of successful

operation of the‘facility will be maximized if

. Metro does not write the design specifications but

merely specifies performance and other major

‘criteria.

To reduce the risk to bond holders and the energy
purchaser,'Metro‘requiresva ieliable and_financially
étrohg operator which caﬁ.beSt be determined

through negotiation, |

The~Proiect rests on the.marketing of‘the energy

produced by the Facility. A_ptospective energy

~ purchaser must. me=2t certain criteria,; some of

which do'not lend themselves to aérbss—the—board

compérisons.',The'purchaSer must be financially

 strong,'capab1e of providing solid suppért for the

~ Metro revenue bond isssue. The purchaser must be

able to use the energy in the quantities and

‘quality Metro intends to produce. The purchasef

must be physically located within a specific
distance from the Facility to insure adequate

steam deliveries. The price the purchaser is

-3~



€v‘ivll:inc_‘; to pay must ékéeéd ﬁiir’xiﬁ'{um revenue r';eqﬁi'rement'si‘ '
and be compétitivé with other energy purchasers.

6. Métrb intends to rétﬁin‘fléXibility in the design,
‘construction and opefatibnvdf the‘Facility by
.Seeking proéosals for‘design.aﬁd-construction only
(a turnkey situation) and for design, construction
énd.éperation (a modified full sefvi¢e arrangement)..
Depending on the tyée of technology selected and
the financing structure, it may be beneficial to
Metro to separate the designvand construction from
the operation. -

7. Both Union County and Lénd County previously have |
beén granted exemptioné for fheir resdufce-recovery

facilities by the Public Contract Review Board for

" the State of Oregon. See OAR 127-60-002 and 127-
60-005. Both of these projects used the request
‘for'proposal method as an alternative to public

bidding. for many of the same reasons.

SELECTION PROCESS
.To insure an objective sglectibn'of conﬁréctors interested‘in the
- design, ccnstruction, operation, and maintenance of the resource
récovery facility, Metro“prqposes to dé,ihé following:
l.' Issue a Réquest for Quaiificatiohs (ﬁFQ) on
June.5; 1980, aﬁd brief'iﬁterested firms on June 12,
1980. Establish July 10, 1980, as the deadline

for receipt of_RFQ responses.

—4-



v. 2. Have a working group.of key project participants

with technical and financial expertise evaluate

- the RFQ responses on the folloWing criteria;

A.

Solid Waste and Resource Recovery Experience -

Firms will be evaluated on the basis of their
aemonstrated expertise in the design and
cohstruction of solidAwasﬁe management/resource
recoverYASystems, thfough actual field work

experience or through relevant development .

- and project construction éxperience. Firms

‘will also be evaluated on the basis of their

involvement in the operation of facilities

and the marketing of recovered resources.

General Management and Technidal'Experience -

Firms will be evsluated on the basis of their

demonstrated overall managementvand technicél

-expertise and experience as reflected in the

success of significaht.and complex projects

-undertaken in the past.'}Sbecial'Emphasis',

will.be;placed on'theAfirm's track ‘record in
working with the public sector and building
and operating facilities similar to that

proposed.

Financial Stability and Strength -
Firms will be evaluated on the basis of their
financiél capability, solvency and net worth

as an indication of their ability to absorb

5.



poss'ible overruns or losses. 1In the case of o .

‘jOlnt ventures the nature of the agreement
between firms'will.be evaluated with emphasis
on how financial obligations would be assigned.

D. Corporate Commitment - Firms will be

evaluated on what is and has been their
. corporate commltment to resource recovery as
a business area.as evidenced by staffing,
past prOJects, levels of research and developments
and past financial commitments.

E. Technical Approach - Firms mill be

"evaluated on the appropriateness-of their
technical approach to meeting local needs andl

the experience of. the approach in:meeting

reliability requirements similar to those

proposed in the energy sales,agreement;
Commitments to using specific equipment’and
subcontractors will be included in this
valuation.

Interview and select the qualified firms. .

. Submit a Request for Proposals (RFP) to the qualified

firms which shall contain a general project description,

- background information, system performance requirements,

‘minimum equipment and construction requirements,

proposal procedure, and the-evaluation and contracting .

process. The RFP will also attach a draft design-

construction'contract, a draft operating contract, .,

- energy contract, and a proposal bond form.

_6_ .



5. Evaluate the hFP responses in the saﬁe manner as
|  the RFeresponses.’ Accept the proposal which
.Metro deems the most advantageous for the ‘public
and Metro,vor reject all proposals and 1ssue
» subsequent Request for Proposals, 1f de51red.
6; Negotlate with the_successful proposer to amend,
| modify, refine, and delineate the propoSal. This
may include, but is not limited to, the right to.
alter. the specifications ‘and production requirements'
or consider alternatives within the framework of
the proposal. This will inciude any aspect of the
proposal relating to financing, construction,
Aoperatlon, dlsposal of recovered and nonrecovered
-materlal and the marketlng of recovered products.
7. Negotlate and accept w1thout readvertlslng, the
‘eproposal of any other proposer in the event of _
default within the bid bond period of a selected
" proposer or the refusal of a selected proposer to

enter into a contract with Metro. -

SALE OF RECOVERED PRODUCTS

Metro'proposes that Metro negotiate the contracts for the sale of
| steam produced by the Fac111ty and’ for the sale of other recovered
products produced by the Facility. Depending on the final flnanc1a1"
‘structure of the Progect, Metro may ass1gn its interests in the
contracts for the sale of steam and other recovered products to

‘the owner or "beneficial owner" of the Facility.



TECHNICAL AND FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE - ' .

Because of the timing and sequence of the prellmlnary techn1ca1

- and financial work that must be done in connectlon with this

Project, Metro may not be able to follow requlred‘contractlng

'_'proceaufes.' Metto proposes that required,dontractingfp;ocedures;
'jbe'followed‘for technicalbaﬁd financial assistance :elated>to the
-:Project unless the Executive Officer determiﬁes that it is in the
;publlc interest to negotlate contracts directly w1th persons or

f1rms that can supply technlcal and financial work to the Progect.

Metro believes that its proposals herein are consistent with the
V. criteria contained in ORS 279.015 and will lead to an objective

selection of qﬁalified and interested contractors.




Agenda Item 6.3

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: June 26, 1980
To: Metro Council
From: Executive Officer

Regarding: Financing Options for Five-Year Plan

The following is a summary of policy issues previously discussed
with the Council and the decisions to be made in arriving at a final
tax proposal to be placed on the November ballot.

] I Revenue Sources

The overall policy previously discussed with the Council on the
proportion of revenue funding Planning and Development activi-
ties is summarized as follows:

. Grants 55%

Local Revenue

Tax Base 31.5%
Service Fees 13.5%%*
100%

*Represents 30% of total local funds.
(Transfers and Fund Balance are also available.)

Over half of the service fees would come from the Planning and
Development Program area. The remainder of the fees would come
from the General Government and Support Services Program area
which would charge for A-95 Reviews and grant assistance.

Local Revenues:. 45% !

Service Fees

I3.5%
Tax bBase

31.5%

Grants

Grants 55%:




Memorandum .
June 26, 1980 ’
Page 2

2r Tax Base Options

A decision on the tax base amount involves consideration of two
points. First, how much of the Zoo capital amount to include
in a tax base and the amount to be included for general Metro
funding. Decisions on these two points together will determine
how much tax savings will be passed on to the voters.

a. Zoo capital project funds

Two options are currently being discussed, first convert-
ing $800,000 to a tax base and leaving $1,500,000 in the
serial levy, and second, converting the full $2.3 million
to a tax base. Legally, any amount for capital may be
included in a tax base.

The impact of tax savings derived from converting from a
serial levy to a tax base is analyzed in a following
section.

b. General Metro funding

Three options for general Metro funding amounts are .
displayed. Each option indicates the amount of the levy

for each of five years less the requirements estimated to

be needed to fund a base level of operations. The balance
remaining represents the amount available to be allocated
for new programs. These amounts may be compared with the
attached program priorities chart which lists the net

amount of tax revenues needed to fund the new or increased
programs and investigative work included in the five-year
plan.

The program priorities take into account previous Council
discussions, but are certainly subject to further review.




'Worandu’m | _
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Option %1
.. Dues at 51¢ per caplta
~(Growth based on
population increase)
Dues A
Less Base

 TAX REQUIREMENT .

(Net Amount After Service Fees)

‘Available for
new programs

Option $#1A ~ _
Start at Dues Level:
Project as Tax Base
(Growth based on 6%
per year) ‘
Tax Base -
, Less Base g
. Available for
new programs

Option #2
700,000 Tax Base
Tax Base
Less Base
Available for
new programs

Option %3 : :

$1 050,000 Tax Base
Tax Base '
Less Base

Available for
new programs

628,400

82 83 84 85 86
570,600 582,000 594,000 605,500 617,600
355,000 484,600 544,000 611,000 686,000
215,600 97,400 50,000 (5,500)  (68,400)
" 570,600 604,800 641,126 679,600 720,400
355,000 484,600 644,000 611,000 686,000
215,600 120,200 . 97,126 68,600 34,400
700,000 742,000 786,500 833,700 . 883,700
355,000° 484,600 655,000 611,000 686,000
345,000 257,400 242,500 222,700 197,700
1,050,000 1,113,000 1,180,000 1,250,000 1,326,000
355,000 484,600 544,000 _ 611,000 686,000
695,000 636,000 639,000

640,000




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT ‘
PRIORITIES FOR NEW AND INCREASED PROGRAMS

(Net Tax Amount After Service Fees) .

~ PRIORITIES | 82 . 83 . 84 .85 - 86
1. Tri-Met Study . 100,000 75,000
2. Goals & Objectives 50,000 50,000 | - ' .0
A 3.'Boundary Commission 75,000 84'000. 94,000 105,000 118,000
4. Housing Planning | 30,000 25,000 35,000 35,000 . 20,000
5. Economic Development 100,000 . 100,000 50,000 : 50,000 50,000
6. Land Use X 10,000 15,000 . 25,000 25,000 30,000
7. Drainage 131,000 117,000 98,000 79,000 60,000
8. Sewers : 50,000 56,000 63,000 70,000
9. Energy 50,000 56,000 63,000 . 70,000 79,000
. 10. Plan Reivew 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000
11. 911 . 10,000 ' 11,000 12,000 13,000 14,000
12. Housing Finan. o 125,000 A E ‘ ’ '7 | _
- 13. Disaster Preparedness | 11,000 12,000 13,000 14,000
14. Parks & Recreation a ' '25,000 ' '
15. Criminal Justice - | ' 10,000 12,000 114,000
16. Housing Finan. | 55,000 55,000 50,000 50,000
17. Investigate Work IR 100,000 50,000 50,000
TOTAL TAX REQUIREMEN'TS 606,000 699,000 . 635,000 590,000 594,000
CS:ss B . : .
8648/105 |




Memorandum
June 26, 1980
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3. Tax Savings
The tax Savings which could be passed on to the voters depends
on the amount of the Zoo capital amount to be included in a tax

base and the amount to be included. for general Metro funding.

‘The tax sav1ngs is computed from the $4,562,924 of the total $§5
million yearly Zoo serial levy whlch would be paid by home" o

owners.
Tax Savings First Year
.8 Million Capital 2.3 Million Capital
in Tax Base _ _ in Tax Base

'Optlon #1 ‘

Dues at $560 573 : ; $330,000 o $776,000
Optlon $2 | '

- Tax ‘Base at $700, 000 $262,000 : ‘ $678,000
Option #3 ' . .

Tax Base at $1, 050 000 $0° — . $433,000

CS:bk
8665/D4




: 6/26/80 '
SCHEDULE FOR ADOPTION p
OF OPERATIONAL PLAN AND FINANCE STRATEGY

June 26 Presentation of finance options

July 10 Council selects preferred option

July 18 Council receives full draft plan

July 24 - Council releases plan for public hearing
First reading of November ballot title

August 7 Public hearing and first reading on draft

Operational Plan
Second reading of November ballot tltle _
August 28 Second reading of Operational Plan adoption
: ordinance

CS:bk
8665/04




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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




Multnomah
County
Community
Action
Agency

DON CLARK, COUNTY EXECUTIVE
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

EARL BLUMENAUER

DENNIS BUCHANAN

GLADYS McCOY

DAN MOSEE

GORDON E. SHADBURNE

4420 S.E. 64th * PORTLAND, OREGON 97206
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES PHONE (503) 777-4761

July 10, 1980

Metropolitan Service District Council
527 S. W. Hall
Portland, OR 97201

Dear Council Members:

The Housing Policy Committee of Multnomah County Community Action Agency
(MCCARA) generally supports the Housing Policy Advisory Committee draft
of the METRO Housing Goals and Policies. We have similar concerns as
those of the Council, in that we are interested in ensuring that there
are adequate housing opportunities in our community.

We are especially interested in passage of goals and policies that provide
the framework for jurisdictions to create affordable housing opportunities.
There is no doubt that additional housing opportunities, especially for
those who have the fewest options to exercise, need to be provided. As-
sisted housing meets but a small fraction of the need within each community.
Our greatest resource for affordable housing is our existing stock. How-
ever, existing housing stock is under dual pressure; it not only represents
affordable rental housing opportunities, but affordable owner-occupied
housing opportunities. Passage of goals and policies that encourage the
retention and increase of affordable housing and existing rental housing
stock will create the opportunity to respond to the housing needs in our
communities. It is important that these goals are implemented on a regional
level so that all jurisdictions equitably share in meeting our housing needs.

We urge adoption of these goals in a timely manner so that implementation

strategies and integration into plan review can be completed at the earliest
possible date.

Sincerely,

Lo g Loik Wan

Lea Wikman, Chairperson
Housing Policy Committee



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: July 10, 1980
To: Metro Council
From: Executive Officer

Regarding: Addition to Directlﬁ Related A-95 Project
Applications Under Review

Project Title: St. Mary's Woods Park (No. 806-12)

Applicant: Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District (THPRD)

Project Summary: Acquisition of 222 acres of undeveloped
land for development of a park. The natural state of the
land will be maintained. The development will be minimal
consisting of on-site parking, an Interpretive Center, path-
ways and rest rooms. A number of pathways will be paved for
handicapped access.

. Funding Sources:
Federal State Local Other Total
$1,000,000 $500,000 $500,000 $5,560,000 $7,500,000
Dept. of State THPRD Bond
Interior - Parks Sale
HCRS Branch

Additional Comments: Meetings have been held between Metro,
the city of Beaverton, Washington County, Oregon Department
of Transportation, Tri-Met and the Tualatin Hills Park and
Recreation District to discuss the impact of the proposed
park development on regional and local transportation and
land-use planning activities. It was determined that the
proposed park development is not in violation of regional
and local plans or policies. In addition, the aforementioned
jurisdictions and agencies will continue to work closely
together to coordinate transportation and land-use issues in
relationship to the proposed park development.

Staff Recommendation: Favorable Action

RG:MCH:ds
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METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
. 527 S.W. HALL ST., PORTLAND OR. 97201, 503/221-1646

AAE11Q() /\ (] E Pq [) /\ ADJOURNED COUNCIL MEETING

Date: July 10, 1980
Day: Thursday

Time: 7:30 p.m.

Place: Franklin High School, 5405 S.E. Woodward, Portland,
Oregon

CALL TO ORDER (7:30)

PUBLIC HEARING ON Ordinance No. 80-92, For the Purpose of Levying,
Apportioning and Specifying Collection of Assessments for
Phase I of the Johnson Creek Basin Flood Control and Pollution
Abatement Project Local Improvement District (First Reading)

. ADJOURN




TO:
FROM :
SUBJECT:

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council

Executive Officer

Levying, Apportioning and Specifying Collection of Assess-
ments for Phase I of the Johnson Creek Basin Flood Control
and Pollution Abatement Project Local Improvement District.

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

Al

ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt Ordinance No. 80-92 apportioning
the Phase I assessment for the Johnson Creek Basin Flood

Control and Pollution Abatement Project according to the
following formula:

Total cost of Phase I
X Current assessed value of
each lot or part thereof

Total Current Assessed
Value of the District

POLICY IMPACT: Local Improvement District (LID) Assess-
ments by law, must reflect the benefit to be received by
the property assessed. In apportioning the Phase I
assessment according to this formula, the Council is
determining that all property in the District will benefit
equally. This is consistent with the Scope of Work for
Phase I which includes the preparation of detailed plans
and preliminary engineering for Phase II along with
remedial cleaning and snagging of the lower five miles of
stream channel. As a part of Phase I, the apportionment
formula for Phases II and III will be developed reflecting
the specific benefits to be realized in those Phases.

BUDGET IMPACT: Assessment of the local share of project
cost against the property within the LID will allow Metro
to sponsor the Corps of Engineers Flood Control Project on
Johnson Creek. A special account has been established in
the FY 81 Metro budget for this project. There is no
impact on General fund revenues.

II. ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: The Johnson Creek Task Force explored several
alternatives for apportioning the Johnson Creek LID
assessment. The major determining factor in selecting an
assessment formula was the method of notification and
collection to be used. Because of the size of the
district and the number of accounts involved the best
method for both notification and collection was through
the County Assessor. The method of assessments,
therefore, must be based either on area, assessed value or



a flat rate per lot.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED:

Option A - Flat Rate:

1.

Single Rate - Basinwide

Advantages:

Disadvantages:

Double Rate - Basin

Advantages:

Disadvantages:

-Costs per lot relatively low.

-Does not distinguish between
basin and floodplain lot.

-Does not differentiate between
residential, commercial or
industrial properties or lot
size.

-Does not reflect benefit.

and Floodplain:

-Differentiates between basin and
floodplain properties.

-Does not differentiate between
residential, commercial or
industrial property or lot size.

-Does not reflect benefit.

Option B - Based on Total Assessed Value

l.

Single Rate - Basinwide

Advantages:

Disadvantages:

Double Rate - Basin

Advantages:

Disadvantages:

-Rate relatively low.

-Differentiates between property
types.

-Differentiates between lot size.

-Reflects benefit as a function of
assessed value.

~Does not differentiate between
basin and floodplain property.

and Floodplain

-All the advantages of B-1 plus
-differentiates between basin and
floodplain property.

-Undeveloped properties which are

later developed could reap the
benefits of the project at a

much lower rate. ‘




Option C - Based on Land Value Assessment Only

i Single Rate - Basinwide

Advantages: -Same as B-1 plus
-treats developed and developable
land equally. ;

Disadvantages: -Same as B-1 plus
-does not consider contribution
to present problem.

25 Double Rate - Basin and Floodplain

Advantages: -Same as C-1 plus
-differentiates between basin and
floodplain property.

Disadvantages: -Same as C-1.

(@4 CONCLUSION: The Council Coordinating Committee on Solid
Waste and Public Facilities concluded that Option B-1 was
the most reasonable method of apportioning Phase I assess-
ments for the following reasons:

- Phase I is substantially one of planning and remedial
channel maintenance and its benefits are basinwide.

- Undeveloped property is required to comply with the
development guidelines for the Johnson Creek Basin
(Ordinance No. 79-81).

- This option is easily administered in relationship to
other possible methods and, therefore, lowers the
total cost of Phase I.

JL:ss
8303/118
6/26/80



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF LEVYING, ) ORDINANCE NO. 80-92
APPORTIONING AND SPECIFYING ) o
COLLECTION OF ASSESSMENTS FOR ) Introduced by the Regional
PHASE I OF THE JOHNSON CREEK ) Service Districts
) _
)
)

BASIN FLOOD CONTROL AND

- POLLUTION ABATEMENT PROJECT

LOCAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT.

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAIst‘

Section 1. Purpose.

The purposes of this ordinance are to apportlon and levy

assessments, and specify the method of collectlon of assessments for

- Phase I of the Johnson Creek Basin Flood Control and Pollution

Abatement Project Local Improvement District.
Section 2.

. In accordance with the Preliminary Engineering Report as »
approved by Metropolitan Service District, Resolution No. 80—1;9,
the total costs to be assessed against the bénéfitted properties for
Phase I of the project are $770,000. The cost shall be apportioned

among the lots, parts thereof, and parcels within the district

’acc0rding.tp the following formula:

Total cost of PhasevI
‘ X Current assessed value of
each lot or part thereof

Total Current Assessed
Vvaluie of the District

Section 3.
The costs as specified and apportioned in Section 2 of this

ordinance are héreby levied against the lots, parts thereof, and

parcels within the Johnson Creek Basin Flood Control and Pollutibn

Abatement Local Improvement District, as specified in the

Ord. No. 80-92
Page 1 of 2



HPreliminary Engineering Report Exhibits I and II for the thnsén
Creek Basin Flood Control and Pollution Abatement Project.

Section 4.

In accordance with Metropolitan Service Disﬁrict Ordinance No.
“79—78 and Oédinance No. 80-93, the method of collection for |
assessments, apportioned in Section 2 and levied in Section 3 above,
shall be by certification of assessments to the appropriate County
max Assessor. The Executive Officer is directed to certify the
assessments by written contract, agreement, or other lawful means
with the Cbunty Assessors of the counties in which the assessed
lands are located. Any agreement shall provide for deferred payment
of assessments in 10 equal semi-annual installments, not exceeding
five'(S)-years, and eldgrly hbmestead deferral under Ordinance
No. 79-78, as amended by Ordinande No. 80-93.

Section 5.

In accordance with Metropolitan Service District Ordinance No.
79-78 and Ordinance No. 80-93, the Executive Officer is directed to
publishAhotice of this ordinance as required by Section 14 (a) of
Ordinance No. 79-78. |

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this ) day of , 1980.

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

T™/gl . , Oord. No; 80-92
8279/118 Page 2 of 2
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ﬁ METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
. 527 SW. HALL ST., PORTLAND, OR . 97201, 503/221-1646

METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: July 10, 1980
To: , Metro Council
From: John LaRiviere

Regarding: Johnson Creek Local Improvement District
(LID) Assessment Remonstrances —- Status
Report as of 12 p.m., July 10, 1980

The remonstrance process for the assessment phase differs from
the process for forming the LID in that it has no binding
affect on the Council decision. Remonstrances at this point
are primarily a means of providing input from property owners
as to the method of distributing the cost of the project among
the property within the District.

Because of this fact, we have followed a different method of
processing remonstrances. No attempt was made to verify

. whether the remonstrance represented property within the LID or
to determine whether duplicate remonstrances were submitted.
All remonstrances were read and classified and tallied in the
General Categories listed below. Unique remonstrances which.

s - deserved some response have been filed separately and are
available for Council review. '

Also included in the summary is .a. total of notices which could
not be delivered because of incorrect addresses.

Summary
¢ of Remon-
Category ’ Total % of Properties stances Received
> I. Elderly 56 1% ' 2.5%
II. Special -Requests 60 - 1% 2.7%
III. Feel Outside 288 1% - '12.9%
District
IV. No Benefit 85 1% 3.8%
Perceived
V. General 577 1.6% 26%
' Remonstrance :
VI. Others ) 296 . 1% - 13.5%
VII. Unclassified 855 2.4% 38.5%
. Total 2,217 6.2% -

Undeliverable 542 - 1.5% -




Memorandum
July 10, 1980
Page 2

Category Definitions

I.

N %

III.

Iv.

V.

VI,

VII.

JRL: bk

Elderly —- remonstrances £rom pédple on fixed incomes
indicating financial hardship.

Special Requests -- pertinent or informative letters
requiring some response.

Outside of District -- remonstrances from people who feel
they are outside of the Basin or have no drainage to
Johnson Creek.

No Benefit Perceived -- self-explanatory.

General -- remonstrances which state LID is illegal,
unfair, unconstitutional or simply opposing assessment.

Others -- short comments such as; "put LID to a vote" or
"do not like project."

Unclassified -- those recelved too late to categorlze for
this report.

8889/D2
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o

‘MSD COUNCIL

L \/////ROLL CALL ROSTER

AGENDA ITEM

%?246. 61444—

DISTRICT 1
Donna Stuhr

DISTRICT 2
" Charles Williamson

DISTRICT 3
Craig Berkman

DISTRICT 4
Corky Kirkpatrick

DISTRICT 5
. Jack Deines.

DISTRICT 6

" Jane Rhodes'f;

DISTRICT 7

Betty Schedeen -

DISTRICT 8

.- EBErnie Bonner -

- DISTRICT 9 

~Cindy Banzer - .

~DISTRICT 10

B Gene,Petersonf_;_
DISTRICT 12
- Mike Burton

 DISTRICT 11

AVMarge Kafoury

. TOTAL

MEETING DATE
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. - 4 MSD COUNCIL
e L _ ROLL CALL ROSTER __

~ AGENDA ITEM : ’ MEETING DATE

Vv -
' AYE |, NAY

DISTRICT 2
Charles Williamson

DISTRICT 3 .- -
' Craig Berkman

DISTRICT 4
- Corky Kirkpatrick

DISTRICT 5

Jack Deineé

DISTRICT 6 L | - b///

. Jane Rhodes .

DISTRICT 7 © .
'Betty Schedeen

. DISTRICT ‘8 -
'Ernie Bonner
DISTRICT 9 .
" 'Cindy Banzer

DISTRICT 10. . '

. Gene Peterson

DISTRICT 12.. :: -
Mike Burton

- DISTRICT 1 =
o ‘Donna Stuhr
 DISTRICT 11 :
MargevKafoury B ' L L

TOTAL" .

- e e




.wf_m-.;. . - . ROLL CALL ROSTER. .

MSD COUNCIL

~ AGENDA ITEM

7t
®

%*('21 io-/a.

'AYE

DISTRICT 3 » /”@3"

Craig Berkman
DISTRICT 4 S ZjQ;C

Corky Klrkpatrlck '

DISTRICT 5
Jack Deines

DISTRICT 6
Jane Rhodes

DISTRICT 7
Betty Schedeen

' DISTRICT 8

Ernie Bonner

'DISTRICT 9

Clndy Banzer

'DISTRICT 10

-  Gene Peterson

DISTRICT 12
: Mlke Burton

.:‘DISTRICT l

. Donna Stuhr

DISTRICT 2

g'Charles‘Williamson\

 DISTRICT 11

- Marge Kafoury f ) -

\TQTAL

MEETING DATE

NAY




~MSD COUNCIL

ROLL CALL ROSTER

AGENDA ITEM

- ﬂé'23 p- /O 4 /

DISTRICT 4 . . lkgf”

Corky Kirkpatrick

DISTRICT 5
Jack Deines

DISTRICT 6
Jane Rhodes -

DISTRICT 7 A .
Betty Schedeen

DISTRICT 8

Ernie Bonner

DISTRICT 9
. Cindy Banzer:

'DISTRICT 10-

Gene Peterson

" DISTRICT ‘12

.~ -Mike Burtbni i

DISTRICT 1

‘Donna Stuhr

" DISTRICT - 2

'Charles‘Williémsoh

 DISTRICT 3

Craig Berkman

DISTRICT -11-

~ Marge Kafoury . °

e . w . .. TOTAL .

MEETING DATE
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