METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

METRO A G E N D A —— REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING

Date: February 25, 1982

Time: 6:30 PM - Informal Session
7:30 PM - Regular Meeting

Place: Council Chamber

|
|
|
|
3
l Day: Thursday
|
|
|
|

CALL TO ORDER

IC

ROLL CALL
| A Introductions.
‘ 28 Written Communications to Council.
38 Citizen Communications to Council on Non-Agenda Items.
| ‘ 4. Councilor Communications. (7:30) *
‘ 59 ODOT Presentation on North McLoughlin Corridor. (7:40) *
6. Consent Agenda (Items 6.1 thru 6.7) (7:55)%* 1
|
|

6.1 A-95 Review.
6.2 Minutes of 1/28/82 and 2/4/82 Meetings.

Development Committee Recommendations:

6.3 Resolution No. 82-303, For the Purpose of Authorizing the
Executive Officer to Review and Approve Metro's Recomen-—
dations to the Land Conservation and Development Commission
(LCDC) on Requests for Compliance Acknowledgement.

Report 77.

6.5 Resolution No. 82-304, For the Purpose of Endorsing Prior-
ities Using Interstate Transfer Funds in FY 1982.

Services Committee Recommendations:

|
|
|
|
:
|
6.4 Final Amendments to 'Problem 5' in Transportation Staff
|
b

6.6 Resolution No. 82-302, For the Purpose of Selecting Members
. of the Solid Waste Policy Alternatives Committee for 1982-84.

Coordinating Committee Recommendations:

6.7 Contract Award for Construction of Zoo's Lemur Island.
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2/25/82
Council Agenda
7 Resolutions:
7.1 Resolution No. 82-305, For the Purpose of Adopting the
Ozone and Carbon Monoxide State Implementation Plans
(SIP's) for the Oregon Portion of the Portland-Vancouver
Air Quality Maintenance Area. (8:00)%*
7.2 Resolution No. 82-307, Providing for Metropolitan Citizens'
League Review and Recommendation on Metro's Governing
Structure. (8:10) *
7.3 Resolution No. 82-308, Establishing Budget Control
Procedures. (8220)*
7.4 Resolution No. 82-309, In the Matter of Initiating a
Metropolitan Service District Boundary Annexation to
Include the Area of the Waldo View Estates UGB Amend-
ment. (8:30) %
7.5 Resolution No. 82-310, Providing for the Assessment of
Dues to Local Governments for FY 1983. (8:40)%*
il
D
E 8. Ordinances:
| o
g 8.1 Public Hearing on Ordinance No. 82-129, Approving in
o Part the City of Portland's Petition for Locational
i Adjustment of Metro's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) as
L Requested by Co-petitioners Kenneth and Melinda Scott
% and Amending the UGB as Approved. (First Reading) (8:50)*
8.2 Public Hearing on Ordinance No. 82-128, For the Purpose
of Adopting and Implementing the Regional Stormwater
Management Plan. (First Reading) (9:10) *
8.3 Public Hearing on Ordinance No. 82-130, For the Purpose
of Adopting Contract Procedures and Establishing a
Contract Review Board. (First Reading) (9:30) *
9. Reports:
9.1 Executive Officer's Report. (9:50) *
9.2 Committee Reports. (10:10) *
ADJOURN (10:25)%* .
*Times listed are approximate.




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

AGENDA  --- Rrecurar councin MEETING
Date:  ° FEBRUARY 25, 1982
Day: - THURSDAY
i |  Time: 7:30 PM
Place: COUNCIL CHAMBER

CONSENT AGENDA A

The following business items have been reviewed by the staff
and an officer of the Council. 1In my opinion, these items meet
with the Consent List Criteria established by the Rules and Proce-
dures of the Council. The Council is requested to approve the

- recommendations presented on these items.

ofudf—

Rick Gusta son2¢Executive Officer

A-95 Review.
Minutes of 1/28/82 and 2/4/82 Meetings.

6.3 Resolution No. 82-303, For the Purpose of Authorizing the
: Executive Officer to Review and Approve Metro's Recommen-
dations to the Land Conservation and Development Commission
(LCDC) on Requests for Compliance Acknowledgement.

_6.4‘ Final Amendments to 'Problem 5' in Transportation Staff
Report 77. - :

6.5 Resolution No. 82-304, For the Purpose of Endorsing Prior-
ities Using Interstate Transfer Funds in FY 1982.

6.6 . Resolution No. 82-302, For the Purpose of Selecting Members
of the Solid Waste Policy Alternatives Committee for 1982-84.

6.7 Contract Award for Construction of Zoo's Lemur Island.




DIRECTLY RELATED A-95 PROJECT APPLICATIONS UNDER REVIEW

PROJECT DESCRIPTION FEDERAL $ STATE $ LOCAL $ OTHER $ TOTAL $
1. Project Title: Project LUCK (Link Up the|l $ 200,000 $121,000 $170,000 $491,000
Community for Kids) (#821-16) (Health & (Multnomah (Tri—County
Human County Youth
Services) Juvenile |Services
(HHS) Services |[Consortium
Commission) |Churches,
United Way,
Applicant: Metro Foundationl,
Businesses
Summary: Project LUCK is submitted by Metro
on behalf of a community Task Force on
Prostitution. The primary goal of the
project is to demonstrate the viability of
a comprehensive community owned and supported
volunteer approach to service delivery to
hard-core street youth. The area of impact
is the metropolitan area. Project duration
is 18 months. Approximately 1000 youths
would benefit from the program. (See
attachment for details).
Staff Recommendation: Favorable Action
2. Project Title: Consortium Automated $330,000 $330,000 iy
Information and Tracking Svstem (#821-17) (HHS) £
Applicant: Metro g
Summary: To provide 25-30 small private =
social service agencies with a computer <
based data system for resource allocation, @l
. . O
management and client tracking use. o

Staff Recommendation: Favorable Action

T°9 °ON WS3I epusby

February 25, 1982



SECTION IV-REMARKS (Plcase veference the proper item number [rom Sections I, IT or 11, if applicabls)

The LUCK Project approach includes:

1. An intensive public education program to raise community aware—'
ness and sensitivity to the issues of sexual exploitation of
children;

2. Specialized curricula for public schools designed as prevention
tools for young children and adolescents:

3. A street outreach program to establish the trusting relationship
necessary to facilitate the youth's entry into the service
delivery system, combined with a specialized big brother/big
sister program to establish ongoing support of adult relation-
ships while moving away from the street culture;

4. Development of a full continuum of services essential for assist-
ing street youth. This continuum would include emergency shelter,
job placement, alternative education, medical and mental
health services, drug and alcohol services, and the existing
juvenile court "options" counseling program;

5. A coordinating and evaluation component to monitor individual
client movement through the service system and to perform
intensive evaluation activities regarding system success and
failure in terms of both client and volunteer participation; and

6. Development and implementation of the entire system through the
extensive use and coordination of specially trained professiona
and community volunteers.

This project proposal has been reviewed and endorsed by representatives

of city and county elected officials participating in the planning process,
the Multnomah County Juvenile Court Department Director, the participating
circuit court judge (Domestic Relations), and business and church-related
Task Force members. Additionally, letters of commitment and willingness
to assist in implementing the project have been submitted by participating
social service agencies and a local college and university.

STANDARD FORM 424 PAGE 2 (10-75)




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

Date: February 25, 1982
To: Metro Council
From: Executive Office£§af‘

Regarding: A~95 Review Report

. The following is a summary of staff responses regarding grants

not directly related to Metro programs.

1.

4.

Project Title: Peer Treatment and Outreach $#821-2
Applicant: Parents Anonymous
Project Summary: Funds will be used for development of

curriculum and materials, and implementation of a peer
outreach program for adolescent victims of physical and
sexual abuse. The area of impact is metropolitan Portland.
Federal Funds Requested: $148,000 (Health and Human
Services) (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: 1Indian Youth Services #821-4

Applicant: Urban Indian Council, Inc.

Project Summary: Funds will provide preventive programs
for at-risk Indian youth and their families. Program
components include: individual and family counseling;
teen expression groups; and cultural enhancement
activities. The area of impact is metropolitan Portland.
Federal Funds Requested: $79,176.00 (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Data Systenm #821-5

Applicant: Urban Indian Council, Inc.

Project Summary: Funds will be used to develop a data
maintenance-analysis system which will lead to more

~accurate information on the cost-effectiveness of service

delivery activities and provide better client demographic
information. ' , :

Federal Funds Requested: $107,068.00 (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Adult Group Home #821-6

Applicant: Urban Indian Council, Inc.

Project Summary: Funds will be used to operate two group
care facilities for Indian elders in the metropolitan

area. One facility .will house self-sufficient individuals;




e

Memorandum
February 25, 1982
Page 2

5.

7.

the second will house elders in need of exten51ve care.
Federal Funds Requested: $232,526.00 (HHS)
Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Community Respite Network #821-7
Applicant: Multnomah Association for Retarded Citizens
Project Summary: Funds will be used to hire a coordinator
to match short-term care needs of the developmentally
disabled with care providers. The project will also
operate a Saturday drop-in center for developmentally
disabled children and adults. Center will offer various
activities including arts and crafts, field trips, lunches,
etc.

Federal Funds Requested: $132,988.00 (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Educational Certification #821-8

Applicant: Portland State University - Institute on Aging
Project Summary: Funds will be used by the state of Oregon
and the Institute on Aging at PSU to develop and implement
educational certification standards for personnel working
in the aging field in Oregon.

Federal Funds Requested: $129,272.00 (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Career Preparation #821-10

Applicant: Portland State University - Institute on Aging
Project Summary: Funds will be used to consolidate and
integrate mult1-d15c1p11nary and specialized career
education courses in the field of gerontology at PSU into a
graduate training program.

Federal Funds Requested: $98,771.00 (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Management Strategies #821-11

Agglicant~ Portland State University - Institute on Aging
Project Summary: -The State of Oregon and PSU propose a
joint effort to examine and implement diverse services
coordination strategies. Strategies will be evaluated in
efficiency in providing case management services to the
aged and developmentally disabled. The area of impact is
statewide. ' :
Federal Funds Requested: $170,528.00 (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Elderly Mental Health Services #821-12
AEElicant- Portland State University - Institute on Aging
Project Summary: Funds will be used to perform network
analysis (famllles, friends, public and private agencles,
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Memorandum
February 25, 1982
Page 3

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

self-help groups) on the problems of coordination between

‘the mental health, aging and private sector care giving

systems. The area of impact is statewide.
Federal Funds Requested: $160,000.00 (HHS)
Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Head Start #821-3

Applicant: Mt. Hood Community College ‘

Project Summary: Funds will be used to operate a Head
Start program for 159 children in Multnomah County (east of
82nd Avenue) for one year.

Federal Funds Requested: $359,183.00 (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Cdmmunity Information #821-14

Applicant: Portland Action Committees Together, Inc.
Project Summary: Funds will be used to establish a
management support organization to assist small human
services agencies and small for profit businesses in
meeting common financial and program management needs
(e.g., automated information systems, software packages,
and model contracting systems). The area of impact is
southeast Portland.

Federal Funds Requested: $600,000.00 (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Older Workers Employment Network #821-15
Applicant: Portland Community College

Project Summary: Funds will provide counseling, training
and job placement to older workers in the Portland
metropolitan area. The program is a joint effort of PCC,
U. S. Bancorp, Senior Job Center and Northwest Regional
Educational Laboratory. v . _ '
Federal Funds Requested: $125,000.00 (HHS)
Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Child Welfare Services #821-18

Applicant: Portland State University - Regional Research
Institute

Project Summary: Funds will be used to develop and refine
evaluation methods of child welfare programs particularly
foster care. The objective is improved service delivery of
programs. .

Federal Funds Requested: $164,133.00 (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Parenting Skills #821-19
Applicant: Oregon Health Sciences University - Crippled
Children's Division




Memorandum
February 25, 1982
Page 4

15 .

16.

17.

18.

Project Summary: Funds will be used to establish within
existing state and private agencies a prenatal parent
training system for high risk mothers with emphasis on
adolescent mothers. The area of impact is statewide.
Federal Funds Requested: $114,078.00 (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Child Care Market #821-20

Applicant: Portland State University - Regional Research
Institute ‘

Project Summary: Funds will be used to collect and
disseminate child care market information. The project
will provide a systematic and detailed method for
identifying which kind of child care resources are in short
supply and in which neighborhoods the needs are located.
The area of impact is metropolitan Portland.

Federal Funds Requested: $202,625.00 (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: High-Risk Families #821-23

Agpllcant- Morrison Center for Youth & Family Service
Project Summary: Funds will provide training (crisis
intervention, parenting and community skills and
networking) and technical assistance to formal and informal
service system personnel working with high-risk families
(abuse/neglect cases, families in which a child has been
placed outside the home). The area of impact is Portland.
Federal Funds Requested: NA. This is a pre-application-
concept paper. (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Human Services Management #821-24
Applicant: Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Project Summary: Funds will be used to develop and operate
seven m1crocomputers to assist small human services
projects and agencies throughout the Portland metropolltan
area to meet their information recording and management
needs. :

Federal Funds Requested: NA. This is a pre-application
concept paper. (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Social Services Practices #821-26
Applicant: Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Project Summary: Funds will be used to advertise and
demonstrate new technologies on information dissemination
(e.g., video and audio teleconferencing, computer v
conferenc1ng, electronic mail and data base access) for the
human services. The area of impact is Portland.

l

¢
f
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19.

20.

21.

22.

Federal Funds Requested: NA. This is a pre-application
concept paper. (HHS) '
Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Volunteering #821-25

AEElicant: Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory
Project Summary: Funds will provide employment
opportunities and job training to hard-to-employ
individuals through placements and 1nternsh1ps in communlty
agencies and businesses. The area of impact is
metropolitan Portland.

Federal Funds Requested: NA. This is a pre-application
concept paper. (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Adolescent Day Treatment #821-28
Applicant: ADTP Consortium - Morrison Center for Youth &
Family Service :

Project Summarys: - Funds will provide educational and
psychological and counseling services to emotionally and
mentally disturbed children in a day treatment facility.
Federal Funds Requested: $110,000.00 (HHS)

Staff Response: Favorable action.

Project Title: Rural Community Assistance #821-29
Applicant: Rural Community Assistance Corp.

Project Summary: Funds will provide technical assistance
to rural communities with high concentrations of low-income
people in the planning, development of grant proposals,
engineering studies,; etc., for the construction of water
and sewer systems. The project area covers seven western
states including Oregon.

Federal Funds Requested: $566,900.00 (HHS-Office of
Community Services)

Staff Response: Favorable actlon.

Project Title: 1Impact of Interfam111a1 Child Sexual Abuse
#8112-4

Agglicant: Portland State University - Regional Research
Institute ' .

Project Summary: Funds will be used to interview members
of local self-help groups working with incestuous families
to ascertain the impact of child sexual abuse on individual
family members and the family as a whole. Data will also
be collected to determine the circumstances of the abused
and the demographic characteristics of those involved.
Federal Funds Requested: $100,000.00 (HHS)

- Staff Response: Washington County's Mental Health

Department commented negatively on this proposal. The



Memorandum
February 25, 1982
Page 6

Department felt that the project would have limited
usefulness to the County based on the data planned to be
collected and the availability of information currently
collected by the Childrens' Services Division.

Metro's A-95 Review Coordinator has mediated the problems
between the Applicant and Washington County Mental Health
Department. The County chose not to withdraw or change its
comments. Thus, Metro will forward Washington County's
comments to the Applicant and the federal funding agency,
HHS. :

MCH/gl
5292B/D2




TO=
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Agenda Item No. 6.3
February 25, 1982

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council C#L/
Executive Officer

Authorizing the Executive Officer to Review and Approve
Metro's Recommendations to the Land Conservation and
Development Commission (LCDC) on Requests for Compliance
Acknowledgement

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A.

C.

ACTION REQUESTED: Adoption of the attached Resolution for
the purpose of authorizing the Executive Officer to review
and approve Metro's recommendation to LCDC on requests for
Compliance Acknowledgement.

POLICY IMPACT: None. Council policy on plan reviews 1is
well established; the action requested will simply allow
established policy to be applied to individual plans more
expeditiously.

BUDGET IMPACT: None.

II. ANALYSIS:

A.

JH/srb
5181B/283
02/12/82

BACKGROUND: The basis for this action is explained in the
attached staff memo. Subsequent review of the statutes
and discussion with Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD) staff suggest that Council action to
formally delegate plan review authority to the Executive
Officer is desirable. The Development Committee
recommended adoption of the attached Resolution at its
February 8 meeting.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The alternative of continued
Council action on plan review is considered impractical
and unnecessary for the reasons discussed in the attached
memo.

CONCLUSION: Adoption of the attached Resolution will
allow Metro to continue to participate in acknowledgement
proceedings in an effective and expeditious manner.



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING THE
EXECUTIVE OFFICER TO REVIEW AND
APPROVE METRO'S RECOMMENDATIONS Introduced by the Regional

) RESOLUTION NO. 82-303
)
)

TO THE LAND CONSERVATION AND ) Development Committee
)
)
)

DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION (LCDC) ON
"REQUESTS FOR COMPLIANCE
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

WHEREAS{ The governing body of Metro is £he designated
planning>coordination body under ORS 197.190(1); and
» ' WHEREAS, The Metro Council has exercised this
responsibility by acting to réview and approve staff recommendations
on Compliance Acknowledgement requests; and

WHEREAS, Metro Council review and approvai of such staff
tecommendations cannot in every case be completed within the -
forty-five (45) days available from the time notice of a’Compliance
Acknowledgement request is received and the time comments on tﬁat
request are due; and‘

WHEREAS, Under OAR 660703—025(2), comment within forty-five
(45) days is hécessary to preserve Metro's right to take excéption
when appfopriate to the report and recommendations‘by the Department
of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD); and

WHEREAS, Metro Council policy on the:review of Compliance
Aéknowledgement requests has been established through-action on past
reviews and may be applied appropriately iﬁ future review by the
Executive Office:;'now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED, |

1. "That the Council autﬁorize the Executive Officer to

review and approve Metro recommendations to LCDC on requests by

Metro area jurisdictions for Acknowledgement of Compliance.



2. That the Executive Officer shall provide the affected .
Metro Councilor(s) with a copy of his recommendation and the full

Council with a summary of all actions.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1982.

Presiding Officer

JH/srb
5181B/283
02/12/82




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

MEMORANDUM

December 30, 1981

Date:

To: Regional Development Committee

From: Jill Hinckley, Land Use Coordinator
Regarding: Revised Plan Review Process

Beginning with the Forest Grove Comprehensive Plan, being ‘
reviewed this month, we will be following a new process for plan
réviews that brings them to the Regional Development Committee

" for review only at the request of a jurisdiction or interest
group or on the recommendation of Metro staff, when Committee’
review is needed to resolve a significant policy issue. 1In
other cases, the review and recommendation to LCDC will be
issued by the Executive Officer. This procedure is the same as
that currently being followed for acknowledgment .reviews of
plans returning to LCDC.on a continuance. order.

The immediate reason for this change is new acknowledgment
procedures adopted by LCDC in order to implement the relevant
portions of HB 2225. '

The new procedures establish a process (similar to Metro's
procedure for contested cases) whereby written exceptions to the
DLCD report may be filed and only parties who have filed written
exceptions have the right to testify at the LCDC hearing.
Further, only parties whose comments are received by the 45-day
comment deadline may file exceptions to the DLCD report.

‘Because of the amount of time necessary to complete a review and
process it through the Regional Development Committee and the
Council, Metro is not able to complete its reviews by the
comment deadline unless the 45-day notice is received at a time
that fortuitously fits Metro's meeting schedule. For example,
notice of a January 15 comment deadline for Forest Grove was
‘received on December 1, following- the agenda deadline for the
Committee's December meeting. A review forwarded to the
Committee in January could not be acted on by the Council until
~January 28, two weeks after the comment deadline. 1In the past,
failure to meet the comment deadline has not affected Metro's
ability to have its recommendations considered by both DLCD and.
LCDC. Under the new procedures, however, we would not only lose
our ability to comment to LCDC, but it would be more difficult
for DLCD to consider our comments in preparing their report,
since the DLCD report itself must be issued earlier in order to



provide opportunity for exceptions to be filed. In order to
preserve our role in the acknowledgment process, therefore, it
is necessary to revise our process to allow the Executive
.Officer to issue his recommendation directly to LCDC.

There are two other reasons why such a change is desirable.
First, Metro's and LCDC's plan review policy has been well
established through past reviews and both Metro and LCDC are
committed to avoid any changes in the "rules of the game" at
this late date in the process. Thus, plan review has become a
technical and administrative function of applying established
policy and standards to a particular plan rather than a
policy-setting function involving the definition and E
~ interpretation of regional interests in the broad State Goal
requirements. Therefore, recent plan reviews have rarely raised
issues requiring Committee deliberation and decision and have
been forwarded to the Council on the consent agenda.

Second, the length of the current process makes it difficult to
get productive comments and discussion from other participants
in the acknowledgment process in a timely fashion. Metro hosts
a plan review work session several weeks preceding Committee ,
review of a particular plan in order to provide the jurisdiction
with an opportunity to respond to and, often, resolve potential
problems before they are formulated as objections, and to allow
Metro to consider any objections that may be filed with LCDC,
and any problems identified by DLCD, before it completes its
recommendations. However, the work sessions occur so far in
~advance of the comment deadline that few participants have
completed their reviews. Often, many participants, DLCD ~
understandably among them, have not even begun. them at the time
of the work session. As a result, the work sessions are far
less useful to Metro, DLCD, and the local jurisdictions than
they would be if they occurred closer to the comment deadline.
Such a rescheduling of the work sessions, however, is only
possible if Metro has the ability to complete and issue its

review more expeditiously than is possible when Council action
1s required. '

For these reasons, we believe the new process will allow Metro
to continue and to enhance its role in plan review most
effectively. Staff will provide regular reports to the
Committee on plan reviews completed and, as explained above,
will continue to seek Committee direction on issues that require
significant new policy determinations.

JH:le
4926B/D4




Agenda Item No. 6.4
February 25, 1982

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

OE Metro Council
FROM: Executive Offic
SUBJECT: Final Amendments to 'Problem 5' in Staff Report 77

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Recommend Council approval of the
language in Attachment A which allows the transfer of
Interstate Transfer authorizations among Highway 217/
Sunset interchange, Highway 212, 190th/Powell, Banfield,
I-505, Powell Boulevard, McLoughlin Boulevard and West-
side Corridor projects.

B. POLICY IMPACT: This action will enable the Oregon Depart-
ment of Transportation (ODOT) to transfer funds among the
noted projects and will continue pre-existing agreements
on fund transfers by returning unused funds to the project
transfer of origin.

TPAC and JPACT have reviewed and approved the language set
forth in Attachment A.

C. BUDGET IMPACT: None.
II. ANALYSIS:

A. BACKGROUND: Staff Report 77 upgrades past documentation
on the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and, in
particular, the 1I-505 portion of the program.

Both TPAC and JPACT have reviewed the report and expressed
concern over Problem 5. Committee members felt it very
important that the language in Problem 5 be clear that all
past agreements and commitments are binding. In addition,
it was agreed that the ability of ODOT to shift funds among
the noted projects was appropriate in order to ensure that
they will be built. In the case of underruns, the State
would be able to shift funds around to accommodate project
needs.

B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: To not correct the language in
Problem 5 would contradict Committee recommendations and
restrict ODOT in the transfer of funds among the projects.

C. CONCLUSION: Metro staff recommends approval of the lan-
guage in Problem 5 of Staff Report 77 as amended.

BP:AC: 1mk
2-12-82



Iv.

ATTACHMENT 'A'

PROBLEM 5: Lack of specificity of the Cost Management System
with respect to ODOT and Tri-Met as sponsoring jurisdictions.

ANALYSIS:

The same resolution which established the Metro Systems Plan-
ning fund (#790103) also established a process for managing
the Interstate Transfer accounts. This process gives added

flexibility to jurisdictions sponsoring projects by allowing

jurisdictions to fund cost increases on a "priority committed
project" by transferring funds from other committed projects
it sponsors within the same county. Once it has reviewed the
request, Metro staff is allowed to handle the shift of funds
between projects administratively. The management process
also allows excess funds resulting from project underruns to
be shifted to a regional reserve or "at the discretion of the
sponsoring jurisdiction, to another committed project in the

- same county." _ ‘ : :

RECOMMENDATION:

The Cost Management System should be further defined to specify
ODOT and Tri-Met as project sponsors having the ability to
shift funds between projects in accordance with the adopted
cost overrun process. Under such a condition, ODOT or Tri-Met
would submit to Metro a request to transfer funds along with a
technical justification for the transfer including a statement
of the viability of the project from which funds are being

‘transferred. Metro staff would administratively adjust the

funding authorization of the affected projects.

‘An additional change to the Cost Management System is recom-

mended to deal with excess funds resulting from cost underruns.
These funds should be distributed as follows:

. Excess Interstate Transfer authorization resulting from
cost underruns for the Banfield, I-505 Alternative,
McLoughlin Boulevard, Westside Corridor, Powell Boulevard,
217/Sunset, Highway 212, and 190th/Powell projects would
be added to a Regional Reserve to fund cost overruns on
the other projects in this eateger*y paragraph. However,
any surplus funds (from underruns) desired for retention
on one of the above projects or the use of any Regional
Reserve funding for a revised project scope is subject to
review by JPACT. This recommendation does not make 217/
Sunset, Highway 212 and 190th/Powell Category I priorities
for receiving funding allocations but allows the transfer
of funding authorizations among the three projects and
Category I projects as justified in compliance with the
Cost Overrun Process.

. All other excess authorization resulting from cost under-
runs would be available to the sponsoring jurisdiction to
fund other projects and reserves already in the Interstate
Transfer program in accordance with the adopted Cost Over-
run Process. ' '



-

This recommendation does not affect previously committed ’
project transfers. The following transferred authorizations

(in December 31, 1980 dollars except as noted) should be

returned to the original project in the event the recipient
project is completed with excess authorization:

Hwy. 217/Sunset -~ =$105,145
Oswego Cr. Br. 105,145
Hwy. 217/Sunset ) -27,163
Oswego Cr. Br. ' 27,163
SW Barnes Rd. =300,000
Nyberg Rd. | 300,000
' 72nd Ave. '- -48,305
Hwy. 212 48,305
72nd Ave. ‘ - -44,081
OC Bypass 44,081
Oswego Cr. Br. ~-385,330
Hwy. 212 L 385,330
Hwy. 212 East : -5,661,268
(in September 30, 1980 dollars)
Banfield - 2,374,809
OC Bypass 1,358,391
Hwy. 212 - 406,567
Oswego Cr. Br, 289,727
Boones Fy. Rd. 415,774
MCL Blvd. Res, 816,000

EFFECT ON ADOPTED TIP:

None.




el
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Agenda Item No. 6.5
February 25, 1982

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY
Metro Council
Executive Offic

Endorsing Project Priorities Using Interstate Transfer
Funds in FY 82

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A.

C.

ACTION REQUESTED: Recommend Council adoption of the
attached resolution which prioritizes highway projects
receiving Interstate Transfer funds in FY 1982. This
action is consistent with the Five Year Operational Plan.

POLICY IMPACT: This action:

- establishes project priorities for use of FY 82
Interstate Transfer funds (column 1982 in
Attachment "A")

- establishes reserve accounts

- sets up a series of backup projects (column 1982 B in
Attachment "A"), unprioritized except for Highway 217
and Sunset Interchange being first, and Front
Avenue--Phase II being last.

TPAC and JPACT have reviewed and approved this project.

BUDGET IMPACT: None.

ITI. ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: Some $45.5 million in federal Interstate
Transfer funds has been allocated for highway projects for
the Portland region for FY 82. To utilize these funds,
the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Subcommittee
has recommended the priorities in column 1982 of
Attachment "A." Coupled with the recommendations are a
series of conditions consisting of:

1L All Category I and Category II Multnomah County,
Washington County and Clackamas County funding
from construction cost underruns will be
credited to a reserve account up to $1 million
to be used for cost overruns up to 10 percent of
the originally allocated funding .on other
Category I and Category II Multnomah County,
Washington County, Clackamas County projects;
funding of cost overruns in excess of 10 percent
require approval of the TIP Subcommittee.

2 All Category II Portland funding from cost
underruns will be available for other Portland
Category II projects.



S All Category I and Category II Multnomah County, .
Washington County, Clackamas County funding from
construction cost underruns in excess of
overruns will be credited to the City of
Portland for Category II projects up to
$2,757,489 (shown as 1982 A).

4, All Category I and Category II funding from
construction cost underruns in excess of the
$2,757,489 City of Portland funding will be
allocated to remaining projects or back-up
projects identified as 1982 B in Attachment "A"
by the TIP Subcommittee by August 1.

5. The FY 82 funding allocation does not constitute
any prior commitment to the FY 83 funding
allocation.

B ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: All projects previously
programmed for use of Interstate Transfer funding have
been previously reviewed and endorsed by the Metro Council
(TIP actions). Highest priority has been placed on
providing funding for the Banfield project ($12.4 million)
and priority regional corridor projects (I-505, Powell).
The remainder was distributed to local jurisdictions based
upon the status of implementation of the individual
projects. A series of backup projects was established and
can be implemented if underruns occur in other projects.
An alternative to fund jurisdictions through the use of a
formula would have increased Portland's allocation rather
than allowing those projects to be funded from cost
underruns.

& CONCLUSION: Metro staff recommends approval of the
attached resolution.

BP/srb
5202B/107
02/12/82




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENDORSING
- PROJECT PRIORITIES USING INTER- .

) - RESOLUTION NO. 82-304
) )
STATE TRANSFER FUNDS IN FY 1982 . ) Introduced by the Joint
. : )
)

Policy Advisory Committee

on Transportation
WHEREAS, The Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 81-280
- which endorsed the FY 82 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP);

and

| WHEREAS, The proéram of projects set forth in the TIP was

based on the iikglihood of receiving $58.4 million in federal
Interstate Transfervfunds'for its accomplishment; and

WHEREAS, The actual federal allocation to the Portland
fégion for FY 1982 is $45.5 million for high&ay projects; and

WﬁEREAS, The TIP Subcommittee has devéloped é revised
FY 1982 program in keeping with the newly allocated funds; now,
therefore, ‘

~BE IT RESOLVED, _

1. That the $45.5 million of FYv82 Interstate Transfer
"highway" funding is allocated as shown on AttaChment "A" subject to

the following conditions:

a. All Category I and Category II Multnomah
County, Washington County, Clackamas County
funding from construction cost underruns will
be credited to a reserve account up to
$1 million to be used for cost overruns up to
10 percent of the originally allocated funding
on other Category I and Category II Multnomah
County, Washington County, Clackamas County .
projects; fundlng of cost overruns in excess of
10 percent require approval of the TIP

Subcommittee;

b. All Category II Portland funding from cost
underruns will be available for other Portland
Category II projects;



All Category I and Category II Multnomah
County, Washington County, Clackamas County
funding from construction cost underruns in

excess of overruns will be credited to the City

of Portland for Category II pro:ects up to
$2,757,489 (shown as 1982 A);

All Category I and Category II funding from
construction cost underruns in excess of the
$2,757,489 City of Portland funding will be
allocated to remaining projects or back-up

projects identified as 1982 B in Attachment "A"

by the TIP Subcommittee by August 1l; and
This FY 82 funding allocation does not
constitute any prior commltment to the FY 83
funding allocation.

2. That the TIP Subcommittee is directed to recommend an

"eight-year" Interstate Transfer Program to prov1de the basis for

determlnlng FY 83 funding need and establishing FY 83 pr10r1t1es.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of

BP/srb
5202B/107
02/12/82

, 1982,

'Presiding Officer




‘ - , ‘ - ATTACH'T A
’ METROFOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
TENYR3 . ) i . i FAGE 1
' INTERSTATE TRANSFER FY 1982 FROGRAM .
HIGHWAY FROJECTS :
CATEGORY I FROJECTS
IN FEDERAL $

16-Feb-82
FROJECT TITLE _
. 1982 _ 19824 1982F
1 BANFIELD TRANSITWAY-HIGHWAY FUND . _ o CAT I
CON 12,400,000 o 0 0
2 FOWELL II-SOTH AVE TO 82NN’ - , ‘ o CAT I
CON : 513307000 o 0 :
3 REGIONAL RIDESHARE . - o ' : CAT I
' OFG . 2705000 - 0 ' o T .
4 15 NORTH RIDESHARE o : ' CAT 1
OFG ' 701000 0 ) 0"
S NICOLAI-FRONT TO ST HELENS RD . , o CAT 1
R/W 857000 : 0 T e T
- CON 11,870,000 0 0
TOTAL - ' 11955000 0 o
6 YEON AVE-ST HELENS RD TO 1405 CAT I
R/W 340,000 0 ‘ 0 o

7 CAT I/CAT II REGIONAL RESERVE 0 - : CAT I

TOTAL 2093651000 0 -0



METROFOLITAN SEFRVICE DISTRICT
TENYRZ ! . FAGE 2
INTERSTATE TRANSFER FY 1982 FROGRAM
HIGHWAY FROJECTS
CITY OF FORTLAN)S FROJECTS
- IN FEDERAL ¢
‘ 16-Feb-82

FROJECT TITLE .
1982 1982A 1982R

NINNNNMNNNNNNNNNNNNENNONNNENNRENNNRENNRNENRNRRRNNNENNNNNNNNNRNNRNRNNNNENNNNNNNRNENNNNNRNRENNNNNRERNENRINNNNRNNNNNNNNNMENANNNRNNNENNNNNRNNMNNNNNNN

8 NU 23RI/W BURNSIDE o _ ' : : _ CAT II
FE 50,000 o 0
9 NW INTERSECTION IMFROVEMENTS ) CAT II

FE : 33,000 0’ 0 :

10 N COLUMEIA ELVI-OSWEGD AV TO WCL ' : - o . CAT II
CON : 31910,000° ) : .0 D o

11 SW EROADWAY-SW 4TH TO &4TH CONNEC E _ o ' ' CAT II
FE ' 505000 0 » 0

12 SIGNAL REFLC-34 LOCATIONS : : ' o CAT II
FE : _ 23,000 - Y L ' -

13 SIGNAL. REFLC-14 LOCATIONS . ' ' L . . caT II
CON 5605000 ‘ 0 0 L

14 MACADAM AVE-ROSS ISL TO SELLWOOD - : ' CAT II
CON _ 194,338 . 0 _ - N

15 HOLLYWOOD DISTRICT TRANSFORTATIO - . . - CAT II

: PE . 35,000 0 ' o ’

R/W : 127,500 . 0 0
TOTAL 1625500 0 0

16 SE HOLGATE-SE 17TH TO SE 28TH o : ® S T ‘CAT 11
CON - 250,000 0 0

17 MCLOUGHL.IN NEIGHRORHOODS FROJECT : : R © CAT II
FE 25,000 0 0o -

18 33RN AT EROADUAY - _ T TS CAT I1
R/W 14,510 - 0 ' 0

19 39TH AT STARK : T _ ' o SR ' o CAT II
R/W . 79287 _ R ‘ 0

20 39TH AVE CORR-GLISAN TO HOLGATE ' o CAT II

CON S 2669900 ’ 0 ’ ' 0




METROFOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT ) .
TEMYR3 FAGE '3
’ INTERSTATE TRANSFER FY 1982 FROGRAM
HIGHWAY FROJECTS
CITY OF FORTLAND FROJECTS
IN FEDERAL $
16-Feb-82

FROJECT TITLE . ‘ '
1982 19824 1982K

NNNNh’NNNNNNNNNNHNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN&NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNMNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNHHHNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

21 GDING ST NOISE MITIGATION _ . CAT II
PE _ _ 31500 0 0
coN " 610,000 0 0
TOTAL _ 613,500 0 0
22 FRONT AVE-UNIT IA : h R CAT II
CON 848,120 0 0
23 FRONT AVE-UNIT IE Co : o : T e R LAT II
- R/U 507000 0 0
CON 0 931,880 0
TOTAL 505000 931,880 0
24 FRONT AVE-UNIT II R N “ CAT II
CON 0 T 1,8005000 Y S e
25 FRONT AVE-UNIT III o ’ . CAT II
~ CON 0 0 2,135,000 LOWEST 1982B PRIORITY
26 ARTERIAL. OVERLAY FROGRAM , ' ' CAT II
oL - 211550 B o - e T T ‘
CON 1,213,750 0 0
TOTAL : 1,235,000 ) ' ' 0 - T T
27 82N AVENUE IMFROVEMENTS v - CAT I1I
- FE 76295 ‘ o Y S
28 WILLAMETTE GREENWAY TRAIL PROG : CAT II
' " FE - o - : 25,609 ' 0
29 E BURNSIDE-90TH TO 94TH . ' CAT II
FE _ 22,950 o : o
30 W BURNSIDE TSHM ' : ' CAT 11
FE , 71000 o _ 0 o o _
31 NW RIDESHARE . ' CAT II

oFG _ 83,000 o : 0o - ) B o

TOTAL 815061400 o 21757,489 2,125,000



METROFOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

TENYR3 : , FAGE 4
INTERSTATE TRANSFER FY 1982 FROGRAM
HIGHWAY FROJECTS
MULTNOMAH COUNTY FROJECTS
IN FEDERAL $
16-Feb-82
FROJECT TITLE : ’ :
- 1982 - 19824 - 1982F
NNNNNNNNNNNNNNRNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNHNNNNHNNNNA{NNNNMNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNHNNNNNNNIIHN”HHNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN ;
32 238TH AVE UF XNG TO HALSEY : CAT II
: FE : 1,000 , o ‘ 0
33 GATEWAY SIGNAL SYNCHRONIZATION CAT II
CON , 0. o , 391,000
34 242ND AVE-STARK ST TO DIVISION _ : i CAT II
CON S Lo o . .. .260s000
35 257TH AVE-STARK ST TO COLUMEIA o - , N o ' . cAT 1T
‘ FE _ .. 74,000 - ‘ -0 . 752000 . A
36 221ST AVE-FARISS RD TD FOWELL ' , : : ' . CAT 1I
: FE : _ 32y600 0 R S
CON - 1,020,000 0 0
TOTAL : - 11052600 ) 0
. 37 1B2ND AVE-DIVISION TO FOWELL ' . : TTroTrm o I "7 TEAT 11
“CON A 974,000 0 0
38 221ST AVE-FOWELL SOUTH TO HEINEY T ) T T o e ' T CAT 11
R/W ‘ 0 : 0 348,000
39 SANNY EBLVUD TSHM-99TH TO 142NN AVE : : T e CAT II
~ R/W : 25,000 - -0 0 .
40 190TH/POWELL-182NIN TO EBIRNSDALE T o ’ S T T CAT II
, FE . 10y500 , 0 _ 0 . o
A1 BUKNSIDE RI-STARK TO 221ST - . o S T ' CAT II
R/7W : o 210,000 ) : 0 '
CON N ' o B 0 1,2005000 .
TOTAL s o 210,000 o 172060,000° "7 7
TOTAL 2,347,100 ' o 212747000




METROFOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

INTERSTATE TRANSFER FY 1982 FROGRAM
HIGHWAY FROJECTS

TENYR3 .
: o CLACKAMAS COUNTY FROJECTS
. IN FEDERAL $
16-Feb-82

19282A

FROJECT TITLE )
: 1982

NNNNNENNNNNNNNNNANNINNNNNENNNNNNNNENNNNNENINNNNNNNENNNNENNNNNNNRNENNNNNNNSNNNNNRRNNNNENNNNNNNRNNNNENENNMNNNNNRRNNNNENRRRNNNNNNERNNNNNENNNNNNSNN SN

'1982R

FAGE 5

CAT II

CAT II

A2 CLACKAMAS TOWN CENTER SIGNALS _
CON . 115,000
43 LWR BOONES FY RD-MADIRONA TO JEAN'
: R/W 40,000 0 0
44 SUNNYSIDE RD-97TH TO 122HD : CAT 11
- PE - . 185300 L 0 - o -
CON , 0 0 654,000
TOTAL A 18,300 0 654,000
A5 OSWEGD CREEK BRIDGE 3 - . , . CAT II
FE . : _ 161600 _ o o
44 HWY 212-1205 TO ROCK CREEK JET '~ 7~ oo - T TTTETTT o "CAT It
: CON : _ 2+125,000 -0 0
47 OREGON CITY RYFASS T T " TCAT II
CON 610205000 0 0
- 48 RAILROATN/HARMONY-B82ND TO MILW - 0 ‘ T "CAT 11
FE 50,000 0 113,000
" 49 82ND IR-HWY212 TO GLATN/I205 INTC T s CAT 11
FE 95,000 0 30,000
50 GLADSTONF/MILWAUKIE TSM o - T T - CAT 11
CON ‘ 189,000 0 0
816681900 0 7971000

TOTAL



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
TENYR3 ' , FAGE 6
INTERSTATE TRANSFER FY 1982 FROGRAM
HIGHWAY FROJECTS
-WASHINGTON COUNTY FROJECTS
IN FEDERAL ¢
16-Feb--82

PROJECT TITLE , )
1982 19824 - 1982R . ,

NN HNNNNA NN NN NNANNNNNNANANNNNNEN NN NNNNNNNNNNENNNENNNNNNNNNNNNNRNNNNNNNNNENNNNNENNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNSNNNNNNNNNNNENNNNNNNNNNNNN NN

S1 185TH AVE-SUNSET HUY TO WALKER . ' ' CAT ‘11
’ FE . 20,800 : . 0 o -
CON 116155000 0 0
TOTAL 11635,800 0 0
52 ALLEN ELUD I-MURRAY TO HWY217 , . CAT 11
CON : 1,285,000 o v o .
53 ALLEN BLUD II : ) - . - . . . . . . . e e e e m i e e me s e aee L C s CAT iI
: FE 35200 0
R/W 4605700 0 . 0 L
TOTAL 463,900 0 0
54 BARNES RD UNIT 1-HUY217 TO LEAHY . o o S  caT 11
CON ‘ o 0 173404000 :
S5 HALL ELUD' AT HWY217 OFF-RAMP N : 0 - Y 7S O 3
CON E 29,600 . ‘ 0 ‘ "B
56 HUY 217 AND SUNSET MUY INTCHG o Co . caT I
R/W - © 871,000 0 T : 0 500,000° HIGHEST 1982B PRIORITY
57 CORNELL I-E MAIN TD ELAM YOUNG o : ‘ s ’ cAT 11
FE . : 28,000 . 0 - G S
RV - 4 1785500 0 0
TOTAL 206,500 0 o
S8 BEAVERTON-HILLSDALE. SIGNAL TIE. , IR CAT II
/W 4,000 0 - 0. :
CON : 89,000 0 0
TOTAL 93,000 0 0
59 TV HWY AT 185TH AR SRR o o T — . eAT 11
~ PE 34,000 _ 0 0 : v
60 HUY 217 AND 72NN AVE INTCHG' o ' ' ST | CAT II
- FE > o 2,000 _ 0 : 0 , '
R/W 11,900 0 0
CON - 1,130,000 0 0 -
" TOTAL 1,143,900 0 0




TENYR3

FROJECT TITLE .
1982

. HETRDPDLITAN‘SERUICE NISTRICT

INTERSTATE TRANSFER FY 1982 FROGRAM
HIGHWAY FROJECTS
WASHINGTON COUNTY FROJECTS
IN FEDERAL $
16-Feb -82

1982A

1982R

FAGE 7

NNNNNNNNNNNNNRNENNNNNNNENNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNRNNNNNNNNENNNNRNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNRRNNNNNNNNNNNNNENNNE NN NNNNNNNNNNNNNNRNNNNNRNNNN RN NN

61 FARMINGTON RDN TSM-MURRAY TO 1857

FE 4,100
62 HALL ELVD TSHM

FE : : 1,400
63 CORNELL II-ELAM YOUNG TO 216TH '

FE 704000

64 MURRAY ELVD-JENKINS TO SUNSET

PE 751000

TOTAL : 516121600

GRAND -

TOTAL ' 45,500,000

2+757,489

501,000

1505000

2’060vOQO

7125650007 7

‘CAT I1I

CAT II

CAT II

CAT II



Agenda Item No. 6.6
February 25, 1982

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

TO: Metro Council

FROM: Executive Offic

SUBJECT: Selecting Members of the Solid Waste Policy Alternatives
Committee for 1982-84

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A, ACTION REQUESTED: Approve the persons listed below for
membership on the Solid Waste Policy Alternatives
Committee (SWPAC) between February 1982 and February 1984.

Present Committee Members

Name Representing

James Cozzetto Collection Industry

Shirley Coffin Public, Washington County

Howard Grabhorn Landfill Operators

Robert Harris Public, Clackamas County
‘ John Trout Collection Industry

Robert Brown DEQ (ex officio)

Norman Harker Clark County (ex officio)

New Members

Paul Johnson, President Construction Industry
Copenhagen Utilities and
Construction, Inc.

Gary Newbore, Manager Landfill Operators
Killingsworth Fast

Disposal

Edward Sparks, Manager Recycling Industry

Secondary Fibers-
Waste Paper Supply
Publishers Paper Company

Kelly Wellington Public
Mul tnomah County

B POLICY IMPACT: These people form a majority of a
committee which will advise the Council concerning solid
. waste policies during the 1982-84 period.



C.

BUDGET IMPACT: None.

ITI. ANALYSIS:

A.

C.

DO/srb
4908B/283
02/12/82

BACKGROUND: Section 2(a) of the SWPAC By-Laws provides
that all SWPAC committee members except government
representatives shall be appointed for two-year terms by
the Council's Presiding Officer in accordance with the
procedures of the Council. The above listed persons would
be appointed for the period of February 1982 to February
1984. The present members have satisfactory attendance
records and have participated in Committee deliberations.
Among the new members, Gary Newbore and Edward Sparks were
recommended by Solid Waste staff. Mr. Newbore operates a
limited use landfill which was formerly known as the Nash
Pit. Mr. Sparks is responsible for obtaining recycled
paper for Publishers. Mr. Paul Johnson was recommended by
Associated General Contractors of America, Inc.

The member representing the public in Multnomah County has
declined to serve another term. In search of a
replacement, staff asked Councilors if they had
recommendations and are also contacted persons who had
applied two years ago to detemine continued interest. The
names of the resulting applicants are listed below
beginning with the top priority candidate. Criteria used
to rank candidates were: little or no identification with
an interest group already represented on SWPAC; some
indication that the person is articulate and exposed to
broad policy issues including financial issues; and
interest in solid waste issues. At the February 9
Regional Services Committee meeting, opinion was divided
between Kelly Wellington and John Gray. The majority vote
was for Kelly Wellington.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Candidates for public
representative from Multnomah County:

Kelly Wellington
John Gray

Erik Funke

Brad Bulloch
Larry Dalrymple
David McMahon
Roger Van Gelder

CONCLUSION: Approve the recommended list of persons as
members of SWPAC for the 1982-84 term.




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF SELECTING

) RESOLUTION NO. 82-302
MEMBERS OF THE SOLID WASTE : ) .
POLICY ALTERNATIVES COMMITTEE ) Introduced by the Regional
FOR 1982-84" ) Services Committee

WHEREAS, The By—Laws-for the SolidAWaste Policy
Alternatives Committee (SWPAC) provide that all SWPAC voting members
except government representatives shall be appointed to two-year
terms by the Council's Presiding Officer in accordance with the
'procedures of the Metro Council; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Council approves the appointment of the persons
listed below to be members of the SWPAC for the period February 1982
'to February 1984-

Name _ ' Representing

James Cozzetto . Collection Industry

Shirley Coffin Public, Washington County

Howard Grabhorn ' Landfill Operators

Robert Harris Public, Clackamas County

Paul Johnson S Construction Industry’

Gary Newbore Landfill Operators

Edward Sparks Recycling Industry

John Trout Collection Industry ,
- Kelly Wellington - Public, Multnomah County

Robert Brown B _ DEQ (ex officio)

Norman Harker : Clark County (ex officio)

ADOPTED by the Council of the MetroOpolitan Service District

this day of ., 1982.

Presiding Officer

DO/srb
4908B/283
02/12/82



Application for Appointment to RECEIVED JAN 5 1002
METRO Policy Alternative Committees

htLtinUdrh' ,2 I

(3
vl

Return To: METRO . . .
. ﬁ’%{f?éhéf.}lsﬁ,Hﬁ%}ral%%ttl“d' OR 97201/phone 221-1
Please print or type: '

Name /((,//14 D. Wellivetmn _
‘Residence Address /5[§ S E. 45{45{,#2. Res. Phone 2Z3/- G437

city _Luwtlong  couwty Mulfmomal wp _g72/4 |
Businés; Address /435 555;71‘% Avc. Bus. Phone 239 —5_08' S

Occupau;ion &[MQ,&&A?’? %ZCSIQVSH’T :
: Policy Alternative Committees are made up of: Public officials,

technicians, special interest group representatives -and members
of the public. The purpose of Metro's PAC is to evaluate and ;
advise the Metro Council on policy and program alternatives re-

~ lated to its specific assignment. .

COMMITTEES/AREAS OF INTEREST: Check one or more indicating priority
: ‘ choice by number.

Air Quality 33 Land Market % Transportation
, ‘Monitoring A
Criminal Justice A . Solid Waste Water Resources

Z Housing

RELATED ACTIVITIES: List education, employment and volunteer activities
relevant to your area of interest. If you have a recently prepared
resume, please return with this form. )

Dates . Activity Relevant Skills or Knowledge
1971-77L (B//({C Educestioy B-h. = Ecomomics  Crbficate of Ur b1
- | |  Studies; Kuowledee of prine »'{:/cs ef
veg {

arsien-ma ke ds b >llocrtiny

of vesou s , vhom 54/5femg' ovd Usl

| Zf) sfohshes/ mdholam, , Aﬁv(fah‘c'vé )
usfvrg >w:l (2nd v:&;hm shud e

Evmplo o+t wr.‘lls - ’ : achveh
197L- %/ proyime. Khewledge o‘f tconemic develgpument xtivihes
- RJViDN{ lombe/ofdnnmﬂf(c oud informstion sourees in bty «pué lie oud

A [vvivzfr_ secter, Skills iy vesesvels, vepa b
REASON FOR APPLYING) wrifine voup o . wd oy 7505,
: 7 ‘ ! qdonics aud oveu e 200

' /7-77"[7-"”5(“f B{(Ck{n)n éﬁmuudé’ - /JMOWICdC’C.V 0f onctvn s Cf ?fih.-'"’;:"‘”‘zljﬂmi"""'
 Ascexrotion b Cem Fy ISSues, OfO_Dt-HZ":é dl‘”‘"‘f-

) ' and 2ececsine pul,{,'ovhs?r'[vh:\: 0 Skille v

' group (oop(?bl.‘h‘) Aud Wg%"!){:'"*).




RELATED ACHIVITIES (con't)

/97¢ ~ Couditote MSD - Kaowledpe. of puvpose, gosls aud
7v COUH(.',‘//NI Dstfg C b()e/;t,'m of LSD’ 6Lv'”{; i VOD{

fd&Avab?t"W P"db'&v\ sualyysis aud
plowm{'l'ﬂh. Vﬁ'ucl:rew,bh:)sis m
2olid woste aud recycling, |

0
1978-19  Bowd Hewber, - Khowledee of Brtlsuds solid wisfe
. &LMM Gmmmez1 Qc‘(flng d{sivgg, S‘—’Skw) , SCOPC 0/ fHOé/&uS

9“4 VID"'MVC al[‘/tiﬁ /(C(,,C'l\'%; H)JVEC{,
EeAsod Fee AppLying : ’

Guite f}aub@j My V25007 ﬁ-v opply ing is /:ng’h/ p d;zsf‘rc,h Vewudin
infermed of efferts to ddvess mc/vofo/i/an—wr'dc rssues, fov whateer

l/C)sms, ﬁvayC Seewns éo b(, pa F;uc,'{71 of Palodfc_ l'hﬁvmai.l;m 'tm He/w‘

processes and rssu es, aud [ perceive Pwﬁ‘c{r?tl‘m M such >

Commillee 25 5 mpdtiod of ’l(cclaing oy ’Lf’ °f ct,cudopofhegifs. Bufc“-xcf
‘h/lfS, my "WLWCS{:. M k' “metropolifan obvts’mmeoté chLDUC
oud ey comm fmeat o citizen P:m‘icirpbm in public deersion=
'lm.)la'n hzo/':‘v?/-c. me o !Jovéici,»ft_) even 1'14,0:4 [4’_' W:"ﬁt cuneuf
dzymauds u{;m hnv, wL:‘mc) 'do nowL lé_uow’ 1_‘016 {X@Mé bf"""m’—
Cwnm.'\tm(;u[’ [ C’)u’ mak{ lo such > Cm»hmfﬁﬂc; Btnl -I’iﬂeu,/
have no idea of how much fime  [m b

ng dsked fo Cmimf/" as
pmvid(mg flus i fnmab‘m h>s  beew ovey looked , "

A‘ Thouk You ){v qour:‘nl—@eél’,
‘ f-\cmq' !10(4'»'»4 "1«1{, néar {;nlurc. .

o ook #Vwayd fo ,"’("“'.”8

. Kl Welt o
FLEASE NCTE! It should be My Welingtm vother flian Ms. sty
. ld JUS{' X50¢n vou'Tmop the hc’HoYfﬁ'CS aud use H!’[ZL/,
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Application for Appointment tORECF!VFD Ihs
METRO Policy Alternative Committeegs —~'" "' v i

=7 193

Return To: METRO .
° : Metro, 527 SW Hall, Portland, OR 97201/phone 221-1646
én ﬁorélgz |

ATT: eryl K.
Please print or type: Y

Name John H. Gray _ ..

Residence Address 3918 SE 116 Res. Phone 760-3224
City _Portland County _ Mult. gip 97266
Business Address 4115 N. Mississippi " Bus. Phone 288-7086

-Occupaxion Geologist

Policy Alternative Committees are made up of: Public officials,
technicians, special interest group representatives and members
of the public. The purpose of Metro's PAC is to evaluate and
advise the Metro Council on policy and program alternatives re-
-lated to its specific assignment.

. COMMITTEES/AREAS OF INTEREST: Check one or more indicating priority
‘ choice by number. _ -

Air Quality ’ —_ 'Land Market Transportation
—_— : Monitoring :
‘ . Criminal Justice XXX Solid Waste W'ater Resources

Sy | Housing

RELATED ACTIVITIES: List education, employment and volunteer activities
relevant to your area of interest. 1If you have a recently prepared
resume, please return with this form. : :

Dates Activity 'Relev&nt Skills or Knowledge

See attached resume

- REASON FOR APPLYING
. . Past experience with MSD and occupational relevancy.




John H. Gray o Birthdate: October 8, 1950

3918 SE 116th Avenue ' Married, no children
Portland, OR 97266 ' , ' Height: 6'5" Weight: 200 Ibs.
(503) 760-3224 » ,
EDUCATION:

University of Portland, Portland, Oregon ' Current Post Graduate Work
Portland State University, Portland, Oregon 1970-75 BS in Geology
Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon } 1969-70

David Douglas High School, Portland, Oregon : 1965-69 Diploma, June 1969

PERTINENT EDUCATION:

Introductory geology, mineralogy, optical crystallography, petrology, structural geology, -

stratigraphy and geology field methods. Further courses include; oceanography, dynamic
physiography (geomorphology-physical processes), geology of Oregon, field study of the
Blue Mountains, forestry and geology field laboratories, physics, chemistry, and sta-
tistics. ,

'EXPERIENCE:

Northwest Testing Laboratories, Inc., 4115 N. MissisSippi Ave., Portland, Oregon, June 1978

to present, : :
Superiors: Mr. Paul Irish, Mr. Charles R. Lane, PE _ :
Duties: Chief staff geologist, field inspector. Responsible for soils department
management, including scheduling of field personne! and equipment, departmental
office affairs, and special field investigation projects. .

Prior work includes large industrial complex developments, commercial de\}elop-
ments, quarry sites, earth resources site development investigations, landfill
investigations, and groundwater studies. -

Mt. Hood Community College District, 42600_0 S.E. Stark Street, GreSham,.Oregon, March

1977 - August 1978. .
Superior: Margaret Gratton . _ ‘ ' o
Duties: Part-time instructor for Northwest Geology Course. Certified through
Oregon State Department of Education.

Foundation Sciences Inc., 520 SW. 6th, Room 823, Portland, Oregon, December 1975 - May
1976. _
- Superior: Donald J. Dodds, Partner : ’
" Duties:  Associate staff geologist, laboratory technician. Responsible for all facets
of field geologic work, laboratory sampling, and physical testing in rock mechanics.
Field geologist on a Federal Bureau of Mines rock mechanics and roof bolting study
in Western Kentucky, December 1, 1975, to March 1976. Research and preliminary
work for the OKG Swedish Nuclear Plant seismicity study. v

AFFILIATIONS:

Geological Society of America, Landfill Siting Council, for the Metropolitan Service ‘

District, Phi Kappa Tau Fraternity, The Portland Chorale (vocal music).
OUTSIDE INTERESTS: ‘

. An avid outdoorsman, teaching, vocal music, photbgfaphy, numismatics, carpentry,
gardening and all facets of lapidary work. :
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FROM:

SUBJECT :

I.

IT.

amn :

Agenda Item No. 6.7
February 25, 1982

AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council

Executive Officeéﬁ%i

Lemur Island Exhibit, Washington Park Zoo

RECOMMENDATION

A.

ACTION REQUESTED: That the Coordinating Committee
recommend to the Council the award of the bid for the
Lemur Island Exhibit to Bishop Contractors, Inc. and
authorize the Executive Officer to sign the contract for
the project. The contractor's bid is for $191,400.

POLICY IMPACT: The Lemur Island Exhibit is a part of the
exhibits included for construction in the current tax
levy and is one of the improvements included in the Zoo
Development Plan., Approximately ten percent of the
contract value will be provided by minority business
enterprises.

BUDGET IMPACT: Five contractors submitted bids for this
project ranging from the low bid being recommended of
$191,400, to a high bid of $234,154. Funding for the
project will be provided from the tax levy approved for
construction at the Zoo,

ANALYSTIS

A,

BACKGROUND: The Washington Park Zoo development program
has been approved by the Council. To date, the following
projects included in the plan have been completed or are
in progress: wupgrade of the Nursery, Quarantine Facility,
remodel of the Entry Plaza, Elephant Enclosure, remodel
of the Primate Facility, the Beaver-Otter Exhibit, and the
Maintenance Facility. Originally, it was intended that
the Lemur Island Exhibit would be built during the

second or third year of the tax levy. However, with the
advent of the health problems with the seals and the
necessity to surplus them, it became timely to complete
this phase of the Primate Exhibit at this time.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: None.

CONCLUSION: The Zoo was pleasantly surprised to have
all five bids come in lower than the project extimate of
$250,449 for construction. After reference checks, etc.,
the staff has concluded that the low bidder, Bishop
Contractors, Inc., is capable of building the exhibit
and should be awarded the contract.

2/5/[82



TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Agenda Item No. 7.1
February 25, 1982

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council &fig
Executive Office
Adopting the Ozone and Carbon Monoxide State

Implementation Plans for the Oregon Portion of the
Portland-Vancouver Air Quality Maintenance Area

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A.

C.

ACTION REQUESTED: Council adoption of the attached
Resolution adopting the Ozone and Carbon Monoxide State
Implementation Plans for the Oregon portion of the
Portland-Vancouver Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA).

POLICY IMPACT: This action will adopt control strategies
which ensure attainment of the carbon monoxide standard by
1985 and the ozone standard by the federally mandated
deadline of 1987. Attainment of the air quality standards
for both pollutants will be achieved without adopting any
new control measures. The standards will be met by-
continuing programs already in existence and those that
have secure funding sources. 1In addition, the ozone plan
establishes a new policy direction for industrial growth
by creating a growth cushion for the pollutant
hydrocarbons, thus eliminating the need for new industries
to find hydrocarbon emission offsets.

BUDGET IMPACT: None.

IT. ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: Metro has been designated by the Governor of
Oregon to be the lead planning agency for carbon monoxide
and ozone in the Oregon portion of the Portland-Vancouver
Air Quality Maintenance Area. However, the City of
Portland has prepared the Carbon Monoxide State
Implementation Plan because all future violations of the
carbon monoxide standard in this region are projected to
be in the City of Portland. The Portland City Council has
adopted this plan and submitted it to Metro so that Metro
may also adopt it for submittal to the State of Oregon.
Almost all measures called for in this plan will be
implemented by the City of Portland and Tri-Met. The two
measures requiring Metro participation, a bicycle
promotion program and a rideshare program, have been
awarded federal grants which Metro has already received.

The Ozone State Implementation Plan was prepared jointly
by Metro and DEQ. A similar plan is being prepared for
the Washington portion of the AQMA by the Regional
Planning Council of Clark County. The ozone plan projects



attainment of the ozone standard by the 1987 federal
deadline using stationary and mobile source control
measures already in place, including major industrial
controls and biennial automobile vehicle inspection.

Again, all measures included in this plan, with the
exception of the bicycle and rideshare programs already
discussed, will be implemented by Tri-Met, Oregon
Department of Transportation, the City of Portland, and
DEQ.

The ozone plan also projects that in the entire interstate
AQMA in 1987, there will be 1,700 kilograms/day fewer
hydrocarbon emissions than needed to meet the ozone
standard. Metro and Department of Environmental Quality
staff are recommending that this surplus in emissions be
administered as a "growth cushion" so that new or
expanding industries (which emit hydrocarbons after
required pollution control equipment is installed) wishing
to locate in the region can do so without finding emission
offsets. Because the growth cushion is available
regionwide, an agreement must be reached with the State of
Washington as to how the cushion should be allocated. The
Air Quality Advisory Committee, TPAC, JPACT and the
Regional Development Committee have reviewed and
recommended adoption of these SIPs with the inclusion of a
growth cushion policy. The Bi-State Policy Advisory
Committee has also met, but made no recommendation
regarding the issue of implementing a growth cushion
policy vs. continuing the present offset policy. The
Bi-State will meet again on March 11 to consider the
matter.

The growth cushion issue has received considerable debate
at meetings of all these committees.

Staff and elected officials from the State of Washington,
together with a few strong environmental advocates on the
Air Quality Advisory Committee, have suggested that the
1,700 kg/day surplus in emissions reductions is not
sufficiently large to be considered as a growth cushion
because it represents only one percent of expected 1987
emissions. These individuals feel that this "surplus" is
within the modeling error. Washington officials have thus
recommended that the Ozone SIP be adopted by the Metro
Council without resolving the growth cushion issue. They
propose to let the Bi-State Committee resolve the issue
and incorporate their recommendation into the plan before
it is submitted to the Environmental Quality Commission.

Metro and DEQ staff feel that the growth cushion should be
recognized because 1) our analysis was based on

conservative assumptions using approved EPA methodologies;
2) the size of the cushion will grow beyond 1987; 3) even
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if we have errored in our projections, the size of the
available cushion is small and will thus not have
significant impact on our air quality; and 4) there are
additional strategies that the DEQ could administer on a
uniform and equitable basis if additional control
strategies are needed in the future.

For these reasons, staff recommends that the ozone plan be
adopted recognizing a growth cushion, while directing the
Bi-State Committee to resolve how the cushion be divided
between Oregon and Washington. This recommendation would
be incorporated in the plan before it is submitted to the
EQC. The one drawback of this approach is that, if the
Bi-State cannot agree that there is a growth cushion and
recommends that the offset policy be retained, then this
issue will come back before the Metro Council for
reconsideration.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The region must adopt control
strategies for carbon monoxide and ozone or risk losing
federal transportation and sewage capital improvement
funds. Additional control measures were considered for
inclusion in these plans, but because of the attainment
projection, Metro and DEQ staff feel that it is unwise to
commit to any new measures which do not have secure
funding.

For the ozone plan, an offset policy was considered,
meaning that any major new hydrocarbon industrial sources
wishing to locate in the region would have to find
emission offsets. Metro and DEQ staff feel that because
there is projected to be a surplus in emission reductions
over what will be required to meet the ozone standard in
1987, this surplus should be administered as a growth
cushion. Doing this will remove an obstacle that new
industries wishing to locate here would have to overcome.

CONCLUSION: Metro staff recommends approval of the
attached Resolution.



BEFORE - THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

A RESOLUTION REQUESTING ) RESOLUTION NO. 82-307
) ' '

METROPOLITAI;T%TIZENS LEAGUE ; Introduced by

REVIEW OF M . : Coun. Bonner

WHEREAS, Metro has nodobeen-ingexistence for three years; and

WHEREAS} every public organization should take stock of
itself at least every three years and events of the recent pést
have added impetus to such a review; and '

WHEREAS,'the Metropolitan Citizens' League has indicated by
its actions since formation both an interest in and an independence
from MetroAin its activities.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the Metro Council requests that the Metropolitan
Citizens' League review both the promise and the performance of
Metrolwith a view to reCommehding ways to improve Metro's funda-
mental governing structure as set forth in the State statuteéj

2. That the Council requests that a series of recommen-
dations be forwarded to the Council as earlj'as possible and
certainly no later than July 1, 1982.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
this day of , 1982,

. Presiding Officer



PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO RESOLUTION NO. 82-307

Submitted by Councilor Rhodes

PROPOSAL: Delete all language in paragraph 2 of the resolution
' after the word "Metro".

PURPOSE: 1. The Metro Council should not give the League

a specific and incomplete charge.

2. The request for structural recommendations
could imply Council dissatisfaction with the
current structure of Metro.

3. The Council should openly discuss all sugges-
tions from the League regardless of their
consistency with our request.



Agenda Item No. 7.3
February 25, 1982

.BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING ) 'RESOLUTION NO. 82-308

BUDGET CONTROL PROCEDURES. ) Introduced by Coun. Burton

WHEREAS, it is appropriate for the Council to establish
budget control procedures for the Metropoiitan Service District
(Metro).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That financial records of Metro shall be closed on or
before'August‘ls anhually and a report of cash balances shall be
provided té the Council.

2. That the Executive Officer shall take all steps neces-
sary to have all financial records available to expediite .annual .
‘independent audit of Metro financial records. A report on the
status of each audit shall be provided to the Council at the first
meeting each Novembér.

3. That appropriate measures, within the constraints of
’ State law and "prddent man" investment criteria, shall be taken
to maintain the highest earnings.on invested Metro funds. The
balances of invested funds and earnings shall be reported monthly
" to the Council.

4. That monthly financial reports shall be provided the
Council whiéh include, but are not necessarily limited to, the
following information:

- expenditures and revenues to date;

- federal and state grant status reports, ihcluding

increases and decreases in budgeted grant revenues;



'-'cumulative savings in personal services and materials
“and serviceé resulting from vacancies in authorized
staff positions; and
- investment report.

5. That the Council shall, if necessary, make apprépriate
transfers between operating and contingency fundé based on infor-
mation received in the monthly financial reports. |
o 6. That the Executive Officer shall include in each annual
budget sufficient funds to implement the provisions of this |
resolution. |

7. That this resolution shall be reviewed annually by the
Council Coordlnatlng Committee to determlne the effectiveness and

necessity for continuation of the-provisions of this resolution.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of . 1982.

Presiding Officer




Agenda Item No. 7.4
February 25, 1982

AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

TO: Metro Council
FROM: Executive Officef>
SUBJECT: Initiating a Petition to Annex Waldo Estates to Metro
I. RECOMMENDATIONS:
A. ACTION REQUESTED: Adoption of Resolution No. 82-309,
initiating a petition to annex Waldo Estates to Metro.
B. POLICY IMPACT: Annexation of this property to Metro will
allow for its inclusion within the Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) , consistent with Metro Resolution No. 82-293, a
resolution of intent to approve a petition by Clackamas
County for a locational adjustment to the UGB and to amend
the boundary in compliance with conditions.
& BUDGET IMPACT: None. The property owner will pay the
Boundary Commission's petition fee.
II. ANALYSIS:
A. BACKGROUND: The Council adopted Resolution No. 82-293 on

January 7, 1982. Pursuant to that Resolution, the owner
of Waldo Estates, Mr. Jim Johnson, began proceedings to
annex his property to Metro. Two methods of annexation
are available: (1) a triple majority annexation, which
becomes effective immediately; or (2) a simple property
owner petition, which does not become effective for 45
days following Boundary Commission action. To expedite
the necessary approvals, Mr. Johnson has chosen the first
approach, which requires action by Metro to initiate the
annexation petition.

Although staff has been coordinating with Mr. Johnson and
Boundary Commission staff on these proceedings, we were
not informed until the day after the Development
Committee's meeting of February 8 that Metro action in
this matter was necessary.

The Development Committee was briefed on these proceedings
generally, however, and expressed its commitment to
expeditious completion of the remaining approvals needed.
Accordingly, Development Committee Chairman Ernie Bonner
has approved the placement of this matter on the Council's
February 25 agenda, without a specific Development
Committee recommendation, in order to allow the petition
for Metro annexation to be placed on the Boundary
Commission's April agenda.



B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: To postpone action on the .
attached Resolution until March, or to ask the property
owner to proceed with his own petition without Metro
action would cause unnecessary delays in construction of a
project toward which Metro has already expressed its
commmitment.

G CONCLUSION: The attached Resolution should be adopted in
order to expedite the process for approval of the Waldo
Estates project.

JH/srb
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
"METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

IN THE MATTER OF INITIATING A
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
BOUNDARY ANNEXATION TO INCLUDE
THE AREA OF THE WALDO VIEW
ESTATES UGB AMENDMENT.

RESOLUTION NO. 82-309

. Vs Nt? i e et

BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the Metropolitaﬁ Service
District that:

1. The Metropoiitan Service District, organized and operated
under Chapter 268 of Oregon Revised Statutés, desires to annex
territory legally described in attached'Exhibit A-1.

2. A map is attached heretb marked "Exhibit A-2" showing the
affected territory to be annexed and its relationship to the present
bDistrict'boundaries. |

3; The Portland Metropolitan\Area Local Government Boundary
Commission is hereby requested to review the proposed annexation and,
after study, to enter it; final oxrder.

4. | This Resolution shall be filed with the Portland Metropo—
‘litan Area Local Govérnment Boundary Commission for its consideration

and action.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1982.

Presiding Officer
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PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
T.L. 7690 (Map 2-2E-33)
FOR JIM JOHNSON

A tract of land in the éouthwest—quarter of Section 34,

T. 2 S., R. 2 E., W.M., Clackamas County, Oreuyon described

as follows:

Beglnnlng at the northeast corner of the L.D.C. Latourette
D.L.C. No. 45 and running thence along the north line of

said D.L.C. S. 88° W., 508 feet, more or less, to the west
line of said Section 34: thence southerly along said section
line 1242 feet, more or less, to the north line of that tréct
described in deed to Wendell W. Heagle.recorded Decembér 23,
1976 under Clackamas County Recorder'giPee No. 76-46049:
thence along said north line of the Heagle tract N. 82° 20' E.,
518 feet, more or less, to & point on the east line of said
D.L.C. and the northeast corner of said Heagle tract; thence
along said east line of the D.L.C. N. 00° 15°' W., 1191.13

feet to the point-of-beginning.

EXHIBIT A-1



eV 2y

. o

699 o)

Cmeta 5.',:»1.»}543.:’.1 A A-.-»;‘QMSEJ

Metro

"\o -
5

'NE OWL 4

X

f



Agenda Item No. 7.5
February 25, 1982

BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

A RESOLUTION PROVIDING FOR THE ) RESOLUTION NO. 82-310

Coordinating Committee

ASSESSMENT OF DUES TO LOCAL )
GOVERNMENTS FOR FY 1983. ) Introduced by the

WHEREAS, ORS Chapter 268 authorizes the Council of the
Metropolitan Sérvice District to:
"charge the cities and counties within the
district for the services and activities

carried out under ORS 268.380 and 268.390."

_NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Council of the
Metropolitan Service District hereby.establishes local government
dues assessments within the district in the amount of $.50 per
capita fof fiscal year 1983; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that notification of the assessment
be sent to all cities and counties within the district prior to

March 2, 1982.

this day of : , 1982.

.Presiding Officer



Agenda Item No. 8.1
February 25, 1982

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

TO: Metro Council 433%1

FROM: Executive Offic

SUBJECT: Approving In Part a Petition by the City of Portland for a
Locational Adjustment as Requested by Co-petitioners

Kenneth and Melinda Scott and Amending the UGB as Approved

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A. ACTION REQUESTED: Adoption of Ordinance No. 82-129 ,
approving in part a petition by the City of Portland for a
locational adjustment as requested by co-petitioners
Kenneth and Melinda Scott and amending the UGB as approved.

B POLICY IMPACT: Section 16 of Ordinance No. 81-105
provides that over the next three years, the average
annual net addition of land should not exceed 100 acres.
A summary of all petitions received and the total acreage
requested for addition is attached. Adoption of the
Hearings Officer's Recommendation would add another five
acres to urban area.

C. BUDGET IMPACT: None.
0 II. ANALYSIS:

A. BACKGROUND: Last July, Kenneth and Melinda Scott
submitted a petition for a locational adjustment of the
UGB to include their property. When the City of Portland
subsequently voted to petition Metro for a trade involving
the addition of 170 acres in the Jenne Lynd Acres area on
the eastside and the removal of 170 acres in Schoppe Acres
area on the westside, the City included, at the Scott's
request, the Scott property in its petition. Both the
City and Multnomah County reviewed the Scott adjustment
separately from the remainder of the City's petition and
both bodies voted unanimously to support this adjustment.

Portland's entire petition was given a hearing before
Metro Hearings Officer Dale Hermann on November 23, 1981.
Although the Hearings Officer recommended that the
remainder of the City's petition be denied, he found that
the addition of the Scott's property met the standards in
Oordinance No. 81-105 and he recommended accordingly that
it be approved. None of the parties to Contested Case
No. 81-6 filed exceptions to this portion of the Hearings
Officer's recommendation. The Committee reviewed the
Hearings Officer's Recommendations at its January 19 and
February 8 meetings. Although they did not endorse the
. Hearings Officer's recommendation on the remainder of the
City's petition, the Committee supported his Findings and
Recommendations regarding the Scott property.
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The remainder of the City's petition will not be before
the Council until March 25. Action on this uncontested
portion of case is requested at an earlier date in order
to relieve the Scotts of further, unnecessary delay.

The Hearings Officer's Findings, Conclusions and
Recommendations regarding the Scott property have been
excerpted from his full report and are attached as
Exhibit B. 1In addition, Exhibit B includes addenda
proposed by staff to address findings on those standards
for additions which were not addressed in the original
staff report because they did not apply in the case of a
trade and which were inadvertantly omitted from the
Hearings Officer's report.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The alternative of denying this
portion of the City's petition is not recommended by
either the Hearings Officer or the Development Committee
and would be inconsistent with the standards for approval
of additions as applied by the Council in action on other
petitions this year.

CONCLUSION: The Council should adopt the attached
Ordinance to amend the UGB to include the Scott property.




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
. METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING IN PART THE ORDINANCE NO. 82-129
CITY OF PORTLAND'S PETITION FOR
LOCATIONAL ADJUSTMENT OF METRO'S

" URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY (UGB) AS
REQUESTED BY CO-PETITIONERS
KENNETH 'AND MELINDA SCOTT AND

AMENDING THE UGB AS APPROVED

Introduced by the Regionai
Development Committee

vvvvvv‘v

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:
- Sectlon 1. The'District UGB, as adopted by Ordinance
No. 79-77, 1s hereby amended as 1nd1cated in Exh1b1t A of this
ordlnance whlch 1s incorporated by this reference.

Section 2. 1In support of the amendment in Section 1 of this ‘
ordlnance the Council hereby adopts Findings, Conclusions and
Recommendatlons in Exhlblt B of this Ordinance which is 1ncorporated

‘ by this reference. |
' Sectioh 3. 'In.support of the Findihgs, Conclusions and
Recommendations'adopted in Section 3 of this ordinance, the Council
herebj designates as the record herein those documents and records
1submitted'before or at the hearing in tﬁis matter on November 23,
1981.
Section 4. For purposes of Metro Code Section 5. 02.045 this

Ordlnance 1s the final order in that portlon of Contested Case .

No. 81—6 regarding the area shown in Exhibit A.



Section 5. Parties to Contested Case No. 81-6 may appeal this ’
Ordinance under 1979 Or. Laws ch. 772.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of - | , 1982,

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

JH/srb
4999B/283
02/12/82




Exhibit B

BEFNRE THE HEARINGS OFFJCER -

OF THE METROPOLITAN SFRVICE DISTRICT

Petition for Iocational Adjust-
ment by City of Portland and
Co-Petitioners Kenneth and
Melinda Scott

NO. R1-6

FINDINGS; CONCLUSfONS AND
RECOMMENDATION

e N N NS

TIT. ADDITION OF SCOTT PROPERTY

Summary'

This petition is to add 4,57 acres to the UGR 1located
" near Skyline BRoulevard south of the intersection of Germantown
Road and abutting NY Tualatin Avenue. The site is currently in
Multnomah County and is surrounded on the west, north and east
sides by the City of Portland in the Forest Park area.

Both Multnomah _County and the City of Portland have
expressed ' approval of the adjustment and the subsequent

annexation to the'C1ty. Other service providers contacted have
expressed support of the proposal, except the Portland Bureau of
Planning, Transportation Department whichvhad no comment,

STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL
FINDINGS_AND CONCLUSIONS

1. The standards set forth in 81 105, Section S(a)

(1)-(5), and my Findings and Conclusions with regard to these
-standards are set forth below' :



Section R(AY(1):

"(a) ... locational adjustments shall be consistent with
the following factors:

(1) Ord2rly and Economic Provision of Publiec
Facilities and Services. A locational adjustment shall
result in a net improvement in the efficiency of public
facilities and services, including but not limited to
water, sewerage, storm drainage, ¢transportation, fire
protection and schools in the adjoining area within the
IGB; any area to be added must be capable of being
served in an orderly and economical fashion."

Fi ing

R

No sewer service 1is planned for the two or three
proposed residential structures on the site. The Multnomah
County Sanitation Fngineer has tentatively approved three
subsurface sewage disposal systems to serve the residences.
Since sewer extension to the adjacent 1land within the UGB is
impractical, septic tanks provide for economic sewerage disposal.

The development proposed for the site would have little

impact on storm dralnage nor would it strain the capacity of the
school system.

The City. Waten Rureau has determined that City water can
be provided efficiently and will probably require extension of
water mains to the site, '

According to Findings submitted by Multnomah County, the
extension of water service and the improvement of access roads on
the subject site may facilitate the provision of these services
to the parcel northwest of the site which is already in the UGR
and which.is zoned Farm and Forest.

Conclusion:

The impact on service efficiency for water and roads to
the adjacent land within the UGB would be positive in thatﬁusage
of existing facilities could be increased without overloading
their capacity. The area 1is capable of being served in an

orderly and economical fashion by all nneded public facllitles
and services.

Section ﬂ(a)(2):

"Maximum Efficiency of Land Uses,. Consideration shall
include existing development densities on the area
included within the amendment, and whether the amendment

would facllltate needed development on adjacent existing
urban land.




Finding:
The subject site is currently vacant,

: "The petitioner has applied to Multnomah County for a
zone change from Multiple Use Forest (MUF-19) ¢to VUrban Low
Density Residential with a minimum lot size of 40,000 square feet
(LR-UNY, The County, however, approved a change to F-2, which
allows a minimum lot size of two acres. This zone is equivalent
to the City's zone of Farm and Forest which applies to the
adjacent urban land on nost sides of the site in question. This
zone change allows the construction of two residences instead of
the three originally planned by the applicant.

The proposed level of development is not incons1stent or

incompatible w1th the surrounding City land which is zoned Farm
and Forest.

Conclusion:
The .inclusion of ¢this. site withid the UGB to a small
~ degree would facilitate development on adjacent urban land by

removing a small pocket of previously non- urbanizable land.

Section 8(a)(3):

"Environmental, = Fnergy, Feconomic and _ Social
Consequences, Any impact on regional transit corridor
development must be positive, and any limitations

imposed by the presence of hazards on resource lands
must be addressed."

Finding:

_ There is no evidence in the record that the addition of
two or three residences on this particular site will have. any
environmental, energy, econonic or social consequences, The
property had been designated by Multnomah County for Multiple Use
Forest. Its small size, however, and the fact that it 15 nearly
surrounded on all sides by urban land would limit its forestry
use, There are no other natural resources or construction
hazards which would inhibit the development proposed.

. There would be no impact on the regional ¢transit
corridor.

Conclusion:

Based upon the above Finding, this standard has been
satisfied. . . ‘



Section 8(a)(i4):

"Retention of Agricultural Lands. When a petition
includes land with Class I through IV Soils, that is not
irrevocably committed to nonfarm use, the petition shall
not be approved unless the existing location of the UGR
is found to have severe negative impacts on service or
land use efficiency in the adjacent urban area, and it
is found to be impractical to ameliorate those negative

impacts except by mean of the particular adjustment
requested," : : :

Finding:

. 'Since Multnomah County's plan has been acknowledged by
LCDC, the fact that the County has not reserved this. site for
Exclusive Farm Use 1is sufficient evidence that the 1land is
irrevocably committed to non-fgrm use.. '

Section B8(a)(5):

"Compatibility of Proposed Urban Uses with Nearby
Agricultural . Activities, . When a proposed adjustment
woulid allow an wurban wuse " in proximity to existing
agricéultural activities, the justification in terms of
factors (1) and (4) of ¢this Subsection must clearly
outweigh the adverse impact of any incompatibility."

Einding§

- There is no land adjacent ﬁo the siﬁe, either in or
outside the UGR, which is being farmed for commercial purposes.

The nroposal would not, therefore, produce incompatible land use
patterns. . !

Conclusion:

, Based upon the above Finding, this sténdard. therefore,
does not apply. :

2. Section 8¢(3) provides:

"If, in considering factor (1) of Subsection (a) the
petitioner fails to demonstrate that existing or planned
public services or facilities can adequately serve the
property to be added to the UGB without upgrading or
expanding the capacity of those facilities or services,

the petition shall not be approved absent a showing of
unusual circumstances."

Finding:

The petitioner has demonstrated that existing or blanned - .
~publie facilities or services can adequately serve the property
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to be added to the UGB without wupgrading or expanding the
capacity of such facilities or services,

Conclusion:

Based upon the .above Finding, this standard has been
"satisfied. .

RECOMMENDATION

- o ~— —— -—

Rl T P R L P

In regard to the petition for the addition of the Scott
property as noted in Paragraph ITI ahove, this proposed addition

meets all of the requirements of Ordinance 31-105 and, therefore,
it should be approved.

e TP e R ) o o m et

Dated: December éLEL' 19R1.

a\ 1) |

"\ ) OQQ( \\l\, W’W
Dale M. Hermann

Heardngs Officer




* ADDENDA TO EXHIBIT B PROPOSED BY STAFF:

. This locational adjustment has also been reviewed against and found
to meet the‘'following applicable standards:

Standard 8(d) (2):

For all other additions, the proposed UGB must be superior to
the UGB as presently located based on a consideration of the

- factors in subsection (a). The minor addition must inclpde all
similarly situated contiguous land which could also be
appropriately included within the UGB as an addition based on

- the factors in subsection (a).

. Finding:

The Hearings Officer has found that the UGB is superior to the
UGB as presently located, for the reasons set forth above. The
following Findings from Multnomah County's review of this )
addition demonstrate that it includes all similarly situated
contiguous property: :

‘wphere are about -seven homes within a 1/2-mile radius of
v ~ the site and within unincorporated Multnomah County.

The applicant's site is located gt about the center of the
easterly edge of a five 'square m le area of unincorporated

. ' Multnomah County surrounded by City jurisdiction on the
north, east and south, and by Washington County on the
west.

a. Within this area roughly the easterly two contiguous
square miles are designated MUF and about the
westerly 2-1/2 square miles are designated MUA-20..

(1) The MUF district is more restrictive than the-

: MUA-20 because the former requires aggregation
of contiguous substandard parcels under common
ownership while the latter does not and because
the former allows non-resource uses only as a
conditional use, while the latter allows
residential use on any lot of record as a
primary use.

(2) The area which is zoned MUF is primarily
characterized by larger forested tracts than the
MUA-20 area. The MUA-20 area is characterized
by a mixture of rural residential uses abutting
County roads and by a mixture of non-commercial
timber uses and mixed agricultural uses,
primarily pasture.

. : b. The southerlymost 1/2 square mile of this five square
' mile area is designated and zoned Rural Residential,



‘which permits single family homes on new lots of at
least five acres in area or on existing lots of ’
record of any size. This area is about-1-2/3 miles
southeast of the applicant's property.

‘The MUF area abutting the site to the west and south are
sloped to the west and south respectively and are
therefore in a different drainage pattern from and have a
different solar orientation than the applicant's parcel.
The applicant's property is part of a funnel-shaped "fold"
- the edges of which are relatively higher, whose wide en
adjoins Skyline Boulevard and whose tip is at the ‘
channel's end at the southwest corner of lot 23. The
applicant's property is oriented toward the centerline of
~that funnel and thus differs from surrounding property in
unincorporated Multnomah County in its orientation.

The MUF areas to the south and east are dgenerally more
heavily forested than the applicant's site, except for
portions of lots 9 and 10 of Tulamette Acres which are
cleared of vegetation." '

Conclusion: : _ - ,

The proposed addition of the Scott property creates a UGB
superior to the existing UGB and includes all similarly
situated contiguous property. ‘ .

Standard 8(d) (3):

Additions shall not add more than 50 acres of land to the UGB
and generally should not add more than 10 acres of vacant land
to the UGB. Except as provided in subsection (4) of this ;
subsection, the larger the proposed addition, the greater the
differentes shall be between the suitability of the proposed
‘UGB and suitability of the existing UGB, based upon
consideration of the factors in subsection (a) of this section.

Finding:

The proposed adjustment would add 4.57 acres of vacant land.
The burden of proof for addition of this site is relatively
light.

Conclusion:

The difference between the proposed UGB and the existing UGB is
slight but positive, as indicated in the above findings. The
degree to which the proposed adjustment improves upon the
existing UGB is sufficient to warrant an amendment of this size.

JH/srb - ' | D
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TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

Agenda Item No. 8.2
February 25, 1982

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council
Executive Officer )"
Adoption of Regioﬁal.Stormwater Management Plan

\

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A.

ACTION REQUESTED: Adoption of Ordinance No. 82-128 for the
purpose of adopting the Regional Stormwater Management
Plan.

POLICY IMPACT: As the Areawide Waste Treatment Management
Planning Agency for the region, Metro is responsible for
implementation of and continuing planning for the "208"
plan. When CRAG adopted the "208" plan in 1978, the plan
noted that more extensive work needed to be done prior to
establishing a regional stormwater management plan. A
regional stormwater management plan is consistent with
both the national water quality goals established in the
"208" legislation and Metro's charge in ORS 268.390 to
create a procedure for dealing with the impacts of
development on regional water quality. This plan speaks
specifically to the effects of new construction and
development on region drainageways and subsequent water
quality concerns. This plan will replace the Johnson
Creek Interim Development Guidelines.

BUDGET IMPACT: Adoption of Ordinance No. 82-128 will have
an impact on the Metro budget to the extent that the
Council wishes to implement certain sections of the plan.
The provisions of the management plan are not mandatory,
but the continuing planning process for plan
implementation and development offers Metro several
alternatives for future water quality involvement. Little
attention is being paid to water quality concerns by local
jurisdictions; Metro's assistance in this instance has
been requested. This plan is the final component of a
$395,000 "208" planning grant.

II. ANALYSIS:

A.

BACKGROUND: 1In 1975 CRAG was designated by the Governor
as the Areawide Waste Treatment Management Planning Agency
for Washington, Multnomah and portions of Clackamas
Counties pursuant to Section 208 of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act Amendments (PL92-500). As the "208"
agency CRAG initiated a $1.8 million, two-year study to
develop a plan to meet the federal goals of fishable,
swimable waters by 1983. The plan which resulted, as well
as the 14 support documents, was adopted by the CRAG Board
in June 1978.



In January 1979, CRAG was merged with the Metropolitan
Service District (MSD) to form Metro. The "208" .
designation was transferred by the Governor to the new

agency and the planning area was reduced to conform to the

new Metro boundary. Areas outside this boundary came

under the jurisdiction of the DEQ. Since 1979 Metro has
continued to administer the "208" plan and utilized it as

a tool in developing the Urban Growth Boundary and in

reviewing local comprehensive plans.

The Regional Stormwater Management Plan is the result of
an intensive survey and investigation of regional water
quality needs. Technical studies were undertaken by PSU,
under contract to Metro, which identified drainage basins
of regional concern, monitored in-stream water quality,
profiled drainage basin hydrology and land use, and
evaluated selected current drainage management practices.
The data gathered was then used to formulate the plan such
that its provisions relate to specific management needs.
This was the task identified by CRAG planner in 1978 and
this plan is the culmination of that effort.

This plan will become a new section in the existing "208"
plan and Metro Code. It will be used as a reference
standard by local jurisdictions as they begin to grapple
with stormwater management at the local level. It will
serve as a program guide for Metro as it begins the task
of establishing a comprehensive regulatory framework for
drainage management within the regional drainage basins.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Staff considered the "do
nothing" alternative. However, in light of the technical
reports, it was felt that the region could not afford to
sit idly by as development continued and water quality was
likely to deteriorate. The plan presented here was
developed after extensive consultation with the Water
Resources Policy Alternatives Committee over the past
year. This Committee was established in 1975 to provide
Metro, then CRAG, staff with technical and policy advice
regarding the "208" plan and planning process. On
January 27, 1982, the Committee moved unanimously to urge
the Metro Council to adopt this plan.

CONCLUSION:

Lo Metro, pursuant to ORS 268.390(1) (b) and 268.390(2)
is mandated to prepare and adopt a functional plan to
control metropolitan impacts on water quality.

25 Metro, as the Areawide Waste Treatment Management
Planning Agency, is mandated to prepare and adopt a
plan capable of meeting national water quality goals,
including a plan to ameliorate the effects of
construction practices on water quality in streams.
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A systematic approach to stormwater quality
management throughout the region and, especially,

within the regional drainage basins, is essential for
successful water quality management.

Ordinance No. 82-128 should be adopted as a
meaningful exercise of Metro's mandate and to

facilitate water quality management throughout the
region.
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

| , o )
FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING AND ORDINANCE No. §27!

)
IMPLEMENTING THE REGIONAL )
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN. ) Introduced by the Regional
: ) Development and Services
) Committees
) .

[THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY
ORDAINS: ] | ' |
SECTION 1. AUTHORITY AND PURPOSE

(A) This [chapter] ord1nance is adopted pursuant to
ORS 268.310 . (3) and 268.390 (1) (b) for the purpose of adopting
and 1mplement1ng a Regional Stormwater Management Plan, herein
after referred to as the "[Regional] Plan." [The Regional Plan
shall include the Plan text, Regional Drainage Basin Maps,
Management Agencies, Plan Amendments and Support documents.]

The Plan shall include the Plan Text, dated ’ the
eight Regional Drainage Basin Maps, dated , and the
following support documents:

1. ' Regional Stormwater Management Inventory, Metropolitan
Service District, April 1980

2. - Technical Supplement 13, Stormwater Management Design
Manual, Metropolitan Service District, Spring 1980

- 3. _ Technical Report #1, Basic Data Report, Portland State
University, 1981

4. . Technical Report #2, Instream Water Quallty, Portland
State University, 1981 A

5. . Technical Report #3, Effectiveness of Selected Management
‘Practices, Portland State University,‘1981

6. ‘Technical Report #4, Regional Drainage Basins Report,
Portland State Univer51ty, 1981

7. Technical Report #5, Monitoring Report, Portland State
University, 1981

: (B) [These rules] .The Plan shall become effective ninety
. (90) days after the date of adoption. As a result of Metro's
continuing "208" Water Quality Program, the Council hereby
des1gnates water quality and stormwater management as an



activity having significant impact upon the orderly and
- responsible development of the region.

SECTION 2. ADOPTION

The Reglonal Stormwater Management Plan, dated
1982, copies of which are on file at Metro offices, is adopted
and shall be 1mplemented as required in this [chapter]
ordinance. _

SECTION 3. REGIONAL DRAINAGE BASIN DESIGNATIONS

(A) Eight minor drainage basins in the Metro region are
hereby determined to be Regional Drainage Basins for the
purposes of [this] the Plan. These basins have been selected
because they: : '

1. encompass three (3) or more local jurisdictions
- (city or county); and

2. they currently have stormwater management
problems or a high potential for such problems
due to increased development.

(B) The Regional Drainage Basins are shown on the
Regional Drainage Basin maps and are listed below:

l.  Beaver/Kelly Creek

2. Fairview Creek .

3. Kellogg/Mt. Scott Creek

4. Tryon Creek

5. Fanno Creek

6.  Beaverton/Cedar Mill Creek
7. Rock Creek

8. Johnson Creek

.SECTION 4. POLICIES AND GUIDELINES

In order to help meet the reglonal objectlves prescribed
in ORS 268.310(3) and ORS 268.390(1) (b) the following drainage
Management Policies and Guidelines are established.

(A) ~Policy: To minimize on-site erosion during site
preparation and construction. To implement this
policy, the following guidelines are suggested:

(1) Temporary Erosion Control Plans (TECP) should be
' considered as part of an .overall site dralnage
plan for all new development on slopes in excess
.of 12 percent. :

(2) Chapter 70 (Excavation and Grading) of the State
of Oregon Structural Specialty Code and Fire and
Life Safety Code should be adopted by all local
jurisdictions w1th1n the Metro region.




(B)

(3) For developments which do not require a TECP,
removal of vegetation during the construction
period should be minimized, with replacement
and/or enhancement of vegetation upon completion
of constructlon.

Policy., To m1n1mlze streambank and channel erosion
by controlling the amount and rate of stormwater
runoff. To implement this policy, the following
gu1de11nes are suggested.

(1) Stormwater drainage systems [shall] should place

- emphasis on maximizing natural water
percolation. Runoff which cannot be
accommodated by soil percolation should be
directed to natural drainageways so as not to
degrade instream water quality or contribute to
‘the peak flood flow.

(2) Natural dralnageways [shall] should be ripraped
or otherwise stabilized as necessary below
drainage and culvert discharge points for- a
distance sufficient to convey the discharge
without channel erosion.

(3) Erosion protection [shall] should be provided
the full length of any channel section in which
water velocity exceeds the scour velocity of the
natural channel materials.

(4)  Riparian vegetation that protects streambanks
from eroding [shall] should be malntalned and
enhanced

(5) Removal of fill material or construction within
stream channels and floodways [shall] should be
accompllshed ={e] that-

(a) there [shall be] is be no increase in
suspended sediment or turbidity above
- background level; and
(b) there is no .decrease in channel capacity.

Policy: To manage the 100-year floodplain and

<floodway in order to protect their natural function,

and minimize water quality degradation and property

- damage. To implement this policy, the follow1ng

guidelines are suggested-

(1) Local dralnaged management agencies as .
~ identified in Table III-1, are encouraged to
establish Regional Drainage Councils to
-coordinate basin-wide drainage management.



(2) Drainage plans and policies within Regional

: Drainage Basins [shall]* should* be coordinated
by all local drainage management agencies within
the basin.

(3) All local drainage management agencies [shall]
should adopt and maintain regulations necessary
to qualify for the National Flood Insurance
Program.

(4) Local drainage management agencies are
encouraged wherever possible to retain floodway
and floodplain lands as open space used for
flood storage recreation and wildlife habitat.

(D) Policy: To protect and enhance the capacity of urban
: streams to provide habitat for fish and other aquatic
organisms. To implement this pollcy, the follow1ng
guidelines are suggested-

(1) The removal of fill material or construction in.

fish spawning areas shall be in accordance with

~the policies of the State Department of Fish and
Wildlife and the Division of State Lands.

(2) Canopy-forming riparian vegetation should be
preserved or replaced along all year-round
streams.

(3) 'Communlty education programs should be developed
to help minimize the disposal of harmful or
toxic materials in storm drains.

(4) Cooperative fish enhancement programs between’
: civic groups, local jurisdictions and the Oregon .
Department of Fish and Wildlife are encouraged.

SECTION 5. DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT AGENCIES.

For the purposes of this chapter the following Management
. Agencies have been de51gnated-

(a) Reglon-w1de Plannlng and Coordination shall be done
~ by the Metropolitan Service DlStIlCt.

A (B) Regional Drainage Basin Management should be
coordinated within each of the following ba51ns by the respectlve
jurisdictions: ' _ ¢

(1) Rock Creek Basin:

(a) Hillsboro
(b)  Portland
(c) Multnomah County
(d) Washington county




- (2) Beaverton/Cedar. Mill Creek Basin:

‘(a) Beaverton

(b) Portland .

(c) Multnomah County
" (d) Washington County

(3). Fanno Creek Basin:

(a) Beaverton

(b) Durham

(c) Lake Oswego

(d) Portland

(e) Tigard

(£) Tualatin

(g) Clackamas County
(h) Multnomah County

(1) WwWashington County

(4) Tfyon Creek Basin:

(a) ~ Lake Oswego

(b). Portland o
(c) Clackamas County
(d) Multnomah County

(5) = Kellog/Mt. Scott Creek Basin:

(a) Gladstone

(b) Happy Valley

(c) Milwaukie

(d) Clackamas County
(e) Washington County

(6) Johnson Creek Basin:

(a) Gresham

.(b) Happy Valley

(c) Milwaukie

(d) Portland

(e) Clackamas County
(f) ‘*Multnomah County

(7) Fairview Creek Basin: .

(a) Fairview

(b) Gresham

(c). Troutdale

(d) Wood Village
(e) Multnomah County



(8) . Beaver/Kelly Creeks:

(a) Gresham
(b) Troutdale
* (c) Multnomah County

SECTION 6. ~ PLAN AMENDMENTS

v (A) Revisions in the Regional Plan shall be in accordance
with procedural rules adopted by the Council pertaining to
review and amendment of [the] functional plans.

(B) Mistakes discovered in the Regional Plan Text or Maps
‘may be corrected administratively without petition, notice or
hearing.  Such corrections may be made by order of the Council
upon determination of the existence of a mistake. and of the.
nature of the correctlon to be made.

SECTION 7. CONTINUING PLANNING PROCESS
(An) Goals of the Continuing Planning Process are:

(1) To provide a forum for evaluatlng and ref1n1ng
the Regional Plan.

(2) To assist Metro w1th the evaluation and
prioritization of its stormwater Management
activities. '

(B) An annual workshop is to be held on or about the date
of the annual meeting of the Water Resources Policy
Alternatives Committee., This workshop shall be
designed to accomplish the following:

(1) Serve as a forum for evaluating Regional Plan
performance and needs.

(2) Provide an annual communlty assessment of
‘ Metro's drainage program.

(C) The follow1ng on901ng program act1v1t1es are proposed
in support of the Continuing Plannlng Process: :

(1) Regional Planning Framework - To facilitate a
consistent regulatory framework for drainage
management Metro will explore the formatlon of
Regional Drainage Councils comprised of the

‘local management agen01es designated in Sectlon
5.

(2)  Regional Drainage Information Clearinghouse -
Metro should establish a regional technical
information service to encourage and complement
regional plan implementation efforts at the
local level.




(3) Community Involvement - Metro should maintain an
ongoing public involvement program designed to
establish a regional constituency stormwater
‘quality management.

SECTION 8. SCOPE AND APPLICATION

This [chapter] ordinance shall apply to all land

- development within the eight Regional Drainage Basins

identified in Section 3 and illustrated on maps contained in

- Part IV of the Reglonal Plan.

 SECTION 9. SEVERABILITY

this

(A) The sections of this [chapter] ordinance shall be
severable, and any action or judgment by any state agency or
court of competent jurisdiction invalidating any section of
this [chapter] ordlnance shall not affect the validity of any
other sectlon.

(B) The sections of the support documents adopted as part"
of the Regional Plan shall also be severable and shall be
subject to the proyisions of subsection (A) of this section.

- (C) For purposes of this section, the maps included in

-the Regional Plan shall be considered as severable sections,

and any section or portion of the maps which may be invalidated

~as in subsection (A) above shall not affect the validity of any

other section or portion of the maps.

'SECTION 12. FINDINGS

" This Ord1nance incorporates the findings attached as

part II.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

day of r 1982,

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

JL/srb
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FINDINGS

| Section 101 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act

Amendments declares that, it is the goal of that.act, and a
national goal, that the discharge of pollutants into navigable
waters be eliminated by 1985; that wherever attainable an
interim goal "of water quality which provides for the
protection and propagation .of fish, shellfish and wildlife and
provides for recreation in and on the water be achieved by
July 1, 1983; that areawide waste treatment planning processes
be developed to assure adequate control of sources of pollution

.within the state; and that a major research and demonstration

effort be made to develop the technology needed to eliminate
the discharge of pollutants into navigable waters.

Section 208.(a) of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments provides for the facilitation of areawide waste
treatment plans through the designation, by the Governor, of
areas and appropriate agencies for planning activities to meet
the goals of the Act. ' ' o

Section 208. (b) (2) (H) of the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act Amendments requires that any plan prepared include a

process "to identify constuction activity related sources of
pollution, and set forth procedures and methods (including land

.use requirements) to control to the extent feasible such

sources." :

In 1975, CRAG was designated as the Areawide Waste Treatment
Management Planning Agency for the Portland Metropolitan Area
pursuant to Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act Amendments. ' :

CRAG.conducted a $l.8 million, two-year study to develop a
"208" plan which resulted in a plan with 14 support documents,

and which was adopted by CRAG-Rgle No. 78-4 dated June 22, 1978."

The "208" plan adopted by CRAG on June 22, 1978 recommended
that studies be undertaken to determine more adequately the
precise nature of pollutants entering region streams, their

.'concentrations, and methods to stop or abate their entry. The

"208" plan provided for stormwater management planning
subsequent to plan adoption.

Metro‘has'undertaken extensive water quality studies and has
documented management techniques. These are both incorporated
in the proposed Regional Stormwater Management Plan.

The CRAG "208" plan as added to herein is consistent with
Statewide Land Use Planning Goals as described below: ‘

II-1



GOAL #1 - CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

This goal has been met through extensive consultation with
Metro's Water Resources Policy Alternatives Committee. To
assure the broadest possible representation of interests,
Committee membership consisted of the following:

*  three citizens at large (representing the three counties
in the Metro area) :
*  Clackamas County
. Multnomah County
. Washington County -
* - City of Portland ' 3
. City of Gresham (representing cities of Multnomah County)
. City of Hillsboro (representing cities of Washington
_ County)
. City of Lake Oswego (representing cities of Clackamas
~ County) - : o

Izaak Walton League of America
Western Environmental Trade Association
- Oregon Environmental Council ‘ ‘
Oregon Homebuilders Association
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Oregon Water Resources Department -
Port of Portland .
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
Portland General Electric
Regional Planning Council of Clark County

Hazelwood Water District (representing all Metro area
water districts)

. Oak Lodge Sanitary District (representing all Metro area
water districts) _ ’ '

. Association of Oregon Industries ,

.- Area 2 Soil and Water Conservation Districts

. Water Recreation Industry

. Columbia River Yachting Association

This Committee has met monthly since 1975. 1Its purpose is to’
provide policy and technical advice to Metro staff during "208"
plan formation and implementation. Numerous opportunities for
public comment on the plan were provided before this committee,
- before the Services and Development Committees of the Council,
and before the Council itself. ‘

.In addition, Metro staff organized a one-day workshop, attended
by both public and private sector development interests, to
discuss the Plan and to evaluate potential implementation

mechanisms.-
GOAL #2 - LAND USE PLANNING

The basis for this plan rests in technical studies carried out ‘
expressly for the purpose of providing a factual basis for
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management policies and guidelines. The plan was developed -
with the aim of coordinating the drainage management activities
of local jurisdictions and focuses specifically on those
aspects of dralnage management not addressed at the local level
or addressed only in part.

GOAL #3 -~ AGRICULTURAL LANDS

Most of the land within the eight regional drainage basins lies
within the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). For those areas:
outside of the UGB, this plan encourages the preservatlon of
natural drainage systems and of the landscape in the
predeveloped state. For this reason, the plan where applicable
is con51stent with Goal #3. _

GOAL #4 - FOREST LANDS

The plan encourages local jurisdictions to prohibit development
within floodplains and floodways. There is a clear emphasis on
enhancing natural percolation to minimize flooding problems.
The plan discourages the removal of vegetation and tree cover
and encourages the preservation of forested 1ands as buffers
for scenic and recreational use.

GOAL #5 - OPEN SPACES, SCENIC AND HISTORIC AREAS AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

‘The plan, designed primarily to preserve water quality and to
reduce the damaging effects of upland and streambank erosion,
‘encourages the protection and preservation of open space and
significant natural resources within floodplains and

floodways. The plan recognizes natural drainageways and stream
-channels as being important resources in need of protection
from the effects of methopolitan development. The present
action carries forth the effort begun by the prev1ous n208"
planning effort.

GOAL #6 - AIR, WATER AND LAND RESOURCES QUALITY‘

The central purpose of the 1978 action, carried forth by this
plan, is the maintenance and improvement of water quality in
the region. This proposed plan is brought forth specifically
for the purpose of managing stormwater quality and the impact
of stormwater flows on region surface water bodies, consistent
with the previously adopted "208" plan.

'GOAL #7 - AREAS SUBJECT TO NATURAL DISASTERS AND HAZARDS

This plan recognizes that floodplains and floodways,. aside from
serving -specific hydraulic purposes, might also pose hazards  to
life and property.. Appropriately, this plan endorses local
adoption of National Flood Insurance standards which mitigate

- - these potentially harmful affects.
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GOAL #8 — RECREATIONAL NEEDS

By managing stormwater quallty, thlS plan will help the region
attain national water quality goals, which, in turn, will
increase avallablllty of water- related recreation resources.

GOAL #9 - ECONOMY OF THE STATE

The effect of this plan on the objectives of Goal #9 will be
slight. This plan seeks mechanisms for implementation which
result in the lowest possible cost to private interests, local
governments and consumers. In addition, failure to address the
true costs of stormwater management, as urged in this plan, can
result in markedly higher costs for maintenance and restoratlon
in the future. -

GOAL #10 - HOUSING

This plan strives to accommodate Goal #10 and the hou51ng goals
contained in local comprehensive plans while, at the same time,
1nclud1ng drainage management planning as a positive attribute
in site development. Ultimately, sediment, the number one
"pollutant in the region, is best controlled at the source, in
this case the individual domicile. This plan has been -
formulated to incorporate and encourage,as the underlying basis
for stormwater quality management, locally adopted incentives
and controls to reduce stream sedlment loading at its source.

GOAL #11 -~ PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES

The plan addresses the kinds of actions needed to minimize
detrimental loading of public facilities and services.
Stormwater quallty management is undertaken pre01sely for the
purpose of assuring that development occurs in an orderly and
environmentally sound manner. The plan recognizes that it is
more effective and efficient to anticipate public facility
needs, rather than to .try to patch up an ineffective system. .

GOAL #12 - TRANSPORTATION
This plan will not affect the object1ves expressed in Goal #12.
GOAL #13 - ENERGY CONSERVATION

This plan will not~affect the objectives expressed in Goal #13.
GOAL #14 - URBANIZATION

This plan is being‘propoéed speciflcally to deal with the
stormwater challenges posed by new development. This is
nowhere as evident as in areas experiencing the transition from
rural to more urban land use patterns. The plan is de51gned to -

ensure that stormwater problems are not unnecessarlly
accelerated or 1ntens1f1ed
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ARTICLE I. INTRODUCTION:

'In the natural order of our universe the Hydrologic cycle is an

important element. In the Pacific Northwest its importance is
even more apparent. Water is nature's cleanser, removing
atmospheric contaminants, washing away dirt and debris, while

. at the same time recharging groundwater aquifers and
replenishing surface streams and reservoirs. With the advent

of modern civilization, the natural hydrologic cycle has been

~altered. As mankind built cities and factories, more and more
-contaminants were introduced to the atmosphere and onto the

land. With the rains these contaminants are washed into lakes
and streams to mix with other pollutants from industrial and
municipal point source discharges. The increase of impervious
surface in urban areas hastens runoff, reducing groundwater -
recharge and increasing flooding and erosion.

During the 70's we became increasingly aware of the

contribution of municipal and industrial point source

- discharges to the nation's water quality problem. An ambitious

program of wastewater treatment plant construction reduced the
contribution from these point sources to where future advances
resulting from higher treatment levels may be offset by
increases in urban runoff and other non-point sources.

Unfortunately urban runoff does not ‘easily lend itself to
conventional wastewater treatment methods. Cost estimates for

‘collecting and treating the nation's urban runoff have ranged

as high as 400 billion dollars*. Fortunately, the urban runoff
problem can be addressed to a large extent though planning and
management. The management plan which follows is a first step
toward controlling the water quality impacts of urban
stormwater runoff in the Portland region within the
Metropolitan Service District boundary.

Section 1. Study Background

Congress, in drafting the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500), stressed the need for
examination of :all contributing causes to poor water :
quality. Section "208" of this act provided federal funds
to local planning agencies to develop regional waste
treatment management plans to address all "point" and
"non-point" water quality problems. The Columbia Region
" Association of Governments (CRAG) was designated an
areawide "208" agency by the Governor in 1975. With the
help of "208" funds, CRAG commissioned a study to
determine the nature and magnitude of water quality .
problems related to urban stormwater runoff in the
Portland area. Consultants in this study included the
U.S. Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Geological Survey and
"the City of Portland. ' :

*1976,EPA Needs Survey Estimate
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In Phase I of this project data was gathered from federal,
. state and local agencies as input and background material - .
for the study. Also in this phase, new hydrologic data

were gathered from 16 basins within the CRAG region.

Water quality samples were taken during storm events and

under base-flow conditions at seven of these stations for
approximately one year. : : ’

Phase II consisted of utilizing the data gathered in
Phase I to calibrate a computer model which simulated
rainfall-runoff and the pollution loads for the entire
study area. '

In Phase III all basins were identified and simulated with
appropriate development for the present conditions and for.
the conditions expected in the year 2000.

Phase IV included an analysis of possible methods of
pollution abatement of management practices to reduce
pollutant loads.

This initial effort resulted in two reports (1, 2)* which
characterized the nature of the urban stormwater runoff in
the Portland area but did not develop a 'regional
~management strategy or plan for dealing with the problem.

During the same period that CRAG was analyzing the water
“quality aspects of urban runoff, the Metropolitan Service
District (MSD) was addressing a gquantity problem related

-to urban runoff, the repeated flooding along Johnson
Creek. This problem dates back to the 30's and has become
more intensified as development within the Basin
increased. Previous attempts to solve this flooding
problem failed because of the difficulty created by
multiple governmental jurisdictions within the Basin.
Each jurisdiction imposed drainage controls to a greater
or lesser extent within their own area, but MSD was the
first agency to look at the problem from a basinwide
perspective. MSD analyzed various alternatives for
'solving the Johnson Creek drainage problems including
channel improvements, runoff regulations, greenways,
upstream storage reservoirs and various combinations of
these alternatives. The draft management plan (3) which
resulted proposed a technical solution to the immediate
flooding problem as well as financial and management
options for implementation. It also recommended that a
continuing planning process be undertaken to develop a
Comprehensive Drainage Plan that would keep pace with
changes in the characteristics of the drainage basin.
The MSD management plan was never implemented, primarily
because MSD lacked the financal resources.

*Numbers in parentheses correspond to numbered references.
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On January 1, 1979, in réesponse to an election mandate,
'MSD and CRAG were merged into one agency. The resultant
Metropolitan Service District (Metro) became the first
regional government in the nation with a popularly elected
Council and Executive Officer. Metro now has the
responsibility for "208" Water Quality Planning as well as
authority for drainage management within its jurisdiction.

One of the first actions of the new Metro Council was the
designation of the Johnson Creek drainage problem as a
matter of regional concern and the appointment of a Task
Force to recommend a solution. At the same time, Metro
focused its continuing "208" program on developlng a
regional plan for stormwater management based in part on
the experience gained in the Johnson Creek Project. The
- report that follows outlines the planning process, the
results of technical studies undertaken, and the proposed
management plan which resulted from this program.

Section 2. Management Concept

There ‘are six basic components of a Regional drainage
Management Program:
1. Regional Basins

Stormwater management in order to be’ effectlve must
be accomplished on a "basinwide" scale. A drainage
basin can range in size from as small as the area
drained by a single storm sewer catchbasin to as
large as the area drained by the Columbia River.
The first task in establishing a stormwater
management program is determining an optimum basin
size. 1Ideally, the basin should be large enough to
be managed econom1cally yet small enough that the
drainage system can be understood.

2. . Data Base

" The next basic component of a stormwater management
program is a frame of reference or data base for
decision-making. While the hydrology and water
quality of large rivers like the Columbia or
Willamette are monitored regularly, very little is
known about the smaller drainages in the Portland
area, particularly during storm events. L1kew1se,
the impact of urban runoff from these small drainages
on the Willamette or Columbia Rivers is not known.
Gathering data on stormwater runoff can be an
expensive proposition. To fully understand the

- phenomena of a storm event, data must be gathered on
the amount, duration and 1ntens1ty of the rainfall,
the quantity and t1m1ng of runoff, along with all the
‘potential pollutants in the runoff. This data must
then be correlated with the basin size and land use
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activities.  Because no two storm events are alike,
runoff water quality is dependent on antecedent
conditions and land use activities continually
change, data gathering can become an expensive,

never ending task. The cost of data collection
should be one factor considered in determining the
optimum sized basin for management. The cost of data
collection can be reduced through the use of
automated equipment and key water quality parameters
such as conductivity, turbidity and indicator
bacteria. Before these key parameters can be useful,

correlations with other parameters and basin land use

must be established.

Development Policies and Guidelines

The third basic component of a regional stormwater
management program is the establishment of minimum
development policies and guidelines for each basin.
Such standards are intended primarily as a mechanism
for coordinating the drainage related policies of
local jurisdictions within a regional basin. They
should address development in the floodplain and

‘floodway, drainage and erosion control during and

after construction, channel maintenance and riparian
vegetation protection. 1Individual jurisdictions
within a basin could implement more stringent
controls as necessary to address localized drainage
problems. A .

Design Standards

. The fourth basic component of a Regional Stormwater
Management Program is technical design standards for

control measures necessary to meet the minimum
development standards. These control measures . are
often referred to as "Best Management Practices"

(BMP). for controlling stormwater runoff.

Evaluation Process

The four basic management components outlined above
might be considered the elements of a "passive"
stormwater management program. JIn many basins with
limited development or well-drained soils, this may

be all that is required in the way of management at
this time. 1In other basins with poorly drained soils

and/or large areas of existing development, more
intensive management may be required. The
implementation of an intensive drainage management
program at the regional level is a political decision

‘which will require the support of basin residents and

local political jurisdictions. Not only will a sound
data base be required to gain this support but also
some mechanism for determining when development
standards are inadequate, a triggering mechanism or
early warning system for notifying basin re51dents of
potential problems. :

"III-4




6. . Financial Plan
The final component of a Reglonal Dralnage Management
Program is a financing plan which is the most '
difficult component to address. .

Section 3. Planning Approach

In July of 1979 with the financial assistance of the US
Environmental Protection Agency through a Section "208"
grant, Metro initiated a Regional Stormwater Management
Planning Program for the Portland metropolitan area. This
program was actually a continuation of the earlier
planning attempts of CRAG and MSD and was designed to
address each of the management components discussed ahove.

Metro contracted with Portland State Unlver51ty to conduct
the technical studies discussed in Element B. 1In
addition, Mathematical Science Northwest, Inc. was
retained to develop a design manual of urban runoff
control practices specific to the Metro region (4).

Public input as part of Metro's ongoing citizen
involvement program, was provided through the Water

. Resources Policy Alternatives Committee (WRPAC).
Membership on WRPAC includes:

. 3 citizens at large (representlng the three counties
in the Metro area)

Clackamas County

Multnomah County

Washington County

City of Portland .

-City of Gresham (representing cities of Multnomah

County)
. City of Hillsboro (representlng cities of Washington
. County) :
* " City of Lake Oswego (representlng cities of Clackamas
County) '

Izaak Walton League of America

Western Environmental Trade Association
Oregon Environmental Council

Oregon Homebuilders Association

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
Oregon Water Resources Department

Port of Portland

US Army Corps of Engineers
" Portland General Electric

Clark County Regional Planning Council
Hazelwood Water District (representing all Metro Area
Water Districts)

e ® ¢ e ¢ & ® e o o o

o Oak Lodge Sanitary District (representing all Metro
' Area Sanitary Districts)
* - Association of Oregon Industries
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. Area 2 Soil and Water Conservation Districts
. Water Recreation Industry
. Columbia River Yachting Association.

All work programs, consultant selection and Metro staff
work was reviewed by WRPAC, whose recommendations are
forwarded to the Metro Council through the Regional
Development and Services Committees. = -

In addition to the WRPAC, Metro appointed a special Task -
Force to develop alternatives for financing remedial
drainage management and flood control work in the Johnson
Creek Basin. This project although part of Metro's ,
ongoing dralnage management program is not part of the
plan proposed in this report. :

Section 4. Scope

One of the first steps in the planning process was
defining the scope of the program. Since stormwater
management is best addressed at the basin level, this
meant identifying regional drainage basins. This was
‘necessary ‘because the logical mechanism for 1mp1ement1ng
development standards for stormwater management is through
the land use plans, zoning and building ordinances of
cities and counties. Metro's authority is limited however
to 'issues of "regional significance."

A second factor to be considered in selecting regional
drainage basins is the potential success of the management
program. The Portland metropolitan area lies at the
confluence of the Willamette and Columbia Rivers as well
as several other important drainages including the
Clackamas, Tualatin and Sandy Rivers. Stormwater runoff
‘problems originating in these basins, while manifesting
themselves in the Portland area, are beyond the scope of
management by Metro.

The selection of regional drainage basins for this progam
was based in part on work that was done in the early 1970s
by CRAG on a preliminary drainage plan for the region.

The CRAG staff identified eight major and 53 minor
drainage basins within the MSD boundary. The major basins
were .on the scale of the entire Tualatin River, and the
east and west sides of the Willamette River. These major
basins were considered too large for management so the
minor basins within Metro's jurisdiction were selected for
further study. The following basic criteria were
established for selecting the regional basins for
inclusion in the Management Planning Program:

l. basins must be multi-jurisdictional including two or
more political subdivisions; and
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2. enough of the -natural watershed must lie within the
Metro boundary to make management proposals effective.

The final basin selection was made with the help of -
'Metro's Water Resources Policy Alternatives Committee
(WRPAC) . ‘Staff recommendations were reviewed by WRPAC and
eight basins were selected accordlng to the above criteria
and on the basis of geographical size, population,
seriousness of current problems and potential for
increased problems due to increased development. Economic
and political factors were also considered. The
Willamette and Columbia Rivers as well as the basins
encompassing - the mouths of the Tualatin, Clackamas and
Sandy Rivers were eliminated because Metro did not have
‘jurisdiction over a large enough portion of the watershed
. to. make a management program reallstlc.

The basins selected by WRPAC 1nc1ude-

Name : _ Area
Beaver/Kelly Creek 13-1/2 sq. miles
Fairview Creek 11 sq. miles
Kellog/Mt. Scott Creeks 16-1/2 sq. miles
Tryon Creek 5-1/2 sg. miles
-Fanno Creek : 32-1/2 sqg. miles
- Beaverton/Cedar Mills Creeks 22 sg. miles
Rock Creek Creek 47.6 sg. miles
Johnson Creek : 54.0 sg. miles

Specific information on each basin is included in the
Regional Drainage Basins Report and in the "Regional
Stormwater Management Inventory" (Metro, April 1981).

Selection of regional basins according to the criteria
discussed have also limited the scope of the program in
terms of types of non-point pollution sources, parameters
and potential management practices. By eliminating
drainage basins entlrely within one political
-jurisdiction, a majority of the heavy industrial,
commercial and dense residential areas within the City of
Portland have not been included. Agricultural lands
outside the Metro boundary and associated stormwater
runoff problems have also been excluded from this
program. These areas are covered by the Statewide "208"
Water Quality Management Program administered by the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). :
Likewise, the issues of combined sewer overflow to the
Willamette and Columbia Rivers are beyond the scope of

- this program. This problem was investigated as part of
.the initial CRAG "208" Studies and although the
significance of this source on the water quality of the
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Willamette River was never fully determined, the City of
Portland has made continuous progress toward separating
the combined sewers in its system and has established a

sophisticated computer operated control system for
minimizing overflow from these remaining combined sewers.

ARTICLE II. TECHNICAL STUDIES:

Section 1. Summary

1.

Introduction

In order to provide the technical data necessary to
develop and support the conceptual components of a
Regional Stormwater Management Plan discussed
earlier, Metro commissioned a series of studies by
Portland State University. These studies were
designed to accomplish the following objectives:

a. monitor instream, stormwater quality in Johnson
Creek, Kelly Creek and Fanno Creek;

b. determine the sources of pollutants related to
storm runoff found in these Creeks;

c. determine the impact of stormwater-related
pollutants on instream water quality and
beneficial uses of Portland area streams;

d. develop an inexpensive methodology to monitor

‘ ‘stormwater quality;

e. identify drainage basin size most suitable for
management decisions to control stormwater
quality;

£. develop a descriptive model relating land use
activities to stormwater quality which is

. specific to the Portland metropolitan area; and

g. evaluate the effectiveness of selected Best
Management Practices (BMP).

The five technical reports included in this section
are the output of these studies. The first report
includes all of the basic data collected: station
location, sampling and analysis techniques, and
quality control measures. Report No. 2 is an
interpretive analysis of the impacts of urban
stormwater runoff on instream water quality. Report
No. 3 analyzes the effectiveness of selected BMP in
reducing water quality impacts. Report No. 4
inventories the physiographic characteristics of the
eight indentified regional drainage basins. Report
No. 5 recommends a simplified and economical approach
to monitoring stormwater runoff utilizing "key
parameters" and "paired basins" for comparison. Each
report contains a number of conclusions related to
the specific topic area. Many of these conclusions
form the basis of the management plan proposed . in .
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Article III. For this reason it is worthwhile at
this point to summarlze some of the more important
conclusions. '

~Conclu51ons

'al

Storm events fall into two categories: single

events like thunderstorms; and more complex

events referred to as waves, which are large
cyclonic or frontal type storms of less intense

"but more widespread and longer duration.

Thunderstorms are not common in the Portland
area, as they are in the rest of the country.
Most of the stormwater runoff comes from large
frontal storms that are often part of a weather
pattern which may last for days or weeks at a
time during the period from October to May.
Because of these weather patterns, stormwater

- management practices used in other parts of the

country may not be practlcal.

Of the stormwater-related water pollutants
monitored, suspended sediment is the most
significant. The major source of sediment is
land disturbance, primarily in new home
construction and in agricultural activities. 1In
the Johnson Creek Basin, the contribution of
sediment ‘from both activities is approximately
equal. The concentration of sediment
originating from urban and urbanizing land is
not significantly different from the
concentration originating from upstream rural
and agricultural areas.

The levels of iron, manganese and zinc found in
Johnson, Kelly and Fanno Creeks apparently
originate from soil erosion. The concentrations
observed correlate closely with the average
crustal abundance found in local soils. 2inc
concentrations sometimes exhibit a "first flush"
pattern suggesting an additional contribution
above background levels. Of the metals
investigated, only zinc approached the EPA.
recommended "toxic threshold." Crawfish tissue
analyzed for zinc and lead concentration did not
indicate any accumulation of these metals which
could be attributed to exposure to urban runoff.

During storm events, samples collected from
Johnson, Fanno:and Kelly Creeks frequently
violated EPA criterion for fecal coliform
bacteria, an indicator of fecal contamination.
Baseflow levels were generally within limits.
Insufficient data were collected to correlate
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bacteria concentrations with other water quality
parameters or land use characteristics. The
level of fecal bacteria observed during storm
events make water contact recreation
inadvisable. Fortunately, this type of
recreation is seasonal and generally does not
occur during the wet weather season.

Strong correlations were found between turbidity
and suspended sediment data and between specific
conductance and dissolved solids data. 1In
addition, a high degree of correlation was found
between turbidity, suspended sediment and trace
metals, and between specific conductance and

- major ions. Because of this correlation it is

possible to use turbidity and specific
conductance parameters as indicators of other
water quality constituents. If combined with
rainfall and stream discharge measurements, an
economical and reliable method of routine
stormwater data collection can be developed.

The pattern of large cyclonic or frontal type
storm events which are common to the Portland
area make it possible to sample several streams
simultaneously during selected storm events each

year. This enables the use of a "paired basins"

method of data analysis. Because rainfall and
discharge follow similar patterns throughout the
area for a given storm event, data gathered can
be compared to determine individual stream
characteristics. This approach enables the -

-early detection of long-term trends in water

quality conditions in individual streams.

The Fanno Creek Basin which is nearly completely
urbanized and unlikely to experience further
dramatic changes in water quality related to

‘urban stormwater runoff. For this reason, Fanno

Creek serves as a "control basin" in analyzing
regional water quality trends. .

The past development within the region has taken
place on the more gentle slopes. Future ‘
development can be expected to take place on the
steeper slopes which already yield high

percentages of stormwater runoff naturally. The’

increase in impervious surfaces on the steeper
slopes (in excess of 12 percent) without
sufficient management is potentially the
greatest source of increased levels of pollutlon
1n stormwater runoff.
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i. Retention/Detention ponds used for controlling
stormwater runoff volumes can serve a water
quality benefit. The water quality benefit
appears to be a function of size. Larger "real
estate lakes" found on Butler Creek, a tributary
to Johnson Creek; are effective in reducing
suspended ‘sediment by removing particles in the
range of 8 to 18 microns (medium to fine silt).
However, turbidity, which is caused primarily by
clay sized particles (smaller than two microns),
is not 51gn1f1cantly improved because the
residence. time is not sufficient to settle out
these finer soil fractions.

j. Smaller detention ponds, such as those which
have been required in Washington County, were
found to be ineffective as a water quality
management practice and some were of
questionable benefit in.controlling runoff
volume. In addltlon, because of lack of
maintenance, these facilities are often
considered a nuisance by nearby property
owners. One of the ponds observed did serve to
trap debris and sediment during construction
which suggests a possible beneflt as a temporary
control measure.

. ARTICLE III . MANAGEMENT PLAN:

Section 1.

1.

Introduction

The Water Quality Problem : '

From the technical studies discussed in the previous
section, it appears the most significant water
quality problem related to stormwater runoff in Metro

‘area streams is an increase in suspended sediment.

The urban related sources of this sediment include
site erosion during construction and channel erosion
resultlng from an 1ncrease in the rate of runoff from
impervious surfaces.

Management Constralnts

Mechanisms for controlling erosion and .sedimentation
are readily available. In the spring of 1980, Metro
published a Stormwater Management Design Manual (4)
which incorporates Best Management Practices (BMP)

originally developed by the Snohomish County

Washington Planning Department with design variables
specific to soil and climatic conditions found in the

" Metro region. Additional measures for controlllng

soil and streambank erosion can be found in

"Chapter 70 of the Unified Building Code, the Oregon

State Highway Division Hydraulics Manual and numerous
other publications prepared by the American Society
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of Civil Engineers, the National Association of Home
~Builders and the Urban Land Institute, among others. ‘

The problem is not a lack of management techniques
but rather of ensurlng that these technlques are
actually employed in a cost-effective manner. There
are a number of social, financial and institutional
constraints which hamper the implementation of urban
stormwater related erosion control measures in the
Metro.region. :

ORS 268. 310(3) gives Metro the authority to
"...control the flow and provide for the drainage of
surface water...." However,

a. The best place to implement dralnage and erosion

- control measures is at the local jurisdictional
level through the established land use and
building permit processes, not at the regional
or- Metro level.

b. Chapter 70 was deleted from the Uniform Bu1ldlng
Code. . And its adoption by mun101pa11t1es is
voluntary. 1In the Metro region only the cities
of Portland, Gladstone, Fairview and Troutdale
have taken thlS actlon.

c. -Neither Metro nor most local governments have

- the necessary existing funds to enforce
mandatory erosion and sediment control
programs. Financial mechanisms for raising the
‘necessary funds are available, such as increased
~taxes, special assessments, permit or user fees,
etc. However, in the present economic climate,
drainage management and erosion control programs
are a.low priority compared with the primary
services of sewer and water, police and fire

_ protection and schools.

d. Contractors are generally unw1lllng to 1nclude
dralnage management and erosion control measures
in site development unless they are a specific
cost item in the bid documents. Even then,
‘inspection may be required to ensure proper
design and installation.

e. Developers are opposed to control measures which
take up valuable 1land, requlre ongoing
maintenance or otherw1se increase development
costs.

f. Experience has shown that adjacent property

owners object to drainage control ponds which ‘
are improperly designed and 1nadequately
malntalned
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Section 2. Management Objectives

Recognizing the above constraints the objective of the
proposed management plan for the eight Regional Basins in
the Metro area are as follows:

’ l L]

To protect and preserve these urban streams from the
water quality impacts of stormwater runoff resulting
from new development.

To encourage coordinated basinwide drainage
management by local jurisdictions.

To incorporate preventive stormwater management into
the established land use and permit process.

To allow for flexibility in applying the appropriate
level of control measure best suited to the specific
development site.

To provide incentives which encourage local
jurisdictions as well as builders and developers to
implement voluntary drainage management programs.

Metro recognizes that the preventative approach addresses
only one side of the drainage management issue and that an
institutional mechanism for funding remedial drainage
management projects must be developed. The continuing

planning process proposed in section D addresses this
issue.

Section 3. Management Policies

Q

1.

Policy: To minimize on-site erosion during site
preparation and construction. -

Guidelines:

a.

Temporary Erosion Control Plans (TECP) should be
considered as part of an overall site drainage .
plan for all new development on slopes in excess
of 12 percent. A mechanism for deteriming when
a TECP should be required is included in
Appendix G, Technical Supplement 13, Stormwater
Management Design Manual (4). This procedure or
a similar one developed by the USDA Soil
Conservation Service in cooperation with the
Washington County Soil and Water Conservation
District (6) should be adopted to avoid
arbitrary decisions concerning TECP requirements.

~ Chapter 70 (Excavation and Grading) of the State

of Oregon Structural Specialty Code and Fire and
Life Safety Code should be adopted by all local
jurisdictions within the Metro region.
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c. For developments which do not require a TECP,
removal of vegetation during the construction
period should be minimized, with replacement
and/or enhancement of vegetatlon upon completion
of construct1on.

' Discussion: A major source of suspended sediment is
soil erosion from land which is temporarily bare

during construction. Little soil loss usually occurs

"from Portland area soils when properly covered under

normal conditions. However, when stripped of
vegetation, soil loss may increase from as little as
two tons/acre/year to over 200 tons/acre/year. Such
losses can cause increased maintenance costs for
local jurisdictions to clean roadway ditches and
catch basins. Deposition of sediments into streams
will destroy fish habitat and increase flooding

‘potential by decreasing stream hydraulic capacity.

The purpose of a TECP is to prevent this (4).

A TECP is a collection of simple straightforward
management practices tailored to the individual
construction site. These practices are described
individually in Appendix H of Technical Supplement
13, Stormwater Management Design Manual (4). Erosion
control during construction is not new to the Pacific
Northwest. Such measures have been required
routinely on road construction projects for several
years by the Departments of Transportation in both
Washington and Oregon. The decision to require a
TECP on commercial, residential or industrial
construction should be left to the discretion of the
local engineer or building offical.

There is a greater erosion potentlal as slope angle
increases. The Drainage Basin Inventory in Téthnical
Report No. 4 indicates that future development within
the eight regional Drainage Basins can be expected to
occur on the steeper slopes (greater than

12 percent). The required use of TECP where
necessary on slopes above 12 percent can
significantly reduce the suspended sediment
contribution from future development. A simple

‘method for determining where a TECP should be

required can be found in Appendix G of Technical
Supplement 13, Stormwater Management Design Manual

4y, - \‘

Policy: To minimize streambank and channel erosion

by controling the amount and rate of stormwater
runoff.

Guidelines:
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a. Stormwater drainage systems shall place emphasis
- on maximizing natural water percolation. Runoff
which cannot be accommodated by soil percolation
should be directed to natural drainageways so as
not to degrade instream water quality or
contribute to the peak flood flow. -

b. Natural drainageways shall be ripraped or
otherwise stabilized as necessary below drainage
and culvert discharge points for a distance
sufficient to convey the discharge without
channel erosion.

c. Erosion protection shall be provided the full
length of any channel section in which water
velocity exceeds the scour velocity of the
natural channel materials.

- d. Riparian vegetation that protects streambanks

“from eroding shall be maintained and enhanced.

e} Removal of fill material or construction within
stream channels and floodways shall be
acomplished so that:

(1) there shall be no increase in suspended
sediment or turbidity above background
level; and

(2) there is no decrease in channel capacity.

Discussion: Drainage regulations which attempt to
control flooding and erosion by controlling runoff
volume and rate are quite common. The primary
emphasis of this plan is the control of water
quality, however, neither element can be dealt with
independently. The guidelines for this policy try to
address both the quality and quantity aspect. The
guidelines do not contain specific design criteria.

" The standard which has been recommended by the Corp

of Engineers for the Metro region calls for
controlllng runoff to 0.15 inches per acre per hour
which is equivalent to a 24-hour storm of 3.6 inches
which is a one in 10 to 25 years event in this area
(5c). Specific design criteria for each basin should
be adopted by the respective drainage management
agencies for that basin.

Policy: To manage the 1l00-year floodplain and
floodway in order to protect their natural function,

‘and minimize water quality degradatlon and property

damage.

Guidelines:
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a, Local drainage management agencies as identified

) in Table III-1, are encouraged to establish
Regional Drainage Councils to coordinate
Basins-wide drainage.management.

b. Dralnage plans and policies within Regional
Drainage Basins shall be coordinated by all
local dralnage management agencies w1th1n the
basin.

c. All local drainage management agencies shall
adopt and maintain regulations necessary to
qualify for the National Flood Insurance Program.

4a. Local drainage management agencies are
encouraged wherever possible to retain flood way
and floodplain lands as open space used for
flood storage recreation and wildlife habitat.

Discussion: All of the local initiated agencies
listed in Table III-1 have some form of drainage
management program. All have or in the process of
~adopting floodplain ordinance. In fact, almost all
of the policies ‘and guidelines proposed in this plan
are already in existance in at least one local
jurisdiction in the Metro area. The only exceptions
are the guidelines requiring the formation of
regional drainage councils and the coordination of

- drainage management plans and policies basinwide.
Coordination of drainage planning within each
regional basin is a first step toward the development
of specific basin level drainage management plans.

Policy: To protect and enhance the capac1ty of urban
streams to provide habitat for fish and riparian

organisms.
Guidelines:

a. The removal of fill material or construction in
fish spawning areas shall be in accordance with
the policies of the State Department of Fish and
Wildlife and the Division of State Lands.

b. Canopy forming reparian vegetation should be
preserved or replaced along all year-round
streams.

c. Community education programs should be developed
to help minimize the disposal of harmful or
toxic matexlals to storm drains.

-~ d. Cooperative. fish enhancement programs between
civic groups, local jurisdictions and the State
Department of Fish and Wildlife are encouraged.
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Discussion: One of the major objectives of the
Federal Clean Water Act is to improve and protect the
quality of the nation's waters for contact, :
recreation and fish habitat. This policy addresses
the national objective and also recognizes that fish
enhancement programs offer a focus for community
involvement in drainage management.

Section 4. Management Agencies

For the purpose of this plan, management agencies have
been identified on the basis of their implementation
authority. 1Identification as a management agency at this
point does not mean that a local jurisdiction is mandated
to implement the management policies outlined in this
section. Metro, as the regional agency with _
responsibility for Drainage Management and Water Quality
protection, will attempt to encourage, through incentives,
voluntary plan implementation.

1. Management Authority
Cities (5c¢)

Organization of city government in the state of
Oregon is defined by ORS 221 and the State

Constitution. Voters of a city may also adopt a
municipal charter, subject to Article XI, paragraph 2
of the State Constitution. '

A city formed under general law is governed by a
five-member city council, a municipal judge and other
officers as the council deems necessary. The '
presiding officer of the city council is the mayor,
who is appointed by fellow council members at the
beginning of each odd-numbered year.

The city exercises full power to control local
affairs, except where conflict exists with other laws
of the State. A city may regulate all public
utilities within a community (ORS 221-420) and may
acquire, own and operate municipal utilities within
and without the city limits.

Cities generally possess considerable management and
regulatory powers pertaining to storm and surface
water control. Cities may exercise the right of
eminent domain, and may control land use through
zoning and development ordinances (ORS 227). Cities

are responsible for preparing comprehensive plans in
accordance with ORS 197.015.

Cities may issue both general obligation and revenue
bonds upon voter approval. The most common type of

III-17



bond issued by cities is the Bancroft bond, a type of
general obligation bond whose revenues are derived
from improvement assessments levied against property
owners. In addition, a city may levy taxes to pay
principal and interest costs for a bond previously
authorized by a vote of the people.

Cities may levy taxes within the constitutional tax
base to' finance capital expenditures, O&M costs and
debt services. Cities may also impose service
charges. :

Counties (5c¢)

Counties exercise full power to control matters of
county concern and to this extent potentially wield
considerable influence and power to deal with
drainage problems throughout the county. County
organlzatlon allows for the creation of a planning
commission and requires the adoption of ordinances
(ORS 215.050). Oregon general law specifically
empowers counties to protect life and properties in
areas susceptible to flooding, and to provide for an
orderly transition from rural to urban land use
(ORS 215.515).

Under general law, the governing body of a_county
~consists of a county judge and two commissioners. A .
county may adopt a Home Rule Charter in establishing
add1t10na1 county officers or functlons (ORS 203.710).

Counties have the rlght to exercise eminent domain
(ORS 203.010) and enjoy a broad range of financial
powers. Counties have the right to levy taxes, make
special assessments, issue revenue and general
obllgat1on bonds, special assessment warrants, and
may impose service charges.

Environmental Quality Commission and Department of
Env1ronmental Quallty (5¢)

The Environmental Quality Commission, as provided in
ORS 468.010, consists of a five-member commission
appointed by the Governor and subject to Senate
confirmation. Duties of the Commission are to
establish policies for the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ), the executive and
administrative agency formed to carry out the
provisions of the State: Pollutlon Control Acts.

Under the direction of the Comm1551on, the DEQ may

conduct and prepare studles, investigations, and

. research pertaining to air and water quality, and may ‘
-advise and consult with other agenc1es in such
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matters. The DEQ has the full regulatory powers of
the State in conjunction with the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act (ORS 468.470) and is
responsible for enforcing compliance with State water
quality standards (ORS 468.735).

The DEQ may offer tax relief to all facilities
constructed to reduce or control pollution

(ORS 468.160) and may adopt a schedule of civil
penalties for pollution control-violations .
(468.065). The DEQ receives its basic funding from
the State general fund, however, general obligation
bonds may be sold to establish a Pollution Control
Fund (ORS 468.215). : _

Soil and Water Conservation Districts (5c)

Soil and Water Conservation Districts may be
established in accordance with ORS 568.210 to

‘ORS 568.800 for the purpose of conserving and
developing the natural resources of the State;
including the control and prevention of soil erosion,
floods and to conserve and develop water resources
and water quality. Districts are governed by a
three-member board of directors, but fall under the
continuing jurisdiction and policies of the State

' Soil and Water Conservation Commission.

. Soil and Water Conservation Districts are established
with an emphasis on cooperating with federal and
local governments and landowners. 1In this respect,
districts function primarily as planning and study
agencies and have no powers with which to issue bonds
or make assessments. Districts may, however, carry
out demonstrational projects upon consent of
landowners (ORS 568.550) and, subject to the
authority of the water policy review board, may plan,
manage and control water resources projects
(ORS 568.552).

Metropolitan Service District

‘The organization of the Metropolitan Service District
is defined by ORS 268. Metro was established to
eliminate the proliferation of regional governments
and Special Districts in the Portland area and is
authorized to provide for the "metropolitan aspects"
of surface water control. 1In addition, Metro is
required to:

a. Define and apply a planning procedure which

- . identifies and designates areas and activities
having significant impact upon the orderly  and
responsible development of the metropolitan
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area, including, but not limited to, impact on:

1. Air quality.

2. Water quality; and

- 3. Transportation.

Prepare and adopt functional plans for those
areas designated under subsection (1) of this
section to control metropolitan area impact on
air and water quality, transportation and other
aspects of metropolitan area development the
Council may identify.

Adopt an Urban Growth Boundary for the District
in compliance with applicable goals adopted
under ORS 197.005 to 197.430.

Review the comprehensive plans in effect on
January 1, 1979, or subsequently adopted by the
cities and countles within the District which
affect areas designated by the Council under
subsection (1) of this section or the Urban
Growth Boundary adopted under subsection (3) of
this section and recommend or require cities and
countles, as it considers necessary, to make
changes in any plan to.assure that the plan and
any actions taken under it conform to the
District's functional plans adopted under

. subsection (2) of this section and its Urban

Growth Boundary adopted under subsection (3) of
this section.

Metro has the authority, with voter approval, to levy
an ad valorem tax or income tax to carry out the
purposes of ORS 268. Metro may impose service and
user charges and accept grants and loans for the
purpose of financing the planning, design,
englneerlng, constructlon, operation, malntenance,
repair and expansion of facilities, equipment,
systems or improvements authorized by .ORS 268. Metro
may also issue revenue bonds. _ :

Metro's authority to form Local Improvement Districts

(LID) to finance remedial dralnage control projects

was limited by the Legislature in the 1981 regular
session. This was the result of public 0pp0$1t10n to

the formation of a LID for flood control in the

Johnson Creek Basin. Although it is now more

difficult for Metro to form an LID, under certain
conditions and with public support this financial
mechanism is still available for drainage management ‘
projects.
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Recommended Management Agency Responsibility:

a. Regional Drainage Management Planning and
Coordination:

‘The Metropolitan Service District

b. Local Dralnage Management:
C1t1es and Counties (See Table III- -1)

c. . Enforcement of Water Quality Standards -
» Statewide:

Oregon Department of Env1ronmenta1 Quallty

d. Technical Assistance - 5011 Erosion and Flood
Control:
- Soil and Water Conservation Districts
- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

e. Urban Stormwater Monitoring:
- Oregon Department of Env1ronmental Quallty
- U.S. Geological Survey _
- Metropolitan Service District
-  Local Drainage Management Agencies

.
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TABLE III-1

LOCAL DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT AGENCIES BY REGIONAL DRAINAGE BASIN

l. '~ Rock Creek Basin

Hillsboro
Portland
Multnomah County
Washington county

2. Beaverton/Cedar Mill Creek Basin

Beaverton
Portland
Multnomah County
Washington County

3. Fanno Creek Basin

Beaverton

Durham

Lake Oswego
Portland

Tigard

Tualatin
Clackamas County
Multnomah County
Washington County

4. Tryon Creek Basin

Lake Oswego
Portland ‘
Clackamas county
Multnomah County

5. Kellog/Mt. Scott Creek Basin

Gladstone

‘Happy Valley
Milwaukie
Clackamas County
Washington County

6. Johnson Creek Basin

Gresham ,
Happy Valley
Milwaukie
Portland
Clackamas County
Multnomah County
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7. Fairview Creek Basin

‘Fairview
Gresham
Troutdale
Wood Village
Multnomah County

8. Beaver /Kelly Creeks

Gresham v
Troutdale
Multnomah County
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ARTICLE IV. CONTINUING PLANNING.PROCESS

Section 1. 1Introduction

The challenges of urbanization throughout the region
require that any stormwater quality management scheme be
enmeshed in an on-going evaluative process. This Regional
Stormwater Management Plan is the initial step in what
needs to be a flexible and systematic approach to setting
regional stormwater quality management policy. 1In fact,
even as this plan nears completion, new information has
been brought forth which promises to greatly help Metro as
it redefines its role in regional drainage management
issues (see Section C-"Drainage Management Incentives
Workshop Report"). Therefore, the purpose of the
Continuing Planning Process is to assure that this plan
will be able to respond to the stormwater gquality
challenges which lie ahead. Just as regional policy must
be flexible enough to respond to changing circumstances,
so too must Metro's role in drainage management. The
Continuing Planning Process must also be capable of
informing Metro for this purpose.

Section 2. Program Elements

The process proposed here is based on an annual workshop
similar to the one described in Section C. By drawing on
a broad cross-section of development interests, local
government representatives and technical staff, state land
use authorities and Metro staff, it will be possible to
simultaneously assess the quality of the plan, bring
forward new issues and needs, and help Metro evaluate and
set its drainage activities. The workshop format serves
the additional purpose of bringing together an array of
professionals whose work is similar, but who might not
otherwise have the opportunity to "compare notes."

To assure that this workshop, the continuing planning
process and ultimately the entire plan itself reach the
stated objective Metro needs to move ahead into three
program areas:

1. Regional Planning Framework - There needs to be a
consistent framework for stormwater quality
management in the region. Perhaps the biggest
impediment to managing drainage and stormwater
quality is the absense of a regionwide regulatory
framework. This is due largely to the fact that
drainage is addressed at the local level through the
land use and site development permit processes. This
Plan is the result of a thorough analysis of regional
drainage basins and drainage regulations. As such,
it needs to be presented at the local level as the
first step in establishing that consistent framework. .
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Merely adopting the plan, however, will not ensure
the coordination within drainage basins needed for
effective management and for meaningful participation
in the continuing planning process. Metro needs to
explore the formation of Drainage Basin Councils as a
means for speeding plan adoption at the local level
and to take responsibility for the continuing
planning process.

Regional Drainage. Information Clearinghouse - The
regional plan presented here is based on the most
current information available. The effectiveness of
this plan depends not only on an ongoing monitoring
effort, but on the use and evaluation of state of the
art management technlques as well. Yet, as is noted
in Section C local technical staff, those at the
cutting edge for the implementation of this
management plan, lack time and resources for
monitoring the effectiveness of management
guidelines, researching and evaluating management
techniques, or even updating existing resource
inventories. For a flexible and appropriate
contlnulng planning process to take place, this
region needs a technical . information and resource
inventory service capable of augumenting local
efforts and providing the support needed for
meaningful and creative management.

\

'~ Therefore, the continuing planning process must be

built on a two-way flow of technical information from

‘Metro to local government and of management

experiences from local government to Metro. To
establish this flow of information, the cornerstone
for the continuing planning process, Metro needs to
establish a reglonal technical information -
clearinghouse, in cooperation with other agencies
like the SCS, based on an information needs
assessment carrled out by Metro staff.

Ongoing Publlc Involvement - Finally, even with the

- best of consistent regulatory frameworks and

information systems, the contlnulng planning process
cannot become well-established in the absence of
public understanding for and support of stormwater
quality management. Without a knowledgeable

‘constituency for water quality management, metro

cannot hope to find the systematic and on-going
participation in the contlnulng planning process
needed to make effective management a reality.

" Metro needs to begin immediately to support local

government efforts and the goals of this plan by
engaging in projects designed to communicate
stormwater quality management needs and principles to
a larger audience. Sound water quality management
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yields many benefits to a community. Yet, to most
people in this water-rich region, the implications of . ,
no management are far from clear. :

The continuing planning process, therefore, will be the
culmination of these three activities, especially the
second, in an annual drainage workshop. By putting forth
‘the plan as a consistent regional regulatory framework,
establishing a two-way flow of information between Metro
and local technical staff, and building a regional water
quality and drainage management constituency, Metro will
be in‘a good position to evaluate and update this Regional
~ Stormwater Management Plan. :

In-conclusion, no plan is final but an inflexible plan can
have permanent, often detrimental, effects. The

- management plan put forth here cannot, by itself,

- guarantee effective stormwater quality management
throughout the region. However, it is our hope that this
continuing planning process will provide a mechanism for.
systematically striving towards that goal.

Section 3. Drainage Incentives Workshop Summary

On Wednesday, December 16th, about 30 planners, engineers,
consultants, representatives of state and local
governments, academicians, and representatives of
citizens' groups gathered to discuss the use of incentives
for implementing Metro's Regional Stormwater Management
Plan. Of more general interest was a discussion of what
Metro's role in regional drainage issues ought to be.

- The workshop was‘structured around the four policy areas
presented in the proposed management plan. Briefly, the
policies are: :

1. To minimize on-site erosion during site preparation
and construction. . ‘

2. To minimize streambank and channel erosion by
controlling the amount and rate of stormwater runoff.

3. To manage the 100-year floodplain and floodway in
order to protect their natural function, and minimize
water quality degraduation and property damage. :

4, To protect and enhance the capacity of urban streams
to provide habitat for fish and riparian wildlife.

Each policy has several specific quidelines which, when
considered together, could lead to the implementation of
the policies. The purpose of the workshop was to
investigate the creation and use of incentives that would
encourage guideline compliance. o

The workshop participants were divided into three groups.
Each group discussed one of the first three policies and
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guidelines plus the fourth policy and its quidelines. 1In
addition, each group set aside some time to discuss, in
general terms, the incentive concept and to make some
specific recommendations concerning Metro's role in
regional drainage issues,

What follows is a report for each group prepared by each
group leader, some general: conclusions about incentives
and Metro's drainage role and a summary of the workshop
evaluation sheets.

Group 1

Policy I guidelines revolve around the preparation of
Temporary Erosion Control Plans (TECP). Group 1 came to
the concensus that incentives would not be effective
unless used in conjunction with regulations. 1Incentives
could complement regulations but they could not replace
them. In addition, the following problems with the
incentive approach were noted:

1. For the incentive approach to work, there must be
something that local government can offer to
developers in return for establishing TECPs. One of
the most effective concessions is to relax existin
regulations. Therefore, there must first be a '
regulatory framework for erosion control. This point
is reinforced by the fact that in some cases it might

-be more profitable for a developer to decline an
incentive rather than to pay the cost of a TECP.

2. In some cases, the incentive idea is fairly well
established at the local level, where trade-offs for
open space, or for protecting natural drainageways,
are already being given. However, there does not
seem to be a direct correlation between possible
incentives, such as density bonuses, and erosion
control. Finally, commercial or industrial
developments would require a different set of
incentives than residential developments.

3. An incentive designed for a developer might not be
~applicable .to a builder who disturbs the site equally
as much. g

4, Ultimately, inspection of actual work done and

‘ enforcement of ordinances is still necessary with the
incentive approach. Whereas incentives might
encourage compliance with guidelines, they themselves
cannot really reduce. inspection and enforcement
costs. The key here is to fully utilize existing
staff and other organizations with expertise, like
the Soil Conservation Services for inspection and
enforcement. ' '
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Despite these problems, some pract1ca1 applications of the
incentive approach were discussed:

ll

Educate developers, builders and building officials
about the technical, legal and public relations
problems associated with insufficient or ineffective
erosion contol measures. Once they are aware of
these problems they may be more willing to engage in
TECPs.

Allow temporary detention ponds'to be used as an
additional building site after construction is

. completed. This incentive idea could be expanded to

encompass the general concept of multiple use of
erosion control fac111t1es.

Substitute erosion control measures for other site
development requirements. The danger here is that
these other requirements (parking lots, landscaping,
etc.) might then appear to be arbitrary.

Reduce or stage permit fees in exchange for a TECP.
Or, a separate site development permit might be
required with a fee schedule based on the presence
and/or adequacy of the TECP.

- Group 1 did not discuss policy IV, but it did come up with:
some specific recommendations for Metro's drainage role:

1.

2.

Metro needs to generate unlform reglonal policies to
facilitate consistency.

Metro should evaluate and expand on the mechanisms in
Appendix H of the Stormwater Design Manual (i.e., -

‘repackage). This should 1nc1ude-

- - Which mechanisms are most appropriate for each

: area of the region, e.g., determining a good
seed mix for different soil types within the

: region.- The SCS has already done some of this.

- Cost estimates to help determine how much soil
erosion control is reasonable, economically,. for
each jurisdiction.

- More information about condltlons under which
erosion control mechanisms are effective
(similar to what has been done for the catch
basin mechanism in the technical studies).

Metro should proVide information about its
experiences (for example, an evaluation of why some

of Metro's projects have failed) so that others can
-learn from them. :
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4, Metro should compile data on all of the basins within
the region. This would be a valuable resource for
use by all local governments. For example, flow data
for all the creeks is needed but lacking.

5. Metro should collect and make available examples of
stormwater runoff, drainage and erosion control
ordinances developed by other jurisdictions ‘around

~ the country. , v

6. Public education to build a drainage constituency is
necessary. » .

7. . Metro should investigate the legal liability of
individual jurisdictions with respect to drainage.
This would help establish a more consistent policy in
the region and also serve as the rationale for local
- government involvement in drainage management.

Group 2.

The focus for Group 2 was the minimization of erosion of
channels and streambanks. The key factor here is
controlling the amount and rate of stormwater flows.

Prior to discussing the policy itself, several general
points were made. As in Group 1, participants in this
group made the point that incentives are effective only
when they, in effect, let you out of something you have to
do. In other words, incentives in the absence of a more
general regulatory framework are likely to be
.ineffective. And incentives should be considered as part
of a range of options because it is unlikely that they can
do 100 percent of the job.

Participants felt that Metro should pursue some kind of
regional plan with cost-share funding for planning and
improvements. ' Perhaps Metro's biggest problem right now,
however, is its drainage management image at the local
level. Whatever policy is pursued, a central premise must
be equity, especially because new development cannot be
expected to correct all existing problems.

Finally, the cost to the developer'cannot be forgotten.
(More than one participant wondered where the developers
were...see the evaluation summary.) 1In addition, the
question of liability needs to be investigated; does an
incentive relieve the:developer of any liability, or does
it transfer any liability to local governments?

‘The following general comments were made regarding
policy II:
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1.

horizons. , : .

The policy should probably be split into two, one
dealing with the rate and amount of stormwater runoff
and another dealing with streambank and channel
erosion.

 Recreation value of urban streams and rivers ought to
. be a strong selling point for the need for policy II

and its guidelines. The Tualatin River was used as
an example of how streambank and channel er051on have
diminished recreation potential.

With respect to the guidelines:

- Percolation needs to be evaluated on a
site-by-site basis, given local soil
conditions. 'Similarly, turbidity is difficult
to monltor and its limitations are hard to
enforce. ‘Sediment is best controlled at the
source. ‘

- ~  There is a potent1a1 conflict between p1p1ng and

- natural drainageways because developers prefer
pipe drainage that allows maximum development of
their site. N

-  The crux of the issue is maintenance. Without
maintenance, even the best drainage structures
will not perform. Enforcement, implementation
and maintenance responsibilities need to be
spelled out and to be consistent for any one
ba81n. :

Three possible incentives were identified:

A charge for systems developmeht could be decreased

‘when downstream drainage affects are considered, just

as it is decreased when transportation impacts are
taken into account and provided for.

It was suggested tht Metro could offer technical
services to be used in review of site plans. As an
1ndependent third party, Metro could take a proposal,
review it and model its effects on downstream
drainageways and ponds. Metro could also provide
ultimate-use scenarios for constructing these
models. Such a service would back-up local
government staff and provide expedient review of
developer s plans.

Park or open land could be dedicated as part of a
drainage system. This points to the 1ncorporat10n of
drainage concerns into existing Planned Unit
Development (PUD) reviews or public dedication
processes, an expansion of ex1st1ng multiple-use
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Group 2 also identified a real need for education
about drainage processes. More specifically:

- Promote the "true cost" argument for preserving
and using natural drainageways; they are
valuable areas and, when considered in the
context of the basin, natural drainageways are
cost-effective.

- Inform new home buyers that they have also
purchased a part of the drainage system and
should be alert to the benefits and
responsibilities.

- Develop .as a long-term strategy, a constituency
for drainage needs. .

Four points were made regarding policy IV:

1. Guideline C, the one dealing with public education,

’ is the place to start. It will probably be the most
significant in the long run. However, if existing
regulations were adequately enforced, there would be
little need for new policies.

2. Be careful not to oversell the "retrofitting" of
urban streams as fisheries. There are potential fish
vs. people conflicts when dealing with the rate of
flow and maintenance of channel vegetation.

3.- Perhaps the greatest incentive for this policy is the
aesthetic value of a fish stream. However, the
. benefits derived are local unless there is some
provision for public access. '

4. The importance and relevance of water quality needs
to be publicized. Waste o0il recycling and drinking
water supply are two aspects to emphasize.

For .both policies II and VI the p01nt was made that cash
was the best incentive; a decrease in a systems

" development charge appears to be an attractive mechanism.
'~ However, the charge is not used uniformly, if at all
throughout the region, making it unlikely that a single
incentive exists which would be effective region-wide.

There were three main roles identified for Metro in
regional drainage issues., First, although several units

of local government are now making progress in dealing

with water quantity, virtually no one is dealing with

water quality. Metro should orient its effort at regional
water quality needs.

SeCond, education/information is a real need in the
region., Two areas need to be addressed:
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1. Materials and information for the public. We do not .
have a broadbased constituency for drainage in this
region. This support is needed before any _
- wide-spread drainage efforts can succeed. Metro
should attempt to establish and build that
constituency.

2, Materials, information and training for local
government staff. Local planners and engineers need
tools distilled out of the mass of information
available, tailored to the conditions in their
jurisdictions. Metro should coordinate training
workshops, establish an information clearinghouse,
‘and continue to work with the Soil Conservation
Service and others to develop technical information
applicable and useful to local government needs.

Finally, Metro should initiate avlegislative effort to get

- . laws on the books that encourage basin-wide planning and

drainage management. This is ‘a long-term project that
needs to begin now.

Group 3.

Group 3 discussed policy III which deals with managing the
floodplain to minimize water quality degradation and

property damage. The suggested guidelines for ' .
‘accomplishing this policy included: ' ‘

1. The establishment of Regional Drainage Councils (RDC)
to coordinate drainage management basinwide. -

2. Coordination of local drainage plans and policies
~ within a basin

3. Adoption of regulations necessary to qualify for the
- National Flood Insurance Program. :

4. Retention of flbodplain and floodway land as open
space.

The group felt that there were sufficient incentives built
into the National Flood Insurance Program to ensure its
implementation. The concept of RDCs was well received and
if established, the RDC itself could generate secondary :
‘incentives to promote drainage management.  The group felt
- that Metro should take the first step by establishing a

" framework for RDC. One incentive that Metro might offer

is administrative staff support, such .as meeting
notification, minutes, meeting rooms, etc. This could be
_offered as a match for local government staff commitments
to serve on the RDC. It was suggested that only one RDC . :
be established for the entire Metro area with eight. ‘ .
 subcommittees, one for each basin. This could be an
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alternative to the existing Water Resources Policy
Alternative Committee. Another suggestion was the
formation of an RDC for one basin on a trial basis.

Several tasks were laid out for the RDC 1nclud1ng.

1. Review ex1st1ng data, identifying needs and compiling
1nventor1es of: o N

a. marginal floodplaln lands (a definition of
"marginal” is required);

b, . fish production areas;.

c. public lands; and ’

d. existing drainage policies and ordinances.

2. Request drainage and floodplain studies from federal
agencies such as the SCS, U.S. Corps of Engineers,
U.S. Geologlcal Survey.

3. Review and coordinate local plans and policies within
' each basin.

4, Promote recognition for good dralnage management such
as awards to developers or local jurlsdlctlons for
model drainage progects.

A secondary benefit or incentive which the RDC could .’
‘provide is the opportunity for sharing staff expertise
among local governments, federal agenc1es and the private
sector..

The last guideline in policy III recommended setting aside
floodplain land as open space for flood storage. The
group felt this land should be acquired. The first step

" should be the inventory of "marginal" lands.

A number of ways for acquiring these lands or otherwise
compensating property owners were suggested, including:

1. The National Flood Insurance "constructive 1oss
program“

2. Zoning and easements;

'3} fax»deﬁerral orlabatement;

4. Land trust donations; and'

5. Land swaps. -

The biggest problem associated with publlc acquisition. of
‘floodplain lands was maintenance. The suggested options

were private maintenance through somethlng like a
homeowners association, public maintenance as part of a’
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- park district,-orvnatural maintenance, i.e., allowing the
~pProperty to revert back to its natural state. Each ‘
property's maintenance requirements will be unique.

The group also discussed policy IV which deals with

"habitat for fish and other aquatic organisms."™ The first

. suggestion was that the policy be changed to "Enhancement

of Riparian Habitat." This would include birds, mammals,
vegetation, etc. '

In addressing the first gquideline, it was felt the
-existing Division of State Lands removal/fill permit .
system was working but that it could be improved with an
inventory of fish production areas. Jay Massey indicated
this information could be provided by the Oregon
Department of Fish & Wildlife (ODFW) as a tool for
reviewing removal/fill and other permit requests. The
issue of enforcement was discussed and basically it was
felt the best way was to educate the public regarding
existing laws.

The second guideline addresses preservation of canopy
vegetation. It was suggested that this be changed to

"preserve or replace" to provide flexibility. It was felt

that the best way for implementing this guideline was to
incorporate it into the zoning and conditional use permit
‘Processes. One mechanism of enforcement suggested was the
posting of an improvements bond (cash or negotiable ' .
~security in escrow) by the developer. This tool can be

used to ensure any conditional use requirement.

The third guideline deals with community education. It
was suggested that Metro. take the lead in this area. This
could be accomplished as an offshoot of the Recycling
Switchboard. Other mechanisms for community education
included using employers.such as Tektronix, Publishers
Paper, etc. to spread the word to their employees. '
Service groups are also effective for this purpose.

The last guideline addresses fish enhancement. The
Department of Fish and Wildlife has a cooperative program
which provides eggs to groups interested in fish-rearing
projects. - The program to date has not been tried in the
Portland metropolitan area. Metro could act as an
information clearinghouse in this area and help to promote
fish-rearing projects by local civic groups. '

Conclusions

The overriding conclusion to be drawn about incentives is

~that they will probably be ineffective in the absence of a
‘larger regulatory framework.  Incentives cannot .totally
~substitute for regulations and it is unlikely that a ‘
single incentive exists which could be applied throughout
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the region. 1Incentives, like regulations, need to be
tailored to local permitting processes, landscapes and
needs. .

At this point, there needs to be a consistent regulatory
framework for drainage-in ‘the region. Because drainage
regulations are best implemented and enforced at the local
level, a consistent drainage policy must be developed and
considered within each of the Metro jurisdictions. The
Regional Stormwater Management Plan is a step in that
direction but it needs to be adapted by each jurisdiction
to suit its particular characteristics and needs.

Perhaps the biggest obstacle to the creation and adoption
of a regional drainage policy is the lack of a
constituency for drainage management and stormwater
quality. This is where Metro can play a big role in
regional drainage issues. there are three central
functions for Metro with respect to regional drainage
issues:

1. Metro should take the lead for managing water quality
in the region. There needs to be a coordinated
~approach to water quality management and policy, as
well as an on-going effort for monitoring and
research. This should be pursued in spite of local
government's staff or resources for this. '

2. Coordination of policy and program implementation has
always plagued drainage efforts in the region. Metro
can be a valuable coordinator of regional drainage
efforts, perhaps through the formation of one or
several of the Regional Drainage Councils proposed in
policy III guidelines,

3. There is a need for information about drainage and
stormwater quality. Local government staff need
technical information distilled into a form they can
apply. They also need to have drainage methods
evaluated with respect to specific soil, slope, and
cover conditions. They need cost data. for drainage
‘management plus training workshops to acquaint and
reacquaint staff with drainage management and
stormwater quality concepts. Also, . there needs to be
a coordinated public education effort to acquaint -
citizens with drainage concepts and processes and
with water quality needs. Without an educated
citizenry, there is little hope for broadbased
community support for drainage and water quality
programs. Metro is in a good position to efficiently
provide these information services to the region.
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- Evaluation o ' _ ‘

Ten evaluation sheets were recelved A question-by-

question analysis follows-

1.

" suggested that more specific proposals be produced
for d1scu331on.

- effective,” and "Hang in there!"

All those responding felt that the workshop format
was a useful way to discuss policy issues. Breaking
into subgroups and the informal nature of the
discussions were favored. However, if it .is done
again, most respondents felt that there needed to be

‘a better balance of interests. Specifically, the

absence of developers was noted. - Metro did invite
five developers, recommended by the Home Builders -
Association. All five received workshop materials in
advance. However, several conflicting last-minute
meetings prevented their participation. Members of
the Metro staff are now making an effort to contact
these developers individually to discuss the workshop
and to better understand their concerns.

Respondents felt that the workshop could have been
improved in a number of ways. Better representation,
as already noted, headed -the list. A workshop
summary was requested Some felt that the group

- leaders let the discussion stray too much, although

it was noted that people did have a lot they wished
to discuss. If another workshop is held, it was

Most people liked the chance to discuss drainage
issues with other professionals in a relaxed

setting. The broad jurisdictional representation was
appreciated as was the open atmosphere for
discussion. Lunch went over well as did the basic’
concept underlylng the workshop.

Other proposed topics for similar workshops 1nc1uded_
- almost anyting with a specific regional orientation,

such as public facilities financing; solid waste
management; transit planning; regional urban growth;
parks, recreation and open space; wildlife

augmentation; and erosion .and sedlment control model
~ordinances.

6. o
All respondents wanted to be alerted of future
workshops. Other comments included: "The workshop

~accomplished its purpose,”" "Metro needs to initiate _

legislation to encourage drainage management
utilities," "Metro has a role to play but changes in
organizational structure are needed to make it more
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From the Metro staff perspective, we are very pleased that
the discussion was as productive as it was. We received

- good feedback on the policies, on incentives, and we have
a much better appreciation of what Metro's role should

be. We, too, were very disappointed that the developers
were not there but we will work to ensure better
representation in the future. Finally, we deeply
appreciate the time and effort that went into spending the
day with us. '
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ARTICLE V.

l.

6.

JL/gl .
4358B/286
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REGIONAL STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
Iv.

REGIONAL DRAINAGE BASIN PLAN MAPS

, 1982
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Agenda Item No. 8.3
February 25, 1982

A GENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

TO: Metro Council 425&1
FROM: Executive Offic

SUBJECT: Contract Procedures

I. RECOMMENDATIONS :

Az ACTION REQUESTED: Adoption of Ordinance No. 82-130.

Bis POLICY IMPACT: The ordinance would establish Council
policy pertaining to contract procedures.

cr BUDGET IMPACT: Full implementation of the procedures
may require additional cost with respect to needed staff
to administer the process. Such costs are speculative
at this point and will be analyzed fully in the FY '83
budget process.

II. ANALYSIS:

A. BACKGROUND: For several years, Metro's contracting pro-
cedures have been established by Executive Order. This
ordinance adopts the current administrative procedures
and adds provisions for Council review and approval of
contracts, primarily through a Contract Review Committee,
and other alterations in existing procedures. The ordi-
nance was approved by the Coordinating Committee on
February 16 with some revisions to the first draft.
Attached is the revised ordinance and accompanying pro-
cedures.

B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The Committee considered
adoption of Council approval procedures only, rather tchan
all contract procedures, but opted for a comprehensive
ordinance adopting all administrative contract procedures.

(@) CONCLUSION: Approval of Ordinance No. 82-130.

AJ:sh



~As Revised 2/16/82

BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE ) ORDINANCE NO. 82—130

APPROVAL AND EXECUTION OF PUBLIC )

CONTRACTS AND REPEALING ORDINANCE )
' )

Submitted by the Council
NO. 80-103. '

Coordinating Committee

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

‘Sectibn l. Contract Review Committee

(a) There is heteby<créated a Contract Review Committee of the
"Council, which committee shall have the powers and fesponsibilities
described in the Metro Contract Procedures adopted by this ordinance.

(b). The Contract Review Committee shall be comprised of the
Deputy Presiding Officer, the Chair of the Council Coordinating
" Committee, and a third member to be appointed annually by the
Presiding Officer of the Council.

(c) The committee may establish a regular meeting schedule and
may meet in special session at ﬁhe call of the beputy Presiding
\Officer._ A majority of the committee shall constitute ‘a quorum and
the committee shall act by majority vbpe.
| (d) In.éddition to the meeting provisions in subsection (c) of
this section,.the committee may act by individual or telephonic poll
_of the‘membership. The results of any such polling shall be
included in the minutes of thé next regular orAspecial meeting of

the committee.

' Section 2. Contracting Procedures
(a) That document entitled "Metro Contract Procedures," dated

"Febrdary.1982, is hereby adopted and ihcorporated into this



ordinance by Ehis reference.

(b) Ail contracts to which Metro is a party or to which Metro
may become a party shall be‘established, processed( approved and
execﬁted pufsuant to the Metro Contract Procedures adopted'by’this
.section.

(c) The Executive Officer may establish such other contract
regulations, not inconsistent with the Metro Contract Procedures, as
may be necessary and expedient. |

Section 3. Repealer

Ordinance No. 80-103 is repealed.

ADOPTED this day of s 1982,

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

AJ/gl
5214B/107
2/17/82 -




 METRO CONTRACT PROCEDURES

February, 1982

I. INTRODUCTION

These procedures describe the manner in which the Metropolitan
Service District (Metro) will choose its contractors and the actions
that must take place before Metro binds itself to a contract. Three
types of contracts are provided for; Personal Services, Materials
and Services, and Contracts Between Government Agencies.

Contracts for Personal Services and Materials and Services are
divided into broad categories according to the amount of money they
involve. Different selection procedures are required for contracts
under $500, those between $500 and $10,000, and those over $10,000.
Procedures for internal review and execution of contracts differ for
contracts. under $2,500 and for contracts of $2,500 or more.

Contracts for the purchase of services or materials are
required to go through a process of soliciting quotes or competitive
bidding. State law requires that public agencies use these methods
for awarding contracts in order to insure the lowest possible cost
and decrease the chances of favoritism. ' Contract administration is
largely the responsibility of each Department Head or Project
Manager. Utmost care should be taken in writing contract.
specifications and scopes of work, and in monitoring work done under
contract. If care is taken, and these procedures are followed,
those involved may feel secure that the law is being obeyed and that .
Metro is getting "quality goods and services at the lowest possible
prlce.

- II. RULES AND PROCEDURES GOVERNING ALL CONTRACTS

A. Initiating a Contract

When a department initiates a contract it must first
notify the Department of Management Services of its
intention and request the issuance of a contract number
which shall appear on all copies of the contract.
Additionally, the department must complete a Contract
Summary form indicating the specifics of the contract.
This form must be forwarded to the Department of
Management Services either with a fully executed contract
(three copies), if the amount is under $2, 500, or with an .
unexecuted contract (three copies) for review, approval
and signature.

B.  Persons Authorized to Sign Contracts

1. Contracts Under $2,500
For contracts of an amount under $2,500 the Director
of the initiating department, or a designee of the



Director approved by the Executive Officer, may sign

contracts if the following conditions are met: .

A standard contract form is used;

‘Any deviations to the contract form are approved

by the General Counsel;
The expenditure is authorized in the budget.

The contract does not further obligate Metro
beyond $2,500.

The appropriate Scope of Work is attached to the
contract.

The Contract is for an entire project or
purchase; not a portion of a project or purchase
which, when complete, will amount to a cost
greater than $2,500.

For contracts of $2,500 or more, and for contract
amendments which exceed $2,500 or which result in a total
contract price exceeding $2,500, either the Executive.
Officer or Deputy Executive Officer must sign. When
designated in writing to serve in their absence, the

" Director of Management Services may sign contracts.

- Approval of Contracts of $10,000 or More

1.

Except/as provided in subsection (4) of this section,

all initial contracts with a contract price of
$50 000 or more shall be approved by the Council

prlor to execution.

Except as provided in subsection (4) of this section,
"all initial contracts with a contract price of

$10,000 or more but less than $50,000 shall be

approved by the Contract Review Committee of the
Council prior to execution.

Except as .provided in subsection (4) of this section,
all contract amendments and extensions which exceed

$10,000 or which result in a total contract price of

Ae

$10,000 or more shall be approved by the Contract
Review Committee prior to execution.

The following types of contracts, including contract
amendments and extensions to such contracts, shall be
exempt from the provisions of this section.

Contracts which merely pass. through funds from a
state or federal agency.




b. Contracts under which Metro is to provide a
service only and incurs no financial obligation
to another party.

C. Contracts with another government agency.

d. Initial contracts of less than $10,000 and
contract extensions and amendments which do not
cause or result in a total contract price of
$10,000 or more.

e. Grant award contracts.

£ Contracts previously approved as part of annual
work programs.

g. Contracts for budgeted Zoo capital projects;
provided, however, that such contracts shall be
exempt only from the provisions of paragraph C3
above.

Documentation Required for Contract Files

The Department of Management Services will maintain
central files for all contracts. 1Individual departments
should keep a copy of each contract which they have
initiated and all subsequent extensions and amendments.
An original copy should be given to each contractor. All
correspondence relating to a contract which alters
conditions or amounts must be included in the central
files as should all papers which document the process of
obtaining competitive bids, quotes, or proposals. 1In any
case where a low bid, quote, or proposal is not accepted,
a detailed justification must be included with the
contract file. Other documentation, if applicable, that
should be included in the file includes:

- Mailing lists

- Affidavits of Publication

- Insurance endorsements and certificates
- Amendments

- Extensions

- Related Correspondence

- Quotes, Proposals, and Bids

- Bonds

- MBE contacts

- Contract closure form

- Personal Services Evaluation form

Contract Review

Any contract which deviates from a standard contract form
must be reviewed by the Metro General Counsel.

Contracts involving federal or state grant funds must be
reviewed by the Finance Officer.
- 3 -



Contracts which are to be let after advertised competitive :
bids, quotes or proposals must be reviewed by the .
Contracts Manager.

Minority Businesss Program

All contracting and purchasing is subject to the Metro
Minority Business Enterprises Program. Metro will take
affirmative action to do business with Minority Business
Enterprises. The Contracts Manager will maintain a
directory of minority businesses which shall be consulted
and used in all contracting and purchasing of goods and
services. If a minority business is available that
appears capable of providing needed goods or services,

‘that business must be contacted and given an opportunity

to compete for Metro business. Contracts awarded subject
to the MBE program may be exempted from the competitive
bidding process. - ‘ ’

Awarding Contracts Without Competitive Bids, Quotes or
Proposals

In some cases, competitive bidding may not be required.

The Contracts Manager will make a determination of whether

a contract must be awarded subject to competitive bidding.
Examples of the contracts which may not be legally subject

to competitive bidding are: o .

- Rare Animals
Price Regulated Items
Emergency Contracts
Advertising Contracts
Recycled Materials
Products of the Handicapped
Contracts between Government Agencies
Affirmative Action Contracts
Data Processing Contracts
Insurance Contracts :
Contract Amendments and Extensions
Personal Services Contracts '
Purchases Under Requirement Contracts

In most cases these exempt categories must be interpreted
narrovly. An emergency contract, for example, may only be
executed if the emergency conditions could not have
reasonably been foreseen and the only way to remedy the
situation ‘is through the execution of a contract.

Personal services contracts are subject to separate

 procedures described in Section III.

Specific exemptions from competitive bidding may be sought
from the Metro Contract Review Board (See Ordinance ' ‘
No. 79-76 and Ordinance No. 81-125.) :

-4 -



Any request for an exemption from competitive bidding must
comply with OAR 127-10-160.

Monthly Contract Report

The Executive Officer shall provide or cause to be
provided a monthly report to the Council of all contracts,
including extensions and amendments, which have been
executed during the preceding month; provided, however,
that such monthly report need not include purchase orders
under $500.

Purchase Orders

For purposes of these regulations, the term "contracts"
includes purchases of goods or materials by purchase

order. Purchase orders may be utilized in lieu of written
contracts when the purchase is for goods or materials only.

Code of Conduct

No employee, officer or agent of Metro shall participate
in the selection, award or administration of a contract if
a conflict of interest, real or apparent, would be
involved. Such a conflict would arise when the employee,
officer or agent, any member of his/her immediate family,
his or her partner, or an organization which employs, or
is about to employ, any of the above, has a financial or
other interest in the firm selected for award. No Metro
officer, employee or agent shall solicit or accept
gratuities, favors or anything of monetary value from
contractors, potential contractors, or parties to
subagreements.

Violations of this Code of Conduct shall subject an
officer or employee to disciplinary action pursuant to the
Metro Personnel Rules and may be grounds for other civil
or criminal penalties provided by law.

Federal/State Agency Approval

When required by federal or state law or regulations,
review and approval of Metro contracts shall include prior
concurrence or approval by appropriate federal or state
agencies.

ITI. PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACTS

Al

Definition

Personal Services contracts are for services that are not
normally performed by the Metro department staffs and will
not require continuous supervision by Metro staff.
Examples of services that may be obtained under Personal



Services contracts are: attorneys; economic consultants;
engineers; architects; special photography; legislative ’
liaison; public relations and professional advice on

‘retainer. Personal Services contracts shall be in

compliance with OAR 127-10-092.

Distinguishing Between Employees and Independent
Contractors .

It is important that employees not be hired under the
guise of a Personal Services Contract. To determine
whether a particular worker is to be an employee or an
independent contractor, the most important factor to
consider is the employer's right to control. If the
employer is to retain the right to control the manner and
means of accomplishing a desired result, the worker is
generally considered an employee; if, however, the
employer has the right to control only the results of the
work, the worker is considered an independent c¢ontractor.
Thus, the question usually comes down to who is to have
the right to direct what shall be done and when and how it
shall be done. This test of control does not require

actual exercise of control, but rather the employer's
right to control.

A consideration of the following factors is helpful in
determining a worker's status: '

1. Whether the worker is to be engaged in a distinct
. occupation or business. Independent contractor
status is often accorded those who are engaged for
their special skills. Thus, the hiring of an
architect, broker, doctor, painter or attorney may
indicate that an independent contractor relationship
is 'being contemplated. ‘ '

2. Whether the employer or the worker is‘tb supply the
instrumentalities, tools and the place of work.

3. Whether the worker or the employer is to have the
power to dictate the particular manner in which the
: instrumenta;ities or tools shall be used and the way
the workers shall do their work.

4.  Whether the worker employs, pays and has full power'
of control over assistants. ’

5. Whether the work is part of the regular business of
- the employer.

Selection Process for Personal Services Contracts .

1. . Contracts Under $2,500




_ For Personal Services contracts under $2,500, the

Department Director shall state in writing the need
for the contract. This statement shall include a
description of the contractor's capabilities in

eperforming the work. Multiple proposals need not be

obtained. This statement will be kept in the
Department of Management Services contract file.

Contracts Between $2,500 and $10,000

For Personal Services contracts of at least $2,500
but less than $10,000, the Department Director shall
use the following process:

a. Proposals shall be solicited from at least three
(3) potential contractors who, in the judgment
of the Department Director, are capable and
qualified to perform the requested work. The
Minority Business Enterprise Directory
maintained by the Contract Manager shall be
consulted and at least one (1) of the potential
contractors notified shall be an MBE if an MBE
service provider appears in the MBE Directory.

b. The initiating Department shall document the
fact that at least three (3) proposals have been
solicited. Preferably, the proposals should be
written but this is not required. Metro shall
reserve the right to reject any or all proposals
for any reason.

c. Evaluation, as determined by the Department
Director, shall include use of a contractor
evaluation form and may require oral
presentations. The objective is the h1ghest
quality of work for the most reasonable price.

The quality of the proposal may be more
important than cost. _

d. Notlflcatlon of selection or rejectlon shall be
made in writing after final review by the
initiating department.

e. If the contract is for $2,500 or more, it shall
be submitted to the contractor for signature and

then to either the Executive Officer or Deputy
, Executlve Officer for signature.

Contracts of $10,000 or More

For Personal Services contracts of $10,000 or more,

an evaluation of proposals from potential contractors

shall be performed as follows:



a. A request for proposals shall be prepared by the
department. Where appropriate, the request .
shall be publlshed in a newspaper of general
circulation or in trade magaz1nes. In addition,
Metro shall notify in wrltlng at least three (3)
potential contractors, who, in the judgment of
the Department Director are capable and
qualified to perform the requested work. The

" Department of Management Services will be
responsible for maintaining the file and making
the appropriate notification.

b. Evaluations of proposals shall include use of a
contract evaluation form. The use of an oral
interview or an evaluation team is recommended.

c. After evaluation is complete, the Department
Director will recommend the flnal selection to
the Executive Officer.

d. Notifications of selection and rejection shall
be made in writing by the initiating department.

e. Such Personal Services contracts with the Scope
of Work must be reviewed by the department head,
General Counsel and by the Contracts Manager
prior to approval and execution.

f. Such Personal Services contracts shall be
subject to the approval requirements of
paragraph II C of these regulations.

Sole Source Personal Services Contracts

If there is only one provider of the service
required, the initiating department need not solicit
and document three (3) proposals as required by
subparagraphs (C) (2) and (C) (3) above. The :
initiating department must document that there is
only one provider of the service required, and the

- Council shall be given notice of the execution and

the justification for the contract.

Continuing Activities

A Personal Services contract may be renewed without
receiving competitive proposals if the contractor is
performing a continuing activity for the agency.

‘This applies to such contracts as those for

construction observation, public relations consultlng

and annual auditing. Except as provided in

paragraph 6 below, compet1t1ve proposals must be

solicited for these services at least once every ‘

three (3) years and if the contractor proposes a



IV'

Price increase of more than 10% over the previous
year, competitive proposals must be solicited.

6. Limited Source Contracts

Personal Services contracts may be renewed, extended
or renegotiated without soliciting competitive
proposals if, at the time of renewal, extension or
renegotiation, there are fewer than three (3)
potential contractors qualified to provide the
quality and type of services required. If a Personal
Services contract is renewed, extended or
renegotiated under this paragraph without soliciting
proposals, the initiating department shall document
in detail why the quality and type of services
required make it unnecessary or impractical to
solicit proposals.

T Approval of Personal Services Contracts

Personal Services contracts, amendments, renewals and
extensions shall be subject to the approval
requirements of paragraph II C of these regulations.

8. Personal Services Evaluation Form

Selection of Personal Services contractors shall

include the use of an evaluation form documenting the
reasons for the selection.

MATERIALS and SERVICES

A. Definition: This section is intended to provide guidance
for contracting services other than Personal Services and is
not intended to prevent the use of purchase orders. 1If a
Department Director is in doubt as to whether a purchase should
be on a purchase order or form contract, the Department
Director or his/her designee should contact the Contracts
Manager for a determination. Contracts for materials and
services are those for specific goods or products or for the
labor required to produce a specific product.

B. SELECTION PROCESS FOR MATERIALS AND SERVICES CONTRACTS

1. Contracts Under $500

For purchases of materials and services costing less
than $500, the initiating department should obtain
three (3) quotes. The lowest quote obtained will be
accepted unless valid reason for rejecting it can be
shown. After accepting a quote, the initiating
department will follow up with a contract, attaching
the quotes to the Department of Management Services
file copy of the contract. Purchases of materials



only under $500 made by purchase order shall not
require quotes and shall not be subject to the
provisions of paragraph IID above."

‘Contracts Between $500 and $10,000

All contracted materials and services costing between
$500 and $10,000 will require written quotes. The
initiating department will write specifications,
sending them to possible contractors whom they feel
can do the job. 1If possible, at least three (3)
contractors will be contacted. After receipt of the
quotes and review by the initiating department's
staff, a contract will be developed. If three (3)
quotes are not available, a lesser number will

‘suffice provided that a written record is made of the

effort to obtain the quotes. If it is over the
amount of $2,500 the contract will then be submitted
to the contractor for signature and then to either
the Executive Officer or Deputy Executive Officer for -
signature. The initiating department will attach all’
quotes received to the Department of Management
Services' copy of the contract. The Minority
Business Enterprise Directory maintained by the
Department of Management Services shall be consulted
to determine whether an MBE is available that may

| possibly do the work or supply the goods required by

the specifications. If one is available it must be
given the opportunity to make a bid or quote.

Contracts Over $10,000

Unless a general or specific exemption applies, all

‘contracted materials and services costing over

$10,000 will be subject to a formal sealed bid
process. The following procedure will be used:

a. The initiating department staff will write bid
specifications and compile a list of potential
bidders.

b. The bid document will be reviewed by the
Department of Management Services and by legal
counsel before bids are solicited. '

c. A request for bids will be advertised in the
Daily Journal of Commerce, or when feasible, ‘in
an appropriate trade magazine.

d. The Department of Management Services will
receive and open sealed bids.

e. The opened bids will be reviewed by the
requesting department and a recommendation and

contract will be submitted to the Department of

- 10 -




I' ' Management Services.

f. The Department of Management Services will make
recommendation to the-Executive Officer or
Deputy Executive Officer.

g. Materials and services contracts, amendments,
renewals and extensions shall be subject to the
approval requirements of paragraph II C of these
regulations.

h. The Management Services Department will notify

‘ all bidders of the contract award, obtain
signatures on the contract and obtain any
necessary bonds and insurance certificates.

————— e

i. Metro shall reserve the right to reject any or
all quotes or bids received.

C. INSURANCE AND BONDING REQUIREMENTS

All contracts which produce a possible liability to Metro
must be accompanied by a certificate of liability
insurance from the contractor naming Metro as a
certificate holder or additional insured.

) 1. Any improvements contract in exc ss of $10,000 must
"'* be accompanied by a bid bond o )% of _the amount of
the contract and a performance boHA Tof ﬁ% of the

amount of the contract.

2. If a liability exposure to the District exists,
- certificates of insurance are required.

Minimum insurance requirements are:

a. $100,000 for personal injury to any one (1)
person;

b. $300,000 for any number of claims resulting from
one (1) accident;

C. $50,000 property damage for all damage claims
resulting from one (1) accident.

V. Contracts Between Government Agencies

Contracts between government agencies may be made without
competitive bids, quotes, or proposals.

Each contract being initiated by a department must be reviewed
by the Department Director, General Counsel and appropriate
state or federal agencies. If the contract is made pursuant to
federal or state grants, it must be reviewed by. the Finance

. ' Officer.
AJ/gl/5258B,/289

2/17/82
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DRAFT MOTION

Council Meeting - Thurs. Feb. 25

To authorize the Executive Officer to advertise and recruit
for the position of Solid Waste Director aﬁ a competitive
salary level in the range of approximately $45,000 - $50,000,
and to direct the Executive Officer to prepare new Class
Specifications for the Solid Waste Director, consistent with

anticipated responsibilities.

Refer Resolution to Coordinating and Services Committees.

Fuhding for Solid Waste Director

Funds available in Solid Waste Operating Fund as well as
SW 115 -- the state loan for energy recovery.

Merle's current salary -- $36,462 -- is primarily funded
from Solid Waste Operating Fund.

The new Director would be spending a greater portion of

time on Energy Recovery.

As it will probably be summer before position is filled,

it will be thoroughly reviewed during FY '83 budget process.
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SUMMARY

Description of the Project:

This project would widen a section of McLoughlin Boulevard, U.S. 99E,

in Multnomah and Clackamas Counties, Oregon. The purpose of the project
is to increase the capacity of the corridor to provide to growing trip
demand by adding additional lanes and encouraging a change of travel
mode to transit and carpools. ‘An additional goals is to remove through
traffic from neighborhood streets. The 4.41 mile section runs from

the Union-Grand Viaduct to S.E. River Road.

Major Alternatives Considebed:

Three build alternatives and the No-Build Alternative are being
considered. Alternative 1 would widen the roadway to 6 mixed traffic _
lanes plus two bus-carpool (HOV) lanes south of Harold Street and

one reversible HOV lane north of Harold Street. Bus stations would

be in ‘the center of the roadway. Alternative 2 would have the .same .lane
configuration, but only carpools would operate in the HOV lane.  Buses
would operate in the outside lanes. Alternative 3 would have 6 mixed
lanes south of Harold Street and an additional reversible HOV lane north
of Harold Street. This alternative has sufficient width to be restriped
to the same configuration as Alternative 2. All alternatives are designed
to be convertible to light rail transit. An overcrossing structure is
offered as an optional treatment of the Tacoma Street and McLoughlin
Boulevard 1ntersection.

Summary .of Signifzcant Environmental Impacts:

Construction of one of the build alﬁernatives would result in the
expenditure of funds: an estimated $23.4 million for Alternative 1,

- $21.9 million for Alternative 2, and $21.3 for Alternative 3. The

Tacoma Overcrossing would cost an additional $6.6 million.

The project would improve service levels on McLoughlin through the
year 2000. .

Right-of-way required would displace 18 businesses and 2 residences
with Alternative 1 and 17 businesses and 2 residences with Alternatives
2 and 3. The Tacoma Overcrossing would displace an additional business.

A small amount of lawn area would be removed from an historic property.
The historic value will not be affected.

A small amount of wetlands would be displaced. Some street trees would
be removed: 15 of the 83 sequoia trees with all build alternatives; 4
oaks with Alternative 1 only; 45, 51 and 50 small, young maple trees with
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 respectively; and 32 (Alternative 1) and 42
Alternatives 2 and 3) cottonwoods and others. The Tacoma Overcrossing
would remove 20 additional trees (not formal landscape trees).



Through traffic would be reduced on 17th and Milwaukie Avenues and other
neighborhood streets. Capacity would be improved, providing an
acceptable level of service until the year 2000.

Noise impacts would occur with all three alternatives. One noise
barrier is proposed that will mitigate impacgs at 24 residences.

Areas of Controversy:

There is concern about traffic in the neighborhoods particularly the
Sellwood-Westmoreland Neighborhood. There is strong public support
for preserving the street trees. -‘There is controversy over which mode
of transportation should be emphasized and when. There is public
support for light rail as soon as possible as well as support for a
freeway concept with no at-grade crossings.

Other Significant Federal Actions:

There are two Federal actions planned north and south of McLoughlin

" Boulevard. To the north, the East Marquam Ramps project, which is

approved will connect U.S. 99E to I-5 at the northern terminus of this
project. South of the project, a Transportation Systems Management
Project on South McLoughlin will improve signal sequencing and make
minor improvements to intersections improving the flow.

Goals and Design Constraints

A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) made up of representatives of
the various involved agencies as well as technical personnel from ODOT was
formed. At the same time a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) was formed, made
up of representatives of neighborhood groups in the affected area -and other
interested parties. Goals and design criteria were developed through the
interaction of the TAC and CAC. Several alternatives were explored, including
some previously discarded by METRO, and some proposed by the public. The alt-
ernatives resulting from this process and advanced in this document include a
No-Build Alternative, three Build Alternatives, and a Design Option for the
Tacoma Street Intersection. The goals established for the project by the TAC,
CAC, and METRO are:

1. Relieve traffic congestion on McLoughlin Boulevard.
2. Remove ‘through traffic from the neighborhbods.

3. Increase transit use, with a goal of 30% of the person
trips generated in the corridor using transit by 2000.

4. Allow for possible future conversion to light rail.

In addition to the goals, several constraints which govern the
design of the project build alternatives were identified. They are:

1. Preserve, where possible, the sequoia trees south of Ochoco
Street and the large oak and maple trees north of Tacoma
Street.



Plan no major roadway widening between Reedway and Powell
Boulevard because of right-of-way restrictions,

Utilize the existing grade and alignment of McLoughlin
Boulevard and do not add new access points.

Mass transit and High Occupancy Vehicle (BOV) traffic
will be given priority design consideration over left
turn movements from McLoughlin Boulevard.

The project design should complement the transportation
systems management project on McLoughlin Boulevard south
of Milwaukie and the East Marquam Bridge Ramps project
north of Powell Boulevard.

The total cost of the project must not exceed the funding

approved by METRO, March 1980.

Park or public recreational lands will not be used unless
there is no feasible and prudent alternative.

The Milwaukie Avenue overcrossing structure will not be

widened. & minimum of work will be done on other structures.

Minihum American Association of State Highway and Transportation

Officials (AASHTO) Design Standards will be met.




Description

Traffic

Public
Transit

Convertibility
to
Light Rail

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT SUMMARY
McLOUGHLIN BOULEVARD PROJECT

(Union-Grand Viaduct-S.E. River Road)

No-Build

No changes.

4 lanes - 6 lanes
from Reedway to Ross
Island Bridge.’
Cost: O

System fails to
provide adequate
level of service.
Traffic diverted to
neighborhood streets.

Discourages transit
use because buses’
would operate in
increasingly con-
gested conditions.

"Does not acquire

right-of-way
necessary for
conversion. Does not
build ridership to
Justify light rail.

Alternative 1

Six mixed lanes plus
Bus/HOV lanes. Buses
operate in center
lanes with center
stations for most
of project length.

.Cost:. $23.4 million.

Provides adequate ser-

vice level through year
2000, Traffic reduced

on rieighborhood

streets.

Provides transit
priority lane but
does not work as
efficiently as
curbside service.

Establishes stations
that could be used for
light rail. An exist-
ing service would be
disrupted during con-
version, Additional
ROW required.

Alternative 2

Six mixed lanes plus
HOV lanes. Buses
operate in outside
lane, stop at curb.
Cost: $21.9 million.

Provides adequate ser-
vice level through
year 2000. Traffic
reduced on neighbor-
hood streets.

Buses stop at curb
side. Operate in |
mixed traffic. Most
efficient alternative
for transit.

Conversion would dis-
place an established
use (HOV lanes).
Additional ROW
requ;red.

Alternative 3

Six mixed lanes.
Buses operate in
outside lane, stop
at curb. Suffi-
cient ROW to add
HOV lanes later.
Cost: $21.3 million.

Provides adequate
level of service
through 1991 then
must be restriped to
add HOV lanes.
Reduces traffic on
neighborhood streets.

Buses operate in
mixed traffiec, stop
at curbside. .
Efficient as Alt. 2
until 1991 then only
if roadway is re-
striped to add HOV
lanes.

If converted before
restriping, could be
converted with the
least disruption of
all the alternatives.
Additional ROW
required.



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT SUMMARY
McLOUGHLIN BOULEVARD PROJECT
(Union-Grand Viaduct-S.E. River Road)

Safety

No-Build

Accident rate low
except at Tacoma
intersection.

AlternafiVe 1

Introduces confusion
factor and obstacles
in center of roadway.

Alternative 2

Should reduce Tacoma
intersection safety
problem.

Alternative 3

If restriped after
1991, lanes and
shoulders would be-
come narrower, re-
ducing margin of

safety.
Right-of-Way None. Area acquired-16.T4 Area acquired-14.61 Area acquired-14.61
acres., acres. acres.
Displacements: Displacements: Displacements:
Businesses: 18 Businesses: 17 Businesses: 17
Residences: 2 Residences: 2 "Residences: 2
Impacted, not dis- Impacted, not dis- Impacted, not dis-
placed: 16 placed: 16 placed: 16
(businesses) (businesses) (businesses)
Aesthetics None. Reduction in open Reduction in open Reduction in open
and space. - Tree impacts: space. Tree impacts: space. Tree Impacts:
Trees 15 'sequoias 15 sequoias 15 sequoias
(83 total) (83 total) (83 total)
i oaks 51 small maples 50 small maples -
U5 small maples 42 others 42 others
32 others
Planning & Inconsistent with Consistent with Consistent with Consistent with
Land Use acknowledged plans. acknowledged plans. - acknowledged plans. acknowledged plans.
No change in land Land use may inten- Land use may inten- Land use may inten-
use anticipated. sify, single family sify; single family sify, single family
to multiple family, to multiple family, to multiple family,
etc. ete. ' etc.
Parks & None. Minor noise reduction. Minor noise reduction. Minor noise reduction.
Recreation Removes on-street Removes on-street Removes on-street

parking used by West-
moreland Park
patrons.

parking used by West-
moreland Park

patrons.

Parkiafqupgdyby West-
patrons. '



Noise

Economic -

Housing
& Population

Cultural
Resources

Air Quality

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT SUMMARY
McLOUGHLIN BOULEVARD PROJECT

(Union-Grand Viaduct-S.E. River Road)

No-Build

Structures Impacted:
Commercial: 18
‘Residential:

Exterior: - U6
Interior: 62

Possible negative
impact on Sellwood
commercial area.

Congestion retards
industrial growth.

Little change from
existing. May retard
planned growth.

None.

Emissions slightly
higher than build
alternatives.

Alternative 1

Structures Impacted:
Commercial: 23
Residential:

Exterior: U6
Interior: 62

One barrier, miti-

gating 24 residences,

is proposed.

Loss of jobs due to
displaced businesses
unless re-established
in the area. Improved
conditions for
commercial activity
along McLoughlin

and in Sellwood area.

Little change in the
immediate area.
Planned growth south--
east of project may
proceed at faster
rate.

Takes small portion
of lawn area of
Register Eligible
Highway Office.

Consistent with
state implementation
plan.

Alternative 2

Structures Impacted:
Commercial: 23
Residential:

Exterior: U6
Interior: 62

One barrier, miti-

gating 24 residences,

is proposed. )

Loss of jobs due to
displaced businesses
unless re-established
in the area. Improved
conditions for
commercial activity
along McLoughlin

and in Sellwood area.

Little change in the
immediate area.
Planned growth south-
east of project may
proceed at faster
rate.

Takes small portion

.of lawn area of

Register Eligible
Highway Office.

Consistent with
state implementation
plan.

Alternative 3

Structures Impacted:
Commercial: 23
Residential:

Exterior: U6
Interior: 62

One barrier, miti-

gating 24 residences,

is proposed.

Loss of jobs due to

displaced businesses
unless re-established -
in the area. :

Improved conditions
for commercial

activity along
McLoughlin and in
Sellwood area.

Little change in the
immediate area.
Planned growth south-
east of project may
proceed at faster
rate.

Takes small portion
of lawn area of
Register Eligible
Highway Office.

Consistent with
state implementation
plan.



Water Quality
Floodplain
Wetlands

Biology

Geology

None.

None.

None.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT SUMMARY
McLOUGHLIN BOULEVARD PROJECT
(Union-Grand Viaduct-S.E. River Road)

No-Build

Alternative 1

Minor siltation

during construction.
Some floodplain
encroachment, will

be mitigated.

Wetlands loss
approximately 0.2
acres. Will be
mitigated if possible.

Reduction of habitat.
Shift in remaining
population of wild-
life to more desirable
species.

No significant
problems.

Alternative 2

Minor siltation

during construction.
Some floodplain
encroachment, will

be mitigated.

Wetlands loss
approximately 0.2
acres. Will be
mitigated if possible.

Reduction of habitat.
Shift in remaining
population of wild-

life to more desirable
species.

No significant .
problems.

Alternative 3

Minor siltation
during construction.
Some floodplain
encroachment, will
be mitigated.
Wetlands loss
approximately 0.2
acres. Will be
mitigated if
possible.

Reduction of habitat.
Shift in remaining
population of wild-
life to more desir-

- able species,

No significant
problems.



Description

Cost

Right-of-
Way

Traffic

Natural
Environment

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT SUMMARY -
McLOUGHLIN BOULEVARD PROJECT
(Union-Grand Viaduct-S.E. River Road)

TACOMA INTERSECTION

At-Grade Option

At grade intersection. Left turns would
be accomplished by a right turn loop and
necessitate crossing McLoughlin at one
of two signalized crossings.

Eliminates turning conflicts but adds
an intersection. Will operate at an
acceptable level of service until the
mid to late 1990s.

Minor habitat impécts.

Overcrossing Option

Structure overcrosses McLoughlin Boulevard
and the railroad tracks. Full access to
McLoughlin Boulevard by ramps. Industrial
area east of highway would be subject to
out of direction travel.

Additional: 7.6 million.

Additional acres: 5.58
Displacements:
Businesses: 1

Residences: 0O

‘Impacted, not displaced:

Businesses: 2

Creates free flow on McLoughlin and reduces
acoident potential. Removes conflicts with
the railroad. Problem of backed up traffic
would occur at another intersection if this
one no longer acts as a meter.

Has greater wetland, floodplain, and wild-
life habitat impacts than the at-grade option.
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METRO

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

527 SW. HALL ST, PORTLAND, OR . 97201, $03/221.1646

MEMORANDUM

Date: Fébruary 25, 1982
To: Metro Council

From: Richard Brandman, Air Quality Program Manager-%&g

Regarding: Ozone State Implementation Plan

Attached are recommended changes for the Ozone
State Implementation Plan. The changes are in
response to comments from the Environmental
Protection Agency. However, they do not affect
the Resolution or the policy direction of the

Plan.
RB:1mk

Enclosure
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OZONE STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
ERRATA SHEET

4.3.3.1 Level of Control Required

(new language is underlined)

EKMA estimates a reduction of 26 percent of 1980 volatile
organic compound emissions will be needed to attain the
0.12 ppm ozone ambient air quality standard. These re-
sults are based on a design concentration of 0.146 ppm
of ozone.

4.3.3.5 Additional Committed Projects

A. Transit Improvements

In dune September 1982, Tri-Met will begin implementa-
tion of the first phase of its short-range Transit
Development Plan (TDP).

4.3.5.3 Conformity of Federal Actions

(replaces existing language)

U.S. Department of Transportation rules require that the
Regional Transportation Plan and Transportation Improve-
ment Program conform with air quality State Implementa-
tion Plans. Transportation plans and programs are deter-
mined to be in conformance with SIP's if they:

a) reflect reasonable progress in implementing those
transportation control measures that are .called for
in the SIP to meet air quality standards; and

b) do not include actions -that would reduce the effec-
tiveness of planned transportation control measures.

To determine conformity, Metro will annually assess the
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to ensure that
it includes those projects which are detailed in this
SIP as necessary for attainment of the ozone standard.
Because no new projects are required to attain the ozone
standard, only those existing projects discussed in Sec-
tion 4.3.3.4 will need to be included in the TIP to de-
termine conformity. The TIP will also be examined an-
nually to ensure that it does not include projects which
would adversely affect those projects which are neces-
sary for attainment of the ozone standard.

Following Metro's review of the Transportation Improve-
ment Program, UMTA and FHWA will make the final deter-
mination of conformity. The FY 1982 TIP has been re-
viewed and was found to be in conformlty with the
currently adopted SIP.



Ozone SIP
Errata Sheet
Page 2

p. 72 4.3.6.4 Basic Transportation Needs
(New Section)

The Environmental Protection Agency requires funding and
implementation of public transportation measures to main-
tain mobility where transportation control strategies are
implemented. While no additional transportation control
strategies are called for in this plan to attain the
ozone standard, the region is continuing its emphasis on
high levels of transit and ridesharing as a means of pro-
viding mobility to the general public, while helping to
relieve congestion on the highway system, reduce pollutant
emissions and conserve energy. This is evidenced by the
numerous transit and rideshare projects discussed in Sec-
tions 4.3.3.4, 4.3.3.5, and 4.3.3.6 of this Plan.

. In addition, the region's recommended Regional Transpor-
‘tation Plan through the year 2000 calls for a quality of
transit service that is reasonably comparable to alter-
native modes of travel. Transit ridership, under this
Plan, is expected to increase to 3.2 times today's levels,
while overall travel demand increases only 1.5 times. An
increase in ridesharing for work trips of 1.5 times cur-
rent levels is also called for in the Regional Transpor-
tation Plan. Together, these programs should provide for
the basic transportation needs of the Portland metropolitan
area's citizens. '

RB:1lmk
2-25-82



The audit just completed by the independent firm of

Coopers & Lybrand is required by law to be filed with the
office of the secretary of state.

I'm sure if there is any problem with the thoroughness
or accuracy of the audit, the secretary of state's office
will let us know.

In the meantime, I suggest we spend‘our time and money
implementing the management improvements proposed to us by
the independent auditors.

It would be a much wiser use of public finds, in my view,
to hire another bookkeeper, if we need one, than to spend
thousands of dollars to duplicate the audit just completed
by Coopers & Lybrand.

It's important to point out that the audit we just
received is for the last fiscal year. Within the next few
months, we must prepare for the audit of our books for this
fiscal year.

We know what improvements need to be made. Let's buckle
down, keep our books in order, and carry out the responsibility
Metro has for running the zoo, planning transportation
improvements in the region, increasing our recycling services,

and developing a regional system for handling garbage.
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February 11, 1982 -

Mr. Mike Burton

'~ Metropolitan Service District

527 S. W. Hall
Portland, Oregon 97201

Dear Mr. Burton:

You and your fellow council members were advised by myself and
other engineers that the Wildwood Landfill Feasibility report was no where
near adequate for acceptance or forwarding to the County Planning Commission.

As you well know, report comments came from engineers with
excellent credentials and invaluable resources to draw upon from their many
years of civil engineering experience with the US Corps.of Engineers.
Comments on the report were developed carefully, professionally and
sincerely, indicating major inadequacies in the proposed design. The
response by MSD to these comments were either sophmoric, by-passed
or ignored and depicted as “debunked" by the OREGONIAN. The Corps
of Engineers formal comments were damaging and inadequately answered
also. You simply did not listen!

The published cost of the highly inadequate feasibility
report was approximately $230,000. The cost by the County to '"debunk"
this report was only $5000 and it really should'nt have been much of an
effort on the MSD Council's part to realize that they were wasting
taxpayers money by foolishly going forward with such a report.

The gross ineptness of the MSD organization and council in
particular is once again displayed. You have ignored the advice of
your constituents and proceeded with political expedience no matter what
the cost to the taxpayer, envrionment or the working community in general.

There are far better alternatives to the Wildwood Landfill,
both cost-wise and environmentally and you have committed yourself to
finding and effecting them. MSD must preserve the remaining life of the
St. Johns £ill by forcing Clark county and others into disposing of
their waste elsewhere; stepping up recycling measures and utilizing
landfill sites in the Wilsonville, Clackamas County, Gresham and Washington
County areas. Then you must seek long-term alternatives to the landfills.

I am aware that evaluation efforts through the Corps:. of
Engineers are being made to find a use for the ash from the proposed
resource recovery plant and this is commendable, however, there is far
too little professional and technical effort being made to find a solution.
MSD must hire Architect Engineers who are specialists in the field of

geotechnology and wade disposal and discontinue pouring good money
after bad.
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Mr. Mike Burton

" Page 2

Finally, I say to you, please use your good common-sense
judgement to the overwhelming benefit of your community rather . than
following along with the political tide.

Sincerely,
M. J. Setvin, P, E.

Route 5, Box 542
Portland, Or 97231

cc: St, Johns's Review
Scappoose Spotlight
Multnomah County Commissioners
Cindy Banzer - Metropolitan Service District
Rep. Vera Katz
Governor V. Atiyeh



February 8, 1982

Mr, Mike Burton
6937 N. Fiske
Portland, OR 97203

RE: Wildwood Sanitary Landfill
Dear Mr, Burton:

You may recall, in June of 1981, I and other residents of N. W.
Multnomah County presented tesitmony before the Metro council

that questioned the validity of CH2M's feasibility report and the
proposed plan for constructing a landfill at the Wildwood site.

At your request, I also provided in a letter of Jiune 23, 1981

(copy enclosed) specific comments on engineering aspects of the site,
particularly the slope stability problem. You were about the only
council member who even questioned the Metro and CH2M staff members
before the council voted to proceed with the application to
Multnomah County for a conditional land use permit. Your concerns
were valid then, and they are valid now; Metro staff has not
resolved the questions concerning technical feasibility of the
Wildwood site.

I noted in the St. Johns Review article of February 4 on the
Wildwood landfill, quotations from Mr. Merle Irvine that --"We
(Metro) will stop our efforts if the site won't work, is too
costly or is not safe." "The question is: is the site feasible?---"
The answer is no! The site isnot feasible - from both a
technical and economic viewpoint. Further expenditures of tax-
payers monies for studies ofthis site would be a waste; enough
money has already been spent on this one site to show how costly
this regional service would be for over 1 million users in the
next 25 or 30 years.

A recent article in the Oregonian on fiscal reforms for MSD was
very interesting; I think it is important thatthe elected Metro
council members should be in control andtake an active role in
setting policy and reviewing staff recommendations. The
executive officer and his staff should have clearly defined areas
of responsibility and performance stardérds to implement the
council's decisions and directions for action. The executive
officer and his staff should be fully accountable to the council



Page Two 2-8=82 Mr. Mike Burton

for what they do and how they do it. If they overstep their
authority or are not competent, that should be sufficlidnt grounds
for dismissal and/or demotion. How else can thepublic interest be
protected?

The recent revelations of Metro's fiscal problems and acknowledged
mistakes by the staff, I believe, are only a small part of Metro's
problems, just the "tip of the iceberg". When costs for Metro's
solid waste program of energy recovery plant at Oregon City and

the Wildwood Sanitary Landfill are revealed, the tri-county area
residents will be aghast; a reaction, probably similar to everyones
reaction to the WPPSS financial disaster with the NW regions
nuclear power plants. Why? Poor planning leads to poor decisions
and a potential for a future financial disaster.

Unless Metro improves their planning efforts, listens to the
public, and makes sound financial decisions, we are heading for
trouble. I can see it coming and I hope you and other council
members recognize these problems and take appropriate action
now.

Yours truly,

Gordon C. Hoare P.E.

Route 5 Box 1090

Portland, OR 97231

enc.

cc: Multnomah County Commissioners
Washington County Commissioners
Clackamas County Commissioners
Mayor Frank Ivancie
Representative Vera Katz



