METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

METRO AGENDA REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING

REVISED AGENDA

Date: April 2, 1981
Day: Thursday
Time: 5:30 pm - Council Dinner & Informal Discussion

7:30 pm - Formal Meeting
Place: Council Chamber

CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL

1. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

3. RESOLUTIONS

Coordinating Committee Recommendation:

3.1 Resolution No. 81-234, For the Purpose of Estab—wﬁé
lishing a New Classification "Public Information
Specialist 2;" Authorizing such a New Position in
Public Information for Solid Waste; (held over
from March 26, 1981, Council Agenda) (7:35)

Regional Development Committee Recommendation:

3.2 Resolution No. 81-232, For the Purpose of
Recommending the City of Portland's Request for
Acknowledgment of Compliance with LCDC Goals (7:50)

4. PUBLIC HEARING

4.1 Ordinance No. 81-107, For the Purpose of
Providing for a Temporary Partial Waiver of

Charges at the St. Johns Landfill for Woody Wastes
(First Reading) (8:05)

5. MOTION

5.1 Addition of Allen Johnson to list of METRO HEARINGS
‘ OFFICERS (8:25)



6. REPORTS

6.1 Budget Report (8:35)
6.2 Executive Officer's Report (9:05)
6.3 Committee Reports (9:20)

7. GENERAL DISCUSSION

ADJOURNMENT




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

METRO AGENDA REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING
Date: April 2, 1981
Day: Thursday
Time: 5:30 pm - Council Dinner & Informal Discussion
’ 7:30 pm - Formal Meeting
Place: Council Chamber

CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL

1. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

3. CONSENT AGENDA

Regional Services Committee Recommendation:

3.1 Ordinance No. 81-107, For the Purpose of Providing
for a Temporary Partial Waiver of Charges at the
St. Johns Landfill for Woody Wastes;

4. RESOLUTIONS

Coordinating Committee Recommendation:

4.1 Resolution No. 81-234, For the Purpose of Estab-
lishing a New Classification "Public Information
Specialist 2;" Authorizing such a New Position in
Public Information for Solid Waste; (held over
from March 26, 1981, Council Agenda) (7:35)

Regional Development Committee Recommendation:

4.2 Resolution No. 81-232, For the Purpose of
Recommending the City of Portland's Request

for Acknowledgment of Compliance with LCDC
Goals; (7:50)

5. MOTION

5.1 Addition of Alan Johnson to list of METRO HEARINGS
OFFICERS (8:05)



6. REPORTS
6.1 Budget Report (8:15)
6.2 Execuitve Officer's Report
6.3 Committee Reports (9:00)

7. GENERAL DISCUSSION

ADJOURNMENT

(8:45)
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FROM:

SUBJECT:

I

Agenda item 3.2

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council

Executive Officer

Recommending the City of Portland's Request for
Acknowledgment of Compliance with LCDC Goals

RECOMMENDATIONS:

A.

@5

ACTION REQUESTED: That the Council adopt the attached
Resolution No. 81-232 recommending that LCDC approve the
City of Portland's request for acknowledgement of
compllance. The Council should act on this item at this
meeting in order to ensure that its recommendation is
considered by LCDC (see background).

POLICY IMPACT: This acknowledgment recommendation was
developed under the "Metro Plan Acknowledgment Review
Schedule," June 20, 1980. This process provides
jurisdictions an opportunlty to work with Metro staff and
interested parties to discuss and clarify acknowledgment
issues prior to Regional Development Committee (RDC)
action.

BUDGET IMPACT: None

ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: The City of Portland submitted its plan to
LCDC for acknowledgment in August, 1980. LCDC has
scheduled a hearing on the City's request for
acknowledgment for April 30 - May 1, 1981.

Metro conducted a draft review of the City of Portland's
plan and forwarded a copy of its comments to the City at
that time. The City of Portland subsequently adopted a
development ordinance and made substantial changes to its
plan that meet nearly all of Metro's comments.

Portland is the largest city in Oregon and the center of
the Metro region. According to preliminary census data,
the City's population declined slightly during the last
decade, from about 380,000 to about 365,000, even though
the City's housing stock increased more than 10 percent,
from 151,000 units to 168,000 units. As the commercial
center and transportation hub of the metropolitan region,
the City of Portland will continue to play a pivotal role
in the region's development.

Metro staff concludes that the City's plan complies with
all Statewide Goals and regional policies. Staff's
recommendation is conditional upon Portland's final
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adoption of language committing the City to participate in
the preparation and implementation of Metro's Solid Waste
Management Plan.

Metro, therefore, recommends that Portland's Comprehensive
Plan be acknowledged by LCDC if the condition regarding
solid waste coordination is resolved by City Council
action prior to LCDC's action.

The Metro Staff Report and recommendation was prepared
according to the "Metro Plan Acknowledgment Review
Schedule," June 20, 1980. Under the previous plan review
procedures, the RDC was provided with a complete Plan
Acknowledgment Review Report, An "Acknowledgment Issues
Summary" developed from a "Plan Review Work Session"
involving the jurisdiction, interested parties and Metro
staff is attached. The Summary identifies acknowledgment
issues raised at the Work Session.

After receiving the staff report, the Council should hear
comments from interested parties and make a recommendation
to LCDC.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Metro staff 4id not find any
issues which warranted serious consideration of an
alternative recommendation (i.e., for denial).

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




BE IT RESOLVED, o - _ ' ‘

1. That the Metfo Council recommends‘to'LCDC that
Portland's request for compliance acknowledgment be gﬁanted, subject
to the City's adoptioﬁ of plan pdlicies committing the City to
participation in the preparation and implementation of Metro's Solid
- Waste Management Plan.

| 2. That the Executive Officer forward copies of this i
Resolution and Staff Report attached hereto as Exhibit "A" to LCDc; :
City of Portland and to the appropriate agencies. _ |

3.‘- That, subsequent to adoption by the Council of any
goals and objectlves or functlonal plans after June, 1980, the
~Council will again review Portland's plan for consistency with
-regional plans. and notify the City of Pdrtland of any changes that

may be needed at that time. : : .

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1981.

Presiding Officer

JC:qgl
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Res.. 81~232
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF RECOMMENDING RESOLUTION NO. 81-232
THE CITY OF PORTLAND'S REQUEST
FOR ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF COMPLIANCE

WITH LCDC GOALS

‘Introduced by the Regional
Development Committee

P e

WHEREAS, Metroiis the designated planning coordination
body under ORS 260.385; and

WHEREAS, Under ORS 197.255 the Council ié required to
advise LCDC and local jurisdictions preparing comprehensive plans

whether or not such plans are in conformity with the Statewide

Planning Goals; and

WHEREAS, The City of Portland is now requesting that LCDC

‘acknowledge its Comprehensive Plan as complying with the Statewide

Planning Goals;' and _
WHEREAS, LCDC Goal No. 2 requires that local land use
plans be consistent with regional plans;'and

WHEREAS, Portland's Comprehensive Plan has been evaluated

for compliance with LCDC goals and regional plans adopted by CRAG or

'Metro prior to June, 1980, in accordance with the criteria and

procedures contained in the "Metro Plan Review Manual" as summarized
in the staff report attached as Exhibit "A"; and

| WHEREAS,'Represeﬁtatives of the City‘have agréed.to seek
plan amendments committing the City to participate in the
preparation and implementation of Metrofs Solid Waste Management
Plan; and |

WHEREAS, Metro finds that Portland's Comprehensive Plan

_complies with all Statéwide Land Use Goals; now, therefore,

'Res. 81-232
page 1 of 2



EXHIBIT A

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT REPORT
INTRODUCTION:

The City of Portland is the largest city in Oregon and the center of
the metropolitan region. According to preliminary census data, the
City's population declined slightly during the last decade, from
about 380,000 to about 365,000, even though the City's housing stock
increased by more than 10 percent, from 151,000 to 168,000 units.
'As the commercial center and transportation hub of the metropolitan
region, the City of Portland will continue to play a pivotal role in
the region's development. o :

Metro has had a long and close working relationship with the City's
planning staff.  During the development of the Portland ‘
Comprehensive Plan (PCP), Metro's staff members met regularly with
the City's staff and kept abreast of plan developments. Metro's
staff prepared detailed comments -on the City of Portland's
Comprehensive Plan in October 1979. The City has responded to the
comments offered in Metro's earlier review and has made numerous
changes to the plan to ensure its compliance with Statewide Goals.

Staff recommends that the City's plan be acknowledged subject to.the
City's adoption of language committing the City to participate in
the preparation and implementation of Metro's Solid Waste Management
Plan (SWMP). Metro staff originally raised objections to the City
of Portland's plan because language in the Public Facilities

" Element made the City's role in the plan implementation optional.
After meeting with Metro 'staff, representatives of the City's
Planning Department are prepared to recommend a plan amendment that
" would make Portland's plan policy consistent with regionally
required plan language. That amendment should be adopted prior to
Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC). consideration of
the City of Portland's Plan. Anticipating favorable City Council
~action on the proposed amendment, Metro's staff recommends that the
Council recommend LCDC acknowledgment of the City of Portland plan.

The City prepared a draft comprehensive plan and submitted it to

. .Metro in 1979. Metro's staff reviewed this draft in detail and
‘provided the City with a draft plan review in October 1979. Metro's

comments included specific recommendations on how the City could

- comply with Statewide Goals. At that time, the City did not provide

a number of needed documents, including a coordination agreement
with Washington County. The City has since submitted an adopted
agreement and other needed documents.

Metro's acknowledgment review is based on our earlier draft review.
New comments are offered only on documents or policies prepared or
revised since our draft review was submitted. It is Metro's intent

to stand by the policies and recommendations laid out in the draft
review.



General Requirements : _ . ‘

Metro's draft plan review noted that the City had not submitted a
zoning map with its comprehensive plan. The City has now prepared a
single document containing individual copies of the zoning map for
all areas in the City. It has submitted this zoning map with its

- plan and now meets Statewide requirements. Co /

As noted above, Portland had not concluded an Urban Planning Area
Agreement (UPAA) with Washington County at the time of Metro's
earlier draft plan review. Washington County and the City of
Portland have -subsequently reached agreement on an Urban Planning
Area for the City ‘and County. Their agreement specifies the
translation of County planning designations to City planning
designations for areas annexed to the City of Portland. The City
now meets the requirement that its activities be coordinated with
Washington County. The City had earlier adopted agreements with-
Clackamas and Multnomah Counties which met general requirements.

Metro's draft plan review noted that the City's plan needed the
regionally required opening language. The City's plan now includes
such lanquage. It reads: i

"1.5. Future Metro planning efforts

"Establish an up-date and review process that opens
Portland's comprehensive plan for amendments that
consider compliance with goals, objectives, and plans
adopted by Metro subsequent to acknowledgment of the
comprehensive plan." : :

The language adopted by the City of Portland is consistent with
regionally-required open language. Metro's staff concludes that the
City of Portland plan complies with all general requirements.

Goal No. 1 - Citizen Involvement

Metro's draft plan review noted that the City of Portland's draft
Comprehensive Plan did not include a continuing citizen participation
involvement element. The City's plan now includes policies assuring
continuing citizen involvement in.the planning process. In addition,’
the City has adopted by resolution a program regarding the long-term
monitoring and evaluation of the City of Portland Comprehensive Plan.
Metro's staff concludes that the City of Portland now meets the Goal

No. 1 requirement of a continuing citizen involvement element in
comprehensive planning.

A citizen's group from the City of Portland, Neighbors for

- Neighborhoods (NFN), has raised a number of objections with regard to
the citizen involvement process in the preparation of the City of
Portland Comprehensive Plan. Generally, their objections fall into
two categories. First, NFN alleges that the City of Portland made an :
inadequate effort to involve citizens in the planning process. v ‘l’
Second, NFN alleges that the final adopted comprehensive plan does not



reflect the views of citizens in the Portland area.

With regard to citizen involvement procedures, Metro's staff notes
that  the City of Portland has an LCDC-approved Citizen Involvement
Program. In addition, City staff cited statistics indicating a broad
. range of public participation in the planning process by numerous
neighborhood organizations and concerned individuals throughout the
City. Metro. staff concludes that the City complies with the
procedural requirements of Goal No. 1. : ‘

The second allegation of NFN, that the City Council ignored the wishes
of citizens, is difficult for Metro to evaluate and may not in any
case be a Goal No. 1l issue. The City of Portland presented evidence
and Metro's Regional Development Committee (RDC) heard testimony that
there were a wide variety of views regarding the comprehensive plan.
NFN argues that the comprehensive plan allows more density than
citizens desired. Other witnesses testifying before the RDC argued
that the plan did not provide enough density. Clearly there is a
range of conflicting views among Portland's citizens. Metro's staff
recognizes that the planning process must- accommodate diverse
opinions. The fact that certain elements of the community are not
entirely satisfied with the planning process is not, in staff's
opinion, a Goal No. 1 violation. :

Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. 1.

Goal No. 2 - Land Use Planning

Goal No. 2 requires the plans of cities to be consistent with those of
counties and other governments, including regional agencies such as
Metro. As noted under Goal No. 11, Portland's plan presently contains
policies that make the City's participation in the Regional SWMP
optional at City discretion. Metro's staff is of the opinion that
this optional participation is not ‘consistent with the City's

- responsibilities under Goal No. 2 to be coordinated with the
activities of Metro in the solid waste area. Metro and City of
Portland staffs have tentatively reached agreement on language which
would assure the City's participation in the preparation and
implementation of the SWMP. Contingent upon the City adopting that
coordination language, Metro's staff recommends that the City's
comprehensive plan be recognized as in compliance with Goal No. 2.

Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. 2.

Goal No. 3 - Agricultural Lands
- Goal No. 3 is not applicable to the City of Portland plan.
Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. 3.

Goal No. 4 - Forests

Metro has identified no acknowledgment issues under Goal No. 4
Forestry.

14




Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. 4.

.Goal No. 5 - Scenic and Historic Areas and Natural Resources

Metro's draft plan review did not identify any acknowledgment issues
under Goal No. 5. Two other groups did, however, raise potential
acknowledgment issues at Metro's work session on the C1ty of Portland
comprehensive plan.

NFN, represented by Lloyd Keefe, argued that the City had not provided
adequate open space to compensate for the increases in. density
contemplated in the comprehensive plan. Specifically, NFN argued that
a standard of three acres per 1,000 persons for open space was
appropriate for Portland and that, judged by that standard, the City
was 600 acres short of needed open space. Representatives of the City
of Portland disagreed with NFN's analysis. They replied that the
three acre per 1,000 person standard was not applicable nor legally
adopted as part of Portland's plan. They further stated that Portland
had provided adequate open space land to meet the needs of its
citizens. Metro's staff concurs with the City of Portland's judgment

that it has provided adequate open space to meet the needs of its
citizens. .

1000 Friends of Oregon raised several questions about Portland's
two-acre minimum lot size in its. farm and forest zones. 1000 Friends
was particularly concerned that this two-acre lot size did not
adequately protect natural resources in and around Forest Park. _ .
- Representatives of the City explained that the two-acre farm/forest
zone only applied to those areas inside the city limits which were
also inside the UGB. Areas outside the UGB, carrying a regional
"Natural Resources" designation, are subject to a City overlay zone
for resource protection. This overlay zone requires 20-acre minimum
lots that provide adequate resource protection outside the UGB.

Inside the UGB, natural resource lands are protected by the City' s
‘Forest Park Acquisition Plan and by specific development restrictions
relating to drainage ways and other hazard control protection
measures. Metro's staff is conv1nced that this is not an
acknowledgment issue.

Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. 5.

Goal No. 6 — Air, Land and Water Resources Quality

Metro's draft plan review raised three issues.

First, Metro's draft plan review noted that the City of Portland o
should reference and provide information on water quality problems in
the Columbia River. The City has provided such information.

- Second, Metro's draft plan review stated that Portland should adopt
vreglonally required air quality coordlnatlon language. The City has
adopted the follow1ng policy:



"8.1 Interagency Cooperation -- Air Quality

"Continue to cooperate with public agencies concerned
with the improvement of air quality, and implement
State and regional plans and programs to attain
overall State and federal air quality standards.
Cooperate and work with Metro and the State Department
of Environmental Quality in efforts to reach
~attainment of federal ambient air quality standards
for ozone by 1987 and carbon monoxide by 1982."

" Metro's staff concludes that this language is consistent with reglonal
_requlrements for air quality control coordination.

Third, Metro's draft plan review noted that the City of Portland's
plan should contain coordination language on water quality.. The City
has adonted the following 1anguage- '

"8.5 Interagency Cooperation -- Water Quality

‘"Continue cooperation with federal, State and regional
.agencies involved with the management and quality of
Portland's water resources."

Metro's staff concludes that this water quality language is consistent
with regionally requ1red water quality coordination language.

'Conclus1on: C1ty of Portland complies with Goal No. 6.

Goal No. 7 - Natural Hazards

The C1ty of Portland's comprehen51ve plan, Pollcy 3.12, states that
the City should limit the den31ty of development in areas of natural
hazards. While this policy is consistent with Goal No. 7, the City
has designated an area of significant natural hazards, Marquam Hill,
as an area for high density. Metro's staff's draft plan review
questioned the rationale for the apparent 1ncon51stency between
density and natural hazard policies.: The City's planning staff
responded to Metro's concerns by preparing a memorandum describing the
rationale for high density on Marquam Hill. 1In summary, the City's
position is that (1) the Marquam Hill area nearly fully developed at
the designated zoning; (2) the Marquam Hill area is committed by
substantial public investment to a high intensity health
services-related pattern of use; and (3) little undeveloped land is
left on the hill, and what development does take place will be subject
to intensive City review under Chapter 70 of the Uniform Building Code
and other p011c1es of the comprehensive plan governing land use
development in hazard areas. Metro's staff is satisfied that the
City's policies are consistent with Goal No. 7 requirements.

Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. 7.



Goal No. 8 - Recreational Needs ' . L ‘

Metro's draft plan review identified no acknowledgment issues.
Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. 8.

Goal No. 9 - Econbmy-of the State

Metro's draft plan review identified no acknowledgment issues with
Goal No. 9. : o

Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. ‘9.

Goal No. 10 - Housing

"Portland's comprehensive plan contains a thorough analysis of the
City's housing situation and problems. Portland is the largest and
most centrally located jurisdiction in the metropolitan area, and the
City recognizes that it will play ‘a uniquely important role in meeting
regional housing needs. It has planned accordingly. The
comprehensive plan contains a number of innovative provisions to
expand housing opportunities within the City. Metro applauds the
.City's path-breaking efforts to 1mprove and expand housing
opportunities.

In reviewing comprehensive.plans in' the Metro region, Metro has

applied standards of density and housing mix to ascertain compliance ‘
with Goal No.. 10. - In Portland's case, Metro regards housing densities

of 10 units per acre on vacant buildable land and a housing mix of 50
percent single family to 50 percent multi-family as minimally adequate -
to meet regional housing expectations and to comply with Statew1de

Goal No. 10

Portland's housing policies envision a number of possible up-zonings
_to increase the allowable intensity of residential development.
Up—zonlngs will be decided on a case—by case basis. Consequently, it
is not possible  to ascertain the exact dens1ty which the City of
Portland's plan will allow. Under LCDC's "Milwaukie" policy, a city's
zoning must either provide for the maximum allowable plan density or
justify the prov151on for -case~ by—case up-zonings. Metro notes that
Portland's minimum allowable density is more than adequate to comply
with required densities. Therefore, Metro believes that the -
"Milwaukie" policy is not applicable to the City of Portland.

Portland has about 2,330 acres of vacant developable land. On that

land, with current zoning, the plan would allow 23,181 dwellings.

That is a den51ty of 9.9 units per acre. This'is almost exactly the

10 units per acre required to comply with regional housing

expectations. In addition, minimal estimates of redevelopment, duplex
development and accessory rental (add-a-rental) uses swell total to
29,765 units. This increases the den51ty of new construction to

12.3 units per acre. Again, this is more than is needed to meet

regional housing expectations. 1In addition, the City's mix of single; ‘I'
family to multi-family units is 46 percent single family to 54 percent




multi-family for vacant land and is thus, again, more than in
compliance with regional expectations. In addition, the inclusion of
‘redevelopment, duplexes and accessory rentals changes the ratio to

37 percent single family/63 percent multi-family which, again, is more
than adequate to meet regional housing expectations. Clearly,
Portland has met its burden ‘to provide for regional housing needs.

NFN argues that Portland's housing densities are too high. They state
that Goal No. 10 requires the consideration of the social, economic
and environmental impacts of increased densities. NFN says Portland
has not adequately considered those impacts and therefore violates

- Goal No. 10. : :

 Portland's planning staff has replied, stating that comprehensive plan
densities are only marginally greater than those presently in .
-existence. 1In addition, City staff maintains that the densities in
the comprehensive plan were chosen only after a careful evaluation of
economic, housing, environmental and social factors. Moreover, the
City maintains that it made every attempt to tailor densities to those
appropriate for various neighborhoods. For example, in the Ladd's
Addition neighborhood, the City removed some relatively high density
designations in order to protect the character of that neighborhood.
Densities were raised in other areas, particularly those areas
proximate to light rail transit (LRT), in order to take advantage of
improved accessibility. - g

"Metro's staff concludes that (1) Pértland's densities are minimally
adequate to meet regional housing expectations and Statewide Goal :
No. 10; and (2) that the City of Portland, as required by Goal No. 10,

adequately considered. the social, economic and environmental
consequences of increases in density.

Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. 10.

Goal No. 11 - Public Facilities and Services

Metro's staff have identified a single Goal No. 11 acknowledgment
issue. The City of Portland's .plan, as presently adopted, does not
contain adequate measures to assure the City's participation in the
preparation and implementation of Metro's SWMP. ‘
Metro's'regionally required solid waste'‘'coordination language reads as
follows: B . ' :

"Solid waste disposal is a regional concern requiring
regional solutions. ' recognizes MSD's
responsibility and authority to prepare and implement
a solid waste management plan, supports the ‘MSD
procedures for siting a sanitary landfill, and will
participate in these procedures as appropriate.”

The City of Portland plan, as presently adopted, includes language
reading: . ’



"1l1l.28 DisEosal

"Reduce reliance on landfilling for disposal of solid
waste through support of the Metropolitan Service
District's Solid Waste Management Plan, provided said
plan is acceptable to City Council."

‘Metro's staff identified this language, providing a disclaimer for
City involvement, as an acknowledgment issue. Under Goal No. 11, the
'City of Portland has a specific responsibility to identify sites for
the disposal of solid waste. 1In the Portland area, local B
jurisdictions, including. the City, meet that Goal No. 11 requirement .
through Metro's .activities. 1In particular, Metro's siting of a new
regional landfill, and other facilities to dispose of solid waste, are
the means by which local jurisdictions meet the Goal No. 11 ' '
requirement. Without Portland's participation in the development and
implementation of the SWMP, neither Metro nor Portland can assure that
Goal No. 11 will be met for the City of Portland. ‘

Representatives of Metro's staff and City of Portland staff met to
discuss this issue. They developed language which assures that the
regional and City interests are protected, and that Goal No. 11 is
met. The language reads as follows:

"Participate in the preparation and implementation of
the Metropolitan Service District's Solid Waste R
Management Plan as appropriate." ' : : o .

Metro's staff is of the opinion that this language adequately provides
for the City's participation in the SWMP and that it meets Goal No. 1l
- requirements. The City of Portland is currently in the process of
adopting this language as an amendment to the comprehensive plan.
Contingent on the adoption of that language, Metro's staff recommends
~that the plan be acknowledged as in compliance with Goal No. 11.

Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. 11.

Goal No. 12 - Transportation

Metro's draft plan review noted that there are a number of
inconsistencies in functional classifications of streets and roads
between Portland, other agencies and Metro's own transportation
planning activities. These inconsistencies will be resolved as part
of the regional transportation planning process. Metro's staff does
not regard this as an acknowledgment issue but rather as a
coordination issue. : :

Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. 12..

- Goal No. 13 - Energy Conservation

Metro's draft plan review identified no Goal No. 13 acknowledgment 'I'
issues. . : ' .




Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. 13.

Goal No. 14 - Urbanization

Metro's draft plan review identified no acknowledgment issues.
Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. 14.

- Goal No. 15 - Willamette River Greenway

Metro's draft plan review identified no .acknowledgment issues with
Goal No. 15. ‘ :

Conclusion: City of Portland complies with Goal No. 15.
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PORTLAND ISSUE OUTLINE

| e | ISSUE | | ~ CITY RESPONSE ,
Goal #1 Citizen Involvement
1. Portland provided inadequate -  Portland's LCDC-approVed ‘
opportunities for citizen _ process allowed adequate oppor-

involvement (Neighbors for tunity for citizen involvement.
Neighborhoods - NFN) . ' .

Staff position: Portland has
met its Goal #1 responsibilities.

2. . Portland's plan ignored or ‘ The plan was adopted by a . |
' contradicts the views of many majority of the City Council.
citizens who participated in
the planning process (NFN).

Staff position: The City has
provided full opportunities for
citizen involvement. Goal #1
does not require and planning
cannot provide a plan completely
acceptable to all citizens.

Goal #2 Land Use Planning

. Portland's plan is not adeguately 'See Goal #11 .
‘coordinated with regional solid -
waste management planning (Metro).

Staff position: See Goal #11

Goal #3 Agricultural Lands

Not applicable

Goal #4 Forests

No acknowledgment issues identified.

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

1. Portland does not provide enough Portland has identified its
open space to mitigate the effects open space resources, adopted
of increased density (NFN). protection measures, and planned

" for acquisition.

. Staff position: The adequacy of
open space in relation to density
is a matter for the City's judgment.
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ISSUE

"Goal #5 continued

2. Portland's two acre Farm-Forest
zone within the UGB does not
adeguately protect natural

" resources (1000 Friends).

Staff position: City ordinances
adequately protect natural resources.

Goal #6 Air, Land and Water

Resources Quality

No acknowledgment issues identified.

Goal #7 Areas Subject to Natural

. Disasters and Hazards

Portland'é plan designates portions
of Marquam Hill, an identified
hazard area for high density (Metro)

Staff position: Portland complies
with Goal #7.

.Goal #8 Recreational Needs

No acknowledgment issues identified.

Goal #9 Economy of the State

No acknowledgment issues identified.

Goal #10 Houéing

Portland's densities are too high.
The City has not adequately
considered the social and environ-
mental consequences of higher

~densities (NFN).

Staff position: Poréland's densities

.. are adequate to meet Goal #10. As

evidenced Ly its compliance with

-other goals, the City has balanced

competing factors..

. 4

~ CITY RESPONSE

Drainageway and hazard control
measures protect resources.

Historic utilization of area

for medical facilities necessi-
tates supporting high residential
densities. City-has adopted
special automatic engineering
review to minimize hazards. '

: Portland's plan increases

densities only minimally over
current levels. The City has
considered and balanced social,
environmental and other factors
in choosing high densities.
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ISSUE

Goal #11 Public Facilities and Services

Portland's plan does not commit the
City to assist Metro in implementing
the Solid Waste Management Plan (Metro).

Staff position: Representatives of

the City have agreed to pursue adoption
of language guaranteeing the City's
participation in the development and
implementation of the Regional Solid
Waste Management Plan. The City will
comply with Goal #11 and Goal #2 if

it adopts this language.

Goal #12 Transportation

1. Portland should coordinate its
NArterial Streets Policy and functional
designations with those of other
governments in the region (Metro, ODOT).

Staff position: Not an acknowledgment
issue. '

2. Portland has not related transpor-
tation to the neighborhood environment.
Densities are too high in Normandale
Park (NFN).
Staff position: Not an issue of
regional concern.

Goal #13 Energy Conservation

No acknowledgment issues identified.

Goal #14 Urbanization

No acknowledgment issues identified.

Goal #15 Willamette River Greenway

No acknowledgment issues identified.

CITY RESPONSE

The City will seek a plan
amendment committing the City
to participate in the prepara-
tion and implementation of
Metro's Solid Waste Management
Plan.

Portland is committed to the
Regional Transportation Plan
which will resolve these
conflicts.

Transit investments and the
Arterial Streets Plan were
thoroughly related to land
use designations.



18}
FROM:

SUBJECT :

AT -

Agenda item 4.1

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council

Regional Services Committee

Establishing Temporary Partial Waiver of Disposal Charges
to be Collected at the St. Johns Landfill

RECOMMENDATIONS :

A.

ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt Ordinance No. 81-107 for the
purpose of providing for a temporary partial waiver of
charges at the St. Johns Landfill for the disposal of
woody waste. This ordinance was considered by the
Committee on March 16, 198l1. It has been forwarded for
first reading to allow for consideration prior to the
scheduled May "Clean-up Week." The Committee will hold a
public hearing on the item at its next meeting.

POLICY IMPACT: Adoption of this ordinance will promote
the implementation of the Yard Debris Program. The
ordinance will help fulfill short-term waste reduction
goals through the recovery of yard debris. Economic
incentives in the form of a partial waiver of disposal
charges are consistent with the policies of the Waste
Reduction Plan. The ordinance will expire on January 1,
1982, unless renewed by Council.

BUDGET IMPACT: Adoption of this ordinance will not
adversely affect the operation of the landfill. There
will not be a permanent rate impact. These reduced rates
will apply during Metro's "clean-up week" and to material
that will not be disposed in the landfill.

ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: In February of this year, Metro received a
$265,000 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) grant to
develop and implement alternatives for the disposal of
yard debris. Metro has developed a three-part regionwide
program that includes public education, special "clean-up
weeks"; and marketing of processed woody waste. Metro,
Clackamas County and the city of Troutdale will be
sponsoring three short-term collection and processing
sites during the "clean-up weeks." All participants have
agreed to charge the same disposal fee for these three
sites.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The success of the program
demands a reduced rate. Other price alternatives were
considered, but discarded as not offering enough incentive
to promote the transportation of the material to the
collection sites.
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CONCLUSION: This ordinance, if adopted, will provide a
temporary incentive encouraging alternative disposal .
methods for woody waste. At the conclusion of the
program, recommendations will be made for a long-term
solution for the disposal of yard debris.




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
. METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF PROVIDING )
FOR A TEMPORARY PARTIAL WAVIER OF )
CHARGES AT THE ST. JOHNS LANDFILL ) Introduced by the Regional
FOR WOODY WASTES ) Services Committee A

ORDINANCE NO. 81-107

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

Sectlon l

‘Metro Code Section 4.06.005 [Deflnltlons] is hereby amended to
read:
AAsrused in this ordinanee, unless the context requiresv
other@ise: |
| (a) "Person" means.any individual, partnership,
association, coréoration; trust, firm, estare, joint veqture>or any
other private entity or any public agencf,

(b) "Solid Waste" means all putrescible and
nonputrescible wastes, including'witﬁout limitation, garbage,
rubbish, refuse, ashes, paper and cardboard; vehicles or parts
thereof- sewage sludge, septlc tank and cesspool pumpings or other
sludge; commerc1a1, industrial, demolition and construction waste;
home andJindustrial appliances- and all othér waste material
permltted by ordlnance to be dlsposed of at ‘the St. Johns Landflll.

(c) - "St. Johns. Landf111" is that existing landfill owned
by -the City of Portland, Oregon, operated by Metro and located at

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

(d) 'Woody Waste" means twigs, branches and tree limbs in

a form appropriate for mechanical processing for reuse or sale.

Woody waste does not include grass clippings, leaves (other than

Ord. 81-107
page 1 of 3




leaves still attached to limbs or branches), or other vyard or.

construction debris that is not appropriate for mechanical

processing for reuse or sale. The operator or person in charge of

accepting woody waste shall make the final determination of what is

woody waste based on the capacity of available machinery to process

the woody waste. The Executive Officer may establlsh guidelines for

determining what is woody waste w1th1n the meaning. of thlS chapter.

~(e) "Separated Woody Waste" means woody waste which does

not contain sufficient nonwoody waste to 1nterfer w1th mechan1ca1

process1ng of the woody waste or contaminate the processed woody

waste product.

Section 2.

Metro Code Section'4.06.030 [Waiver of Rates; St. Johns
Landfill] is hereby amended to.read: |
(a) A waiver of charges may'be made by the operator of
‘the landfill for inert material, 1nclud1ng but not limited to earth,
sand, stone, crushed concrete and broken asphaltlc concrete,llf, at
the discretion of the operator of the.landfill, such inert material
is needed for cover, road base or other internal use.".

“(b). The Executlve Officer may, from t1me to. t1me, direct

that separated-woody waste be accepted at the following  charges:

- VEHICLE CATEGORY . TOTAL RATE
: PRIVATE . . .
Cars, Station Wagons $1.001
Vans, Pick-ups, Trailers 2.002
COMMERCIAL
Compacted , 1.00/CyY

Uncompac ted ' ‘ .50/CY

“Based on a minimum load of 2 cubic yards.

2For the first two and a half cubic yards, each additional cublc
vard is $1.00. .

Ord. 81-107
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The Executive Officer may direct that such separated woody waste be

accepted under such conditions as may be convenient to facilitate

its processing for reuse or sale. Before directing that separated

woody waste be accepted at a reduced charge under the terms of this

subsection, the Executive Officer shall determine that a sufficient

demand exists for processed woody waste to ensure that the woody

wastes accepted under the provisions of this subsection can be

reuséd or sold and will not have to be disposed of with other solid

‘waste in the landfill.

‘Section 3.

This'ordinance is adopted as a temporary measure to encourage
alternative disposal of woody waste. This ordinance shall cease to

~applyland shall be of no further effect after January 1, 1982.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of - ' , 19 .

Presiding Officer

. ATTEST:

" Clerk of the Council

MH/gl
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Ord. 81-107
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Agenda item 5.1

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: March 24, 1981

To: ~Council
From: Executive Officer

Regarding: -Hearings Officers

Metro contested case rules require that hearings officers
be selected from a list of qualified attorneys approved

in advance by the Council. The current approved list
includes, Lawrence Derr, Frank Josselson, Paul Knorr and
Dale Hermann. :

For the purpose of having an attorney on the list who does
not reside or practice in this region, I request approval of
the addition of Allen Johnson, a Eugene land-use lawyer, to
the list of Metro Hearings Officers.

‘ Mr. Johnson was an LCDC hearings officer for several years
.. prior to the creation of LUBA. He is a noted author on
administrative law and land use with substantial experience
in land use litigation, and is well qualified to hear Metro
contested cases.




TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

II.

AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council

Executive Officer

Approving Establishment of a Public Information
Specialist 2 Classification and Authorizing One

‘Position in Public Information

RECOMMENDATIONS:

ACTION REQUESTED: Approve Resolution establishing a
new classification of Public Information Specialist 2,
salary range 8.0 ($17,665-$21,396) and authorizing one
permanent position in the Public Information office to
develop a public information program for the Solid
Waste Department.

POLICY - IMPACT: The addition of a Public Information
Specialist 2 classification would establish a career
l1adder within the Classification Plan and provide a
placement option for Public Information Specialist 1
positions that require "lead worker" status.

BUDGET IMPACT: This position will cost $5,388 for the
remaining three months of the fiscal year. Adequate
funds are available in the adopted FY 81 budget by
transferring funds from Solid Waste to Public
Information. : ' :

ANALYSIS:

BACKGROUND: Don Barney and Associates, Management
Consulting firm, has been retained to develop and
recommend a strategy for Metro Solid Waste Public
Information and Involvement Programs. As a part of
this study, six Council members were contacted and
interviewed along with a dozen staff members. One of
the findings of this interview process was the need
for Metro to establish Solid Waste as the priority
issue to communicate to the public and that staff
should be organized to deliver that priority.

The report recommends the establishment of a permanent
Information Specialist position in the Public Affairs
section to coordinate Metro's Solid Waste information
efforts. The position would function as a team leader
drawing together team members to establish Solid Waste
project priorities, timetables and strategies for
effective program promotion. The diversity and volume
of public information projects in the Solid:Waste

Department require that the person filling this

position work exclusively on Solid Waste programs.



~An intensive review has>been made of the proposed

Public Information Specialist 2 position. A salary.
survey was conducted with the following findings:

‘ Educ./Exper.
Jur isdiction ‘ Pay Rate Requirements
‘Multnomah County $16,286-518,824 6 mos.
Port of Portland 17,400- 25,400 4 + some
State of Oregon 16,536~ 21,096 4 + 3
Marylhurst 14,000- 16,000 4 + 3-5
Portland Community :
~ College 18,000~ 23,000 6 + 2
" Clackamas Community :
College 19,000- 25,884 4 + 2
Metro's proposed
position
(salary range 8.0) 17,665~ 21,396 4 + 3

An overview comparison of job descriptions is
presented in Addendum I. ’

Don Barney, in his report, suggested that the position
be placed in the $17,000-$25,000 range which appears
to be close to the level of our recommended
Information Specialist 2, salary range 8.0
($17,665-521,396).

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Four alternatives were
considered:

1. Use existing staff.

2. Request an additional Public Information
Specialist 1 position at salary range 7.0
($16,033-$19,297). :

3. Request an additional Public Information

- Coordinator position at salary range 10.5

($22,504-$27,343). ,

4. Request establishing a new classification of
Public Information Specialist 2 at a salary range
8.0 ($17,665~$21,396) and authorize one new .
position in the Public Information office for
Solid Waste activities.

Alternative 1 was rejected because existing staff
members are working to capacity on other priority
projects. ‘ '

Alternative 2 was rejected because the position is
responsible for developing and implementing an entire
public information program for solid waste. This
level of responsibility is not within the scope of the
Public Information Specialist 1 classification which
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provides general staff support in all areas of public
information,

Alternative 3 was rejected because the Public ,
Information Coordinator classification is responsible
for independent development, implementation and
maintenance of a comprehensive promotion, marketing
and education program for a large department. The
proposed position would receive more general
supervision and support than is associated with this
level, and the overall effort, while controversial,
does not require development of creative promotional
and marketing activities with ongoing frequency, but
focuses mainly on developing an educational program,

Alternative 4 is recommended on the basis of a .
thorough review of the position, a comparison in the
job market of similar positions, and a salary survey
and analysis both externally and with the Metro i
organization. !

CONCLUSION: Recommend approval of the Resolution,
establishing a new classification of Public :
Information Specialist 2 at salary range 8.0 .
($17,665-$21,396) and authorizing one permanent Public
Information Specialist 2 position in the Public
Information office for solid waste activities.



ADDENDUM I

State of Oregon

The duties and responsibilities outlined in the job
descriptions indicate that the classifications are similar
to Metro's existing Information Specialist 1 and proposed
Information Specialist 2 positions.

Multnomah County

Job description indicates a position similar to Metro's

Public Information Specialist 1.

- Not involved with one broad based program that
employee is solely responsible for.

More support work; training volunteers, responds to

citizen 1nqu1r1es, arranges meetlngs, conferences, etc.
- Requlres only six months of experience.

Community College

- Programs are not being directed to a negatlve
market.

- ' Subject matter is not technlcal or controver51al

- Programs are not trying to alter public's
behavior or attitudes.

Marylhurst

Job description indicates more supervisory/management

. responsibility than either existing or proposed Metro

positions.

- Annual department budget responsibilities

- . Subject matter not controversial, technical, or aimed
at altering public's behavior.

Port of Portland

Information Specialist 1 - Same as our Information
Specialist 1

-Information Spec1allst 2 - Similar in respon51b111ty level

to proposed Specialist 2. Focuses on one program. More
planning activities and technical research/knowledge
1nvolved than Spec1allst 1.

Metro Information Spec1allst levels are dlfferentlated as
follows- ;



rublic Information Specialist 1: .Support staff; writes,
prepares brochures, etc., for a variety of projects. Not
normally responsible for planning and following through on

a total program, but may assist by per forming tasks to be
integrated into a larger project.

Public Information Specialist 2: Lead worker on a program;

responsible for planning and implementing a program under
general supervision.

2662B/214




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

RESOLUTION NO.

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A NEW
CLASSIFICATION OF PUBLIC
INFORMATION SPECIALIST 2

AND AUTHORIZING ONE NEW POSITION
IN PUBLIC INFORMATION FOR SOLID
WASTE ACTIVITIES )

Introduced by the Council
Coordinating Committee

L e e

WHEREAS, Metro is involved in the operation of an ongoing
Solid Waste Management Plan;'and |

WHEREAS, Public understanding and acceptance and positive
media support is essential for successful implementétion of the
elements of the Plan; and

WHEREAS, There is an immediate need to develop a sound
program for educational, information and promotional purposes; and -

WHEREAS, The position of Public Information Specialist 2
will be responsible for developing, %mplementing and managing such a
program; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the classification of Public Information
Specialist 2 be established at salary range 8.0 ($17,665-$21,396) .

2. That one position of Public Information Specialist 2

be authorized for Public Information, funded by Solid Waste.

(o]

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1981.

Presiding Officer

MD/gl/2315B/214



Y OF - "Mildred A. Schwab, Commissioner

Temry D. Sandblast, Acting Director

PORTLAND, OREGON | - 621 SW. Alder
. ' Portland, Oregon 97205
BUREAU OF PLANNING _ (503) 2484253

April 2, 1981

Metropolitan Service District Council
527 SW Hall Street
Portland, OR 97201

Dear Council Members:

Commissioner Schwab, Commissioner-in-Charge of the Bureau of Planning, had
planned on being present tonight but is presently in Washington D.C. discussing
transportation funding issues that are important to the City of Portland and
metropolitan area. Unfortunately, I also cannot be present due to circumstances
relating to a committment established prior to the scheduling of your meeting
tonight.

Please accept Commissioner Schwab's and my apology for any inconvenience that
our absense may cause. However, please be advised that we have discussed your
consideration of the Clty of Portland Comprehensive Plan with Mr. Tracy Watson
and have complete faith in his representation of the City's p051t10n regarding
the acknowledgement of the City's Plan.

On March 9, 1981, the City of Portland, Bureau of Planning staff met with your
Land Use Planning Committee. At their suggestion, we subsequently met with your
staff regarding concerns relating to our Comprehensive Plan Policy 11.28. At
that meeting, a mutual agreement was reached regarding the language change that
is suggested in the Metro staff report that is.before you tonight, and we are
presently moving ahead with the necessary amendment to the City of Portland
Comprehensive Plan,

We sincerely appreciate the cooperation, and courtesy extended to us by your

staff regarding the Plan and Policy 11.28, and respectfully ask that you recom-
mend acknowledgement of the City of Portland Comprehensive Plan and the Policy
11.28 language change as proposed by your staff. Thank you for your considera-

tion.
Sipcerely W
Act¥ng Director

TS/1b

cc: Commissioner Schwab
Rick Gustafson
Denton Kent
‘ Tracy Watson

CODE | LONG RANGE SPECIAL - TRANSPORTATION HOUSING AND -
ADMINISTRATION PLANNING PROJECTS PLANNING POPULATION
2484250 2484260 - 2484509 - 2484254 2485525
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METRO COUNCIL
ROLL CALL ROSTER

AGENDA ITEM A _ MEETIﬁG DATE
Q® o - /)

AYE ‘ . NAY

DISTRICT 8

Ernie Bonner

DISTRICT 9

Cindy Banzer

DISTRICT 10
Bruce Etlinger

DISTRICT 11 -

Marge Kafoury

DISTRICT 12

Mike Burton vV

. DISTRICT 1
Bob Oleson ] v’

DISTRICT 2

Charles Williamson

DISTRICT 3

Craig Berkman

DISTRICT 4 .

Corky Kifkpatrick

DISTRICT 6
Jane Rhodes : V/

DISTRICT 7

Betty‘Schédeen
DISTRICT 5

' o Jack Deines

TOTAL



