METRO

Approx.
_Time

72330

7:45

7250

8:00

8:30

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

/\ (3 E Pq [) /\ i REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING

Date: APRIL 7, 1983
Day: THURSDAY
Time: 6:30 P.M. —— Executive Session
7:30 P.M. —-- Regular Council Meeting

Place: COUNCIL CHAMBER

CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL

i}

20
3.
4.
5.

6.

Introductions.

Councilor Communications.

Executive Officer Communications.

Written Communications to Council on Non-Agenda Items.

Citizen Communications to Council on Non-Agenda Items.
ORDINANCES

6.1 Ordinance No. 83-151, amending the Metro Urban
Growth Boundary in Multnomah County for Con-
tested Case No. 82-2. (Second Reading)

RESOLUTIONS

Tl Consideration of Resolution No. 83-396, for the
purpose of amending the Federal Aid Urban (FAU)
Boundary ‘to incorporate the addition of Western
Hayden Island to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

7.2 Consideration of Resolution No. 83-397, for the
purpose of creating a Minority Business Enterprise
Policy Review Committee and confirming appoint-—
ments thereto.

Legislative Report.

Committee Reports.

ADJOURN

Presented By

Banzer?/
Siegel

Banzer/
Cotugno

Banzer/
Barker



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: March 31, 1983
To: Rick Gustafson, Executive Officer
From: Personnel

Regarding:. Waiver of Personnel Rules

On March 14, 1983, Wayne Coppel, Solid Waste Engineer, res1gned
His last day will be April 15, 1983.

In order to accelerate the recruitment process for the position

of Engineer III, Dan Durig, Director of Solid Waste, has requested
that the Personnel Rules be waived to allow for immediate outside
recruitment. Currently, in-house, there are no employees in

the Engineer I or II positions.

Personnel Rules require posting of vacant positions in-house
five working days before outside recruitment (14 days) commences.
The purpose of this memorandum is to request that the Personnel
‘ Rules be waived pursuant to Section 5 (of the new rules),
: Variances, (see attached), to allow for the immediate simul-:
taneous posting in-house and outside to recruit a full-time
regular candidate.

Please sign below to indicate your approval of waiving the
Personnel Rules regarding recruiting policies to facilitate
proceeding with the above stated program.

QA VZ Ly QQM »@W;

Rick Gustbfso Dan Durig -
Executive Of cer Director of_Solid Waste
‘ DAD:bb
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which they are to be considered. Employee access to copies of the
proposed amendments shall be provided by their distribution to all
Directors of departments, Personnel Office and to the Chairman of
the Employees Association, in addition to the posting required
above. Employee responses, if any, shall be reported to Council
coincidental with Council consideratlon of the proposed amendments.

Section 4 Separability: If any section, subsectlon, sentence,
clause or phrase of this ordinance is for any reason held to be
invalid by a court of competent Jurlsd1ct1on, such decision shall
not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this
ordinance.

Section 5 Variances: The Executive Officer shall have the power to
vary or to modify the strict application of the provisions of this
ordinance in any case in which the strict application of said
provisions would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary
hardships on either the agency or employee or both.. All approved
variances shall be subject to Council ratification, and shall be
reported to the Council in written summary form at the next regular
meeting following the date of approval. The chairperson of the
Employees' Adv1sory Committee shall receive a wr1tten summary of the
variance prior to this meeting.

Section 6 Definitions: As used in this ordinance, as well as in
day to day personnel matters, the follow1ng terms, shall have the

. meanxngs 1ndicated-’ﬁrguu, .T;:. SR __2;.‘_ e e .f_:tfff

1. "Adm1n15trat1ve Leave“ means leave wlth pay granted by the
Executive Officer for employees who work in
classifications which are exempt from overtime pay.

2. "Appointment“ includes all means of selecting or employing
any person to hold any positions subject to this
ordinance. Appointment does not include promotion.

3. "Anniversary Date" means the anniversary of the date on
which an employee reached the Entry Merit Rate described
in the Salary Plan for the position currently held.

4. "Appeal" means an oral or written request to a department
head or the Executive Officer for reconsideration of a
decision adverse to an employee's interests.

5. "Appointing Power" means the Executive Officer or his/her
designee.

6. | "Central Personnel File" means a file which contains
complete personnel records of all Metro employees.

7. "Class"” means a group of positions suffxcxently alike 1n
responsibilities and authorities to require similar
qualifications.
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SUBSTITUTE RESOLUTION

BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF CREATING A ) RESOLUTION NO. 83-397
MINORITY BUSINESS ENTERPRISE POLICY)

REVIEW COMMITTEE AND CONFIRMING ) Introduced by Presiding
APPOINTMENTS THERETO ) Officer Cindy Banzer

WHEREAS, The minority business community has expressed
concerns regarding Metro's Minority Business Enterprise (MBE)
policies, and have requested revisions to these policies; and

WHEREAS, The Metro Council recognizes that existing MBE
policies have been at issue when awarding construction contracts; and

WHEREAS, The Metro Council has expressed a need to review
existing MBE policies and on March 24, 1983, indicated its intention
to form a committee to review MBE policies; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1 That the Metro Council hereby creates an ad hoc
committee to review Metro's existing MBE policies.

2 That the Committee shall be known as the MBE Policy
Review Committee.

3. That the Committee shall be comprised of the
following individuals representing the following organizations:

Councilor Gary Hansen, Metro (Chairperson)
Charles Crews, National Business League
Grace Gallegos, IMPACT
Ron Anderson, Associated General Contractors
Don Matsuda, Small Business Administration
Harold Vaughan, City of Portland, MBE Program
Kay Rich, Metro Staff

4. That the MBE Committee shall review Metro's MBE

policies and make recommendations for improving said policies.




5. That the MBE Committee shall submit its
recommendations to the Council Coordinating Committee for initial
review.

6. That the Council Coordinating Committee shall seek
additional input from the minority business community and shall hold
at least one public hearing.

7. That the Couhcil Coordinating Committee'shall submit
its recommendations to the Metro Council.

8. That the MBE Policy Review Committee shall be

dissolved upon the adoption of revised MBE policies by the Metro

Council.
ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
this day of ¢« 1983.
Presiding Officer
CB/gl
8165B/283

3/30/83




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE CF SUPPORTING ) RESOLUTION NO.
SPONSORSHIP OF THE COLUMBIA ) :
) Introduced by Councilor
)

Marge Kafoury

WILLAMETTE FUTURES FORUM
CONFERENCE, JUNE 4, 1983

WHEREAS, The Ad Hoc Futures Committee was formed in the
summer‘of 1981 by the Metropolitan Service District (Metro) Council
to support research on the trends of changes in the Portland area;
and 7

WHEREAs; The Ad Hoc Futures Committee was supported by
members from the City Club, the Metropolitan Citizens League, the
Chamﬁer of Commerce, Metro Council, and City ahd County governments;
and . |

| WHEREAS, This Committee met frequently for more than a year
‘to study all the previous long-range planning for the Portland area,
and to evaluate current efforts in other cities, and to seek
guidance from futurists; and
| WHEREAS, This Committee finished their research and

published their findings in a document entitled CRITICAL CHOICES FOR
GREATER PORTLQND, wherein they identified areas of critical concern
for the future of the Portland area; and |

WHEREAS, It was recognized that greater public awareness
and involvement was needed to find the best solutions to the
problems within the critical areas, and a public conference was
de51gned to enable public participation; and |

WHEREAS The Oregon Community Foundation agreed that thev

critical areas of concern were valid issues affectlng the quality of




life in the present and future, and granted funds for a public

conference; and : ’

WHEREAS, The Columbia Willamette Futures Forum is
Presenting its first annual Critical Choices Conference on June 4,
'1983, at the University of Portland; and

WHEREAS, The Metro Council recognizes the importance of the
Conference in bringing diverse groups together to examine new
directions for the future of the region; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the Metro Council hereby joins with several
other organizations and government entities in the region as a
sponsor of the Columbia Willamette Futures Forum Conference to be
held June 4, 1983.

2. That the Metro Council encourages the citizens of the

region to participate in the Critical Choices Conference.

ADOPTED'by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1983.

Presiding Officer

CK/srb
8268B/283
04/07/83




An examination of the issues confronting the
Portland-Vancouver Metropolitan Area in the next decade

SATURDAY, JUNE 4th, 8:00 a.m. - S:OQ P.m.

UNIVERSITY OF PORTLAND, BUCKLEY CENTER

Spearheaded by the Columbia/Willamette‘Futures Forum
in concert with the Center for Urban Education
through support from the Oregon Community Foundation

GOALS & ACTIVITIES

1) To bring together diverse groups and key individuals

to examine new directions for the future of the region.

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)

(£)

To educate, arouse and enthuse the public about the
opportunity to plan for the future.

To encourage participants to propose their own
agenda of issues for the future.

To encourage participants to propose their own
processes for dealing with the issues.

To share tools, strategies and information.

To provide for contact and coordination among
those groups interested in looking at the

future and alternatives.

To introduce "leading edge" thinkers in the field
of futures.

2) To pinpoint issues and make recommendations.

(d) To promote formation of community task forces to
explore critical choice areas.
(b) To reduce duplication of efforts and to make better
use of limited resources in the area.
(c) To ensure that the separate, "emerging" issues are
seen as part of a whole life-picture that is new
~ and ever changing.
(d) To develop a common language.
3) To initiate a variety of on-going futures' activities in the
region,
. (a) To provide a mechanism for "follow-up: after the
conference.
(b) To begin an annual tradition -- an annual benchmark
on the "state of the region".
(¢) To launch the Columbia-Willamette Futures Forum. .
(d) To encourage and identify new and diverse local leadership.

ORGANIZATIONS EXPRESSING ACTIVE SPONSORSHIP INTEREST TO DATE:

Metropolitan Service District Futures Committee

Alliance for Social Change University of Portland
League of Women Voters City of Gresham
Metropolitan Citizens League Gresham Chamber of Commerce

Flexible Ways to Work Mt. Hood Communityv Colleoe -



after 5

Welcome
Special Remarks: Ned Look, Oregon Community Foundation

Keynote address: ‘

Don Michael, author and professor, Stanford
Research Institute: "Getting Ready to Face the Future"

Panel discussion on four critical choice areas:

1) Technology/Telecommunication/Science:
How will the revolution in telecommunication
and altered patterns of communication influence the
way we live, work and govern ourselves? What
social and economic effects will new technological
innovations have on our society, and how will we
respond at. the local level?

2) Economics and Work:
In a period of increased economic ‘instability
and profound structural change in the economy,
can we guarantee continued economic growth and
lasting empldyment opportunities?

3) Patterns of Governance:
Given expanding local needs, shrinking govern-
ment revenues and difficult policy trade-offs,
how will we effectively govern ourselves at the

local level? : ‘

4) Lifestyles and Values:
As our society enters a period of rapid and un-
settling change, how will individuals, families,
communities and institutions adapt and survive?

Luncheon
Concurrent workshops on critical choice areas listed above
Assessment Dialogue.

Telestar: - connecting Washington, D.C., and conference
participants

No-host gathering

COLUMBIA WILLAMETTE FUTURES FORUM STEERING COMMITTEE

Kandis Brewer-Wohler, Chair Adam Davis Judy Phelan
Steve Ames ) Jack Fried Bill Rhodes
Pauline Anderson Julianne Johnson Bill Robertson
Mike Barnes Marge Kafoury - Betty Schedeen
John Broome Steve Lowenstein Steve Schneider
Herb Cawthorne Ruth Ellen Miller Doug Strain

Nancy Waddell

Conference Coordinator: Carol Kirchner, CUE, 221-0984



March 29, 1983

The Hon. Cindy Banzer
METRO

521 SW Hall

Portland, OR 97201

Dear Ms. Banzer:

The Columbia Willamette Futures Forum is presenting its first annual
Critical Choices '83 Conference on Saturday, June 4, 1983, at the Unlver51ty
of Portland, Buckley Center. One of the primary goals of the conference is to
bring diverse groups together to examine new directions for the future of the
region because all of us have a stake in the future viability and livability
of our enviromment.

Therefore, we are seeking a broad-based coalition of organizations and
govermment entities in the Portland/Vancouver Metropolitan area to join
together as sponsors of the conference. We believe your participation as a
sponsor would be an asset to the conference and equally valuable to your
member ship. To ensure that your sponsorship is meaningful, we have fashioned
the following framework for conference activities:

Work study groups on the critical areas are developing
pre-conference discussion material for our sponsoring
organizations so that conference involvement is optimal.

Attitudinal surveys will be taken before and during the
conference to help us assess our recommendations and/or
conclusions.

A special Friday evening, June 3, reception will be held
for the keynote speaker and representatives of the
sponsoring organizations to establish rapport for the
following day's program.

During the conference, we will encourage participants
to propose their own agenda of issues for the future
and the processes for dealing with them now by asking
the questions: Where are we now? Where are we headed?
What could we face along the way? Where would we like
to be? How do we get there?

Columbia Willamette Futures Forum/Center for Urban Education
0245 SW Bancroft, Portland, Oregon 97201 (503) 221-0984




-2

A list of conference registrants will be published to facilitate
on—-going futures' activities.

(A detailed description of conference goals, the day's tentative schedule and
program, and a partial list of sponsoring organizations is attached.)

Your responsibility as a sponsor, should you agree, is simply to give
your public support and encourage participation at the conference of your
member ship.

To draw attention to the significance of this event, we would appreciate
adoption of the enclosed sample resolution officially sponsoring the
conference and proclaiming June 4th the first annual futures day.

June 4th will be an important day in the future of the region. We hope

you will join us as a sponsor and will call you in a few days to discuss this
with you.

Sincerely,

Crid Bchne

Carol Kirchner

Conference rdinatz E :
ndi i
air

S Brewer-wWohler

encs. Columbia wWillamette Futures Forum
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Rick Gustafson
Executive Officer

Metro Council

Cindy Banzer
Presiding Officer
District
Bob Oleson
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District 1
Richard Waker
District 2

Charlie Williamson
District 3

Corky Kirkpatrick
District 4

Jack Deines
District 5

George Van Bergen
District 6

Sharron Kelley
District 7
Ernie Bonner
District 8

Bruce Etlinger
District 10

Marge Kafoury
District 11
Gary Hansen ..
District 12 -

527 SW Hall St.
Portland, OR
97201
503/221-1646

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

Providing Zoo, Transportation, Solid Waste and
other Regional Services

March 30, 1983

8170B/D5
Dear :

This letter is in regard to HB 2228 which alters the

‘existing procedure for the merger of Tri-Met with the

Metropolitan Service District. Attached is additional
information for your consideration as you deliberate on
this bill.

First is a recent editorial from The Oregonian which
supports the Metro Council's position regarding
continuation of the so-called "marriage clause™ between
Tri-Met and Metro.

Second, please find a copy of a letter and attachments
sent to Representative Glenn Otto which follows up on my
commitment to the Intergovernmental Affairs Committee to
draft an ordinance which would preclude a merger with

‘mri-Met until such time as Metro successfully issued bonds

to cover all previous indebtedness to the Oregon Mass
Transit Finance Authority (OMTFA).

As indicated in the letter, Andy Jordan, our General
Counsel, has advised against such an ordinance because
Metro would not have legal authority to issue such
repayment bonds until after the actual merger of Tri-Met
and Metro. Mr. Jordan suggests that an alternative would
be for the Legislature to require OMFTA to issue new bonds
to pay off existing bonds, if and when, the merger takes
place. As he indicates, such a requirement would preserve
the security of present and future OMFTA bonds without
confusing the bond security issue with the policy issues
of the merger. Attached for your consideration is a
proposed amendment to HB 2228 which would implement Mr.
Jordan's suggestion.

It is my understanding that the Committee has received an
amendment to HB 2228 from Assistant Treasurer Fred Hansen



March 30, 1983
Page 2

which would require Metro, prior to a merger with Tri-Met,

to prepare a plan to repay any outstanding bonds when due
and to have such plan approved by the OMFTA.

If the Committee is disposed to proceed with that
amendment, the Metro Council requests that it be clear
that the OMFTA approval be based solely on financial
considerations and that a "sunset" provision be added to
Section 3 to terminate this provision as of July 1, 1986.
The sunset provision would help convey a message to both
Tri-Met and Metro that the Legislature expects the merger
issue to be thoroughly reviewed between legislative
sessions so that the "uncertainty" question will be
answered.

In suhmary, the postion of the Metro Council, in order of
preference, is:

1. That Sections 2 and 3 be removed from HB 2228,
as suggested by the amendments offered by
Representative Jane Cease on March 21, 1983.

2. If the Committee feels compelled to respond to
the issues raised by Tri-Met and the State
Treasurer's office regarding this matter, that
the Committee approve the attached amendment
suggested by Mr. Jordan.

3. If the Committee supports the approach suggested
by Mr. Hansen's amendment, that it be clarified
to require that OMFTA's consideration and
approval of Metro's financial plan be is
restricted to financial matters, and secondly,
that a sunset provision be added to terminate
the provision as of July 1, 1986.

We appreciate your consideration of the Metro Council's
views on this bill and we will be willing to do what we
can to provide additional information as necessary.

Sincérely,

- Cindy Banzer
Presiding Officer

CB/gl1/8166B/D5

Attachments



The Honorable Mary Alice Ford
State Representative

State Capitol H 378

Salem, Oregon 97310

Mary Alice

The Honorable Bernie Agrons
State Representative

State Capitol H 472

Salem, Oregon 97310

Bernie

The Honorable Mary Burrows
State Representative

State Capitol H 386
Salem, Oregon 97310

Mary

The Honorable Ted Calouri
State Representative
State Capitol H 383
Salem, Oregon 97310

Ted

The Honorable Glenn Otto
State Representative
State Capitol H 288
Salem, Oregon 97310
Glenn

The Honorable Carl Hosticka
State Representative

State Capitol H 369

Salem, Oregon 97310

Carl

The Honorable Mike McCracken
State Representative

State Capitol H 278

Salem, Oregon 97310

Mike

8170B/D5




ESTIMATED ONE PERCENT COLA COST FOR ALL NON-Z00 EMPLOYEES

Current@ Without
Depar tment Hour ly +1% X2088 +28%P COoLA pifference®

PLANNING

Transportation $156.53 $158.09 $330,095 $422,521 $418,348 $ 4,172
Development Services 74.90 75.65 157,955 202,183 200,181 2,002
Criminal Justice 31.30 31.61 66,002 84,483 83,654 829
Overhead 3,481
Total Planning Fupd $10,484
SOLID WASTE $242.14 $244.56 $510,646 $653,627 $647,153 $6,474
GENERAL

Council $27.61 $27.89 $ 58,232 $ 74,536 $ 73,792 $ 744
Executive Management 50.70 51.21 106,920 136,858 135,503 1,355
‘ounting 72.83 73.55 153,585 196,588 194,648 1,940
Budget & Admin. Services 83.73 84.57 176,575 226,016 223,780 2,236
Data Resource Center 40.32 40.73 85,038 108,849 107,761 1,088
Data Processing 35.47 35.82 74,802 95,746 94,798 946
Public Affairs 65.84 66.50 138,845 177,721 175,967 1,754
Total General Fund $10,063
Total Metro Cost $27,021

apased on current payroll and wages paid plus proposed new positions.

bOnly FICA and pension costs would be directly increased, same fringe rate is assumed.
Cpoes not include four percent merit in base calculation.

JS/srb
8140B/D4
03/31/83




CONTINGENCY DETAILS
PROPOSED FY 1983-84 BUDGET

GENERAL FUND

Budgeted Contingency $126,380
Uncertain Overhead Revenues (26,734)
Commitment to Maintain Land Use

Program if Grants not Received (18,900)
3% Contingency, Management Policy (66,098)
Difference between Budgeted and

Required Contingency $14,648

SOLID WASTE OPERATING FUND

Budgeted Contingency $545,822
Management & Administration (38,425)
St. Johns Landfill (293,397)
CTRC (214,000)

PLANNING FUND

Budget Contingency $-0-

JS/gl
8198B/D5




STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 6.1

Meeting Date  April 7, 1983

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 83-151, AMENDING
THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY IN MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AS ORDERED BY THE COUNCIL IN CONTESTED CASE NO. 82-2.

Date: March 8, 1983 Presented by: Joseph Cortright

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

On February 24, 1983, the Council decided Contested Case
No. 82-2, and approved a proposal to add western Hayden Island to
the UGB.

The attached Ordinance No. 83-151, implements that order,
formally amending the regional UGB to include western Hayden Island.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

Approval. This Ordinance implements the Council's Order on
Contested Case 82-2.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION

Not applicable. Metro's Contested Case procedures provide for
UGB amendments to be heard directly by Council.

JC/gl
7950B/283
3/8/83




BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE )
 METRO URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY IN )
MULTNOMAH COUNTY FOR CONTESTED )
' CASE NO. 82-2 )

ORDINANCE NO. 83-151

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:
Section 1. The‘District Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), as

~ adopted by OrdinancelNo. 79-77, is hereby amended as indicated in
Exhibit A of this ordinénce wﬁich is incorporated by this reference.

Section 2. In support of the amendment in Section 1 of thié
‘ordinance, the Council hereby adopts Findings, Conclusions and
Recommendation in Exhibit B of this ordinance which is incorporated
ﬂbyithis reference.

Section 3. 1In support of the Findings; Conclusions and Recom-
mendation adopted in Section 2 of this ordinance, the Council hereby
designates as the record herein those documents and records submit;
" ted before or at the hearing in this matter on January 5, 1983.
| Section 4. This ordinance is the final order in Contested Cgée
No. 82-2 for purposes of Metro Code Section 5.02.045.

Section 5. parties to Conteéted Case No. 82-2 may appeal this

ordinance under 1979 Or. Laws, ch. 772.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitah Service District

‘this day of , 1983.

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

JC/gl/7952B/327



UGB AMENDMENT

Exhibit A




Exhibit B )
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BEFORE THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
2‘-16 the matter of a petition of )
© Portland General Electric Company, )
3 Western Transportation Company, )
Hayden Island, Inc., and ) FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS
4 Burlington Northern, Inc. for an ) AND RECOMMENDATION OF
‘amendment to the regional urban ) HEARINGS OFFICER
© 5. growth boundary. )
6 | I. "'Nature Of The Case.
7 This cause is before the Council oﬁ an application by.
8 four landowners for an expansion of the metropolitan area urban
vé growth boundary'to’include their lands, which are located on, and
10 chstitute, the entife wésﬁefn portion of Haydén Island.’ Applicants
11.. own épprdximately 748 acres on the west sidé of the Burlington
12 Northern Railroad Bridge which crosses Hayden Island and the
13 Columbia River. The applicants and their ownerships are as followsr
14 o Applicant ' Approximate Acreage
15 Burlington Northefn, inc.' 33 acres
'15' Hayden Island, Inc. ' -~ 37. acres
T Portland General Electric Company . 496 acres
18' Western Transportatlon Company : 182 acres
'19 _The Bonnev111e Power Admlnlstratlon, not an. applicant, owns an
20 -additional thlrteen acres of property on west Hayden Island,
"cpnsisting of a 200-foot_wide transmission line corridor. .That
22, land is included iﬁ the application. - Bonneville has no objection
23 to‘its inclusion. |
24  Applicants propose that the property be included in the UGB
25

to satisfy the long term regional need for water-dependent, marine -
26, terminal and industrial facilities.

Page 1 - FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

WOLF, GRIFFITH, SITTNER, ABBOTT & ROBERTS

Ons Southweu Columblu
Portland, O
Telephone 2! 2 442




" II.  The Hearing And Administrative Record.

.-

On January 5, 1983, following the mailing and,newspaper
pdblication of a public notice, an evidentiary hearing on the
application was held before me at the offices of the Metropolitan
Serviée'DEStriet Following the evidentiary hearing, the record - .
was held open until January 14, 1983 for the adm1551on of additional

wr1tten testimony.

The administrative record'in>this matter consists of the

o m_‘q o "u» A W N

tape recordinge of the January 5, 1983 proceedings, and the documents

B
L)

identified in Exhibit "A" to this report.
| R ' ITI. Findings Of Fact.
12

The testimony and evidence in this case was substantially"

13 uncontroverted. Only one witness, Mr. Michael Houck of the Audubon .

14 society of Portland, testified in opposition. (Exhibit 27).

;5 MUltnomah_County testified in support of the application, but had
16 ‘
17

certain eencerns. (Exhibits.23 and 25). Mr. Houck's and Multnomen,
Ceunty's testimony are discussed in my conclueions, below. v
;8 o At the-close'of the hearing; applicants submitted 52 |
| ?gjpeges:df proposed findings of fact which appear to have been taken,
_.20 in seme eases; directly from the application or supporting documents.
21 gecause the facts of this proceeding are not in material dispute, E

22 and applicants' findings fairly and accurately set them fOrth, I
23'adopt those findings as my own. The f1nd1ngs appear in Exh1b1t "B”
24 attached hereto and incorporated herein.

25 The Council should note that at. page 5, the f1nd1ngs

26 refer to Multnomah County Ordinance Nos. 333, 334, and 335, and a .

'Ebge 2 - FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

WOLF, GRIFFITH, BITTNER, ABBOTT & ROBERTS
. Atforne )
One Southwest Columbla
Portland, Oregon 97258
‘[slnphonn 222.4422




’1 Multnomah County Plannlng Comm1551on Resolution PC/PRS -82a, and
vz state that they are "attached." They are not attached but do appear

3 elsewhere in the record. See Exhibit 23.

4 ' S IV. Conclusions
5  The legal standards applicable, as the findings correctly
6 state, are statewide Goals 2 (exceptions) and 14 (urbanization).
7 Goal 2 states: _
=8 PART II - EXCEPTIONS: When, dufing the
- application of the statewide goals to plans,
9 it appears that it is not possible to apply
. , the appropriate goal to specific properties
10, : or situations, then each proposed exception
- ' to a goal shall be set forth during the plan
11 ' preparatlon phases and also specifically
noted in the notices of public hearlng. The
12 notices of hearing shall summarize the issues
S . in an understandable and meaningful manner,
13 -
- If the exception to the goal is adopted, then
14 the compelling reasons and facts for that
’ conclusion shall be completely set forth in
15 the plan and shall include:
16 : (a) Why these other uses should be
' ' . prov1ded for; '

17 g
' (b) What alternative locations within

18 -~ the area could be used for the
. . ' : proposed uses; '
19

, ‘ (c) what are the long term environ-
- 20 ‘ B _ ‘mental, economic, social and .
: .~ energy consequences to the locali-
21 . ty, the region or the state from
o ' ' “.'not applying the goal or perm1tt1ng
22 the alternative use;
23 —— f. (d) A finding that the proposedAuses
. _ _ - will be compatible w1th other
24 o adjacent uses.
25 Goal 14 states: |
26 - GOAL: To provide for an orderly and efficient

transition from rural to urban land use.

. Page ' ,
S € 3 - FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION ’
) : s . WOLF, GRIFFITH, BR"'I;NER ABBOTT & ROBERTS
One Sourh\:::: yC:’olumbic: '
. Partland, Oregon 97258
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Urban growth boundaries shall be established to
_' identify and separate urbanizable land from
2 rural land.
3 | Establishment and change of the bbundaries
_ shall be based upon consideration of the .
-4 following factors:
5 (1) Demonstrated need to accom-
. modate long-range urban popula-
6 - tion growth requirements consis-
o tent with LCDC goals;
7. ~ o ’
o - (2) Need for housing, employment
8 opportunities, and livability;
9 - (3) Orderiy'and economic. provision for
- ' ~ public facilities and services;

10 : _ _ :
' (4) Maximum efficiency of land uses
11 within and on the fringe of the-
-existing urban area;

12 »
(5) Environmental, energy, economic
13- , _ and social consequences;
14 (6) Retention of agricultural land as
' - defined, with Class I being the
15 - ' -~ highest priority for retention and
16' : : Class VI the lowest priority; and
L (7) Compatibility of the proposed urban
17 T uses with nearby agr1cu1tural
: ' . ' act1v1t1es.
18 . v ‘
' The results of the above considerations shall be
19 _included in the comprehensive plan. 1In the case
~of a change of a boundary, a governing body
]20 proposing such change in the boundary separating
o urbanizable land from rural land, shall follow
21 the procedures and requirements as set forth in .
the Land Use Planning Goal (Goal 2) for goal
" exceptions.
23 Taken tpgether, these goals require demonstrations:
24

‘a. Of a need for the UGB expansidn (G6a1.14, Factor 1;
25 Goal 2, Part II(a)).
26 ' b. Of a lack of alternative sites (Goal 2, Part II(b)). . N
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c. That the environmental; economic, social, and energy °
coﬁseqdenoes justify the_dacision to enlarge £he boundary (Goal 14,
Factor 5; Goal 2, Part II(c)). |
d. That the proposed uses will be compatible with other
adjacent usea (Goal 2, Part II(d); Goal 14;.Factor 7).
e. Of orderly and economic provision for.publicufacilities
and services (Goa1‘14, Factor 3).
f. Of maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the
fringe of the existing urban area (Goal 14, Factor 4).

g. - Of retention of aoricoltural land (Goal 14, Factor 6).

Need And Alternatives. There is no dispute in this record

that there will be a year-2000 need for additional marine terminal

facilities in the region, and that alternative sites elsewhere on

"the Willamette or Columbia Rivers do not exist (Paragraphs (a) and

(b), above).

Consequences. 'Mr. Michael C. Houck of the Portland Audubon

‘Society argues here, as he did at Multnomah County, that dévelogment

of Wést Hayden Island would destroy one of the last parcels of

.riverine habitat'léft in the greater Portland area, and‘threaten

fishefies-in the area. “(Exhibit 27). Although the habltat resource

_ cannot presently be sa1d to be "unlque" or "significant" in the
‘traditional land use planning sense, Mr. Houck states "it is cleafly

a fast disappearing resource and will likaly enjoy a unique status

)

soon."
The application in this case is not for . a spécifio develop-

ment but for a boundary expan51on to accommodate a. use.. Multnomah.

'I%ge 5 - FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION
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- County addressed Mr. Houck's environmental concerns by withholding

rezoning of the property pending the study, during its Community
Planning Process, of_environmental hazards and their minimization, -

Multnomah County Ordinance No. 334. Through its design review

process, communlty plannlng process, and by meeting the requ1rements

‘of the county s SEC (Area of Signiflcant Environmental Concern)

overlay zone, the county believes negative environmental impacts

can be mihimized;_ Prior to-filling.any wetlands, applicants must

‘secure from the Army Corps of Englneers a permlt under Section 404

of the Clean Water Act. Prior to the 1ssuance of such permit, the

Corps isllegally'required to perform an environmental impact study

- or assessment.

There is no question that any large scale urban develjopment' :

of West Hayden Island would impair wildlife habitat. However the

habitat on West Hayden Island is not, in a planning sense, "unique"

or "significant", and the applicants and county have established a

process for minimizing adverse environmental impacts.. Given the

great importance of marine industrial facilities to the social and

Veconomic grOWth and vitality of the region, and that there are no
alternative'Sites for deep draft marine industrial facilities,‘the

positive social and economic conséequences of an urban'designation -

clearly outweigh the negative environmental conseQuences.

‘Compatibility. West Hayden Island is surrounded by

industrial uses. The only apparently incompatible uses are houseboat

moorages across the Oregon slough near the Burlington Northern

Railroad Bridge. These moorages are non-conforming uses on land ‘

'P%ge 6 - FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION
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zoned for industrial use. A witness at the hearing who resides in

‘a houseboat at thatilocation‘expressed concern about the aesthetic -
‘impact of industrial development across the slough.  The aesthetics
of any development of West Hayden Islahd will be addressed at the
local level, through the county'é community planning and design
:review proeesses. They are not matters of regional concern.

- Public Facilities and Services. The only essential service.

,nbt presently available at an acceptable level at Weethayden Island

© X Nyt s W N

is surface transportation on the west side of the island, and to and

from the island. Multnomah County Ordinance No. 334 provides that

- et [y
- O

before West Hayden ISlanq may be rezoned for marine_industrial use, ‘

~ a transportation study and program must be developed which identifies

| R an
W R

traffic impacts of East Hayden Island, I-5, and north Portland roads,

st
-+

and that adequate transportation programs, assurances, and mechanisms’

Pt

be in place. Mo;eover,_applicants have themselves proposed: to-

(=)

construct a new bridge over the Oregon slohgh to connect West Hayden

[o
q

4island to North Portland roads; to connect-West Hayden Island and_EasE

=
o -

Hayden Island roads with a two-lane, industrial roadway; to widen.

o

North_Portlaﬁd'Road to tWollanes in each'direction at the inter-

N
O

.section with a new access to the Rivergate industrial district if

o
—

.Athisiroadwey intersects North‘Poftland Road at grade; to utilize

N
N

carpooling, Eransit, and flexible wbrk'schedules to minimize

peak-hour traffic.

‘NN
SO

- Traffic problems on I-5 in the Hayden Island vicinity

tE
o

presently ekiet, but may be alleviated by the completion of I-205.'
_26,ahd py other publicly&funded, improvemehﬁs to the inte;state system

‘Ihge 7 -~ FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION
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in the vicinity. See Findings, pp. 40—42 " Even if these 1mprovements

"do not materialize, there is no evidence that development of West

Hayden Island will contribute 31gn1f1cant1y to the existing problem.
Appllcants propose to do as much as any prlvate developer

reasonably could to minimize 1mpacts on an ex1st1ng regional trans—

_portation problem. Because there is no evidence that applicants'

proposal would aggravate the existing problem in e significant way,

‘the present inadequacies do not furnish a basis for denial of the

‘urban classification they seek.

. Remaining Issues. The soils on West Hayden Island are

not agricultural withinvthe goal 3 definition, are among the worst

‘in the region, and do not qualify for'retention under goal 14,

Factor 6. The closest agricultural lands are on Sauvie Island, two .

~miles away. There is no evidence that granting of this application
‘would have any adverse effect on any agricultﬁral activities,

‘(Goal 14, Factor 7)._'There is no evidence that available deep

draft riverfront land in the existing UGB is not efficiently being

utilized, or that needed marine industrial space could be afforded

by more efficient utilization of such land. (Goal 14, Factor 4.)

Conclusion. For the foregoing reasons, I conclude that

all‘applicablexlegal-standards are satisfied by applicants' proposal. -

V. Further Assurances

Much of applicants' case rests upon commitments it has
madée in its application and upon conditions imposed by Multnomah
County in its approval of comprehensive plen'changes for the property.

Multnomah County  has expressed concern that if West Hayden Island is ‘

Page 8 - FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION
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annexed to Portland, that the conditions it has imposed will survive.
For examplé, since the application and approvals have been predicated

upon use of the property for marine‘industrial use, the county would

‘like to ensure that it not be used for general industrial, commercial,

or residential uses. The county has imposed conditions requiring
transportation studies and assurances, environmental protection, -

and other requirements that strike at the fundamentals of the

~applications. both to the county and to this Council.

The county appears to suggest that this Council impose,

as conditions of approval of an urban classification, the conditions

‘it imposed when it approved comprehensive plan changes for the

property. This suggestion is in my judgment unnecessary and un= ..

'desirable.

Applicants have, in their application to this Council, -

made representations as to the use and development of their property.

These commitments are made not only in the application but in the
'findings they have proposed, which I recommend for adoption. 1If

at some time prior to satisfaction of ‘those commitments the land

is annexed tb,Portland, and Portland fails to promote the interests

the commitments are designed to protect, the county or any other

person having standing may-apply'to_this Council for restoration

of the rural designation. - If the conditions have changed to the
extent that the standards of Goals 2 and 14 are no longer satisfied,"

the Council should remove the land from the UGB.

It is the résponsibflity of this Council to care for the

1regiona1 aspects of land use planning. See ORS 268.015, 268.380,

WOLF, GRIFFITH, BITTNER, ABBOTT & ROBERTS
Attorneys
One Southwest Columbia
Portland, Oregon 97258
Telephone 222.4422
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268.385, 268.390. Cities and counties have 5een designated Eo
promote énd manage.the day-to-day local aspécts of land hse.

- ORS 197.005(3).-lWhéther, for exampie, the tfansportation issues
assoéiated'with this project are addressed in.a Multnomah County
community~planning process or in a different process of the City
-of Portiand, is immaterial to this Council, so long as the
commitments made in the application, which include the conditions

imposed by the county, are substantially sétisfied. It is not the

W ® T & i H L N

function of this Council to tell the City of Portland how ‘to extend

ol
<

transportation facilities to West Hayden Island in an:ofdefly,

L ped
i

efficient manner if this land is annexed. See Goal 14, Factor 3.

—t
~N

That is the city's job; If the city fails to hold applicants to

b
w

the commitments made hére, see, €.9.., Findings, p. 41, or to ‘

B
o+

:substantially similar and equally effective requirements, the

—t
w

county may return and complain.

[y
[=)]

VI. Recommendation.

P et
~3

For the foregoing reasons, I recommend that-West Hayden

fu—y
&

j;sland be reclassified from "rural" to "urban", and be included

L
i

in the metropolitan’area UGB, and that no conditions be imposed by

L.
o

this Cbuncil.

N
[t

 DATED this 28th day of January, 1983. -

Respectfully submitted,

N N
> W

Frank Jegselson
Special Hearings Officer

26 | | | | e

Page 10 - FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

o
o

WOLF, GRIFFITH, BITTNER, ABBOTT & ROBERTS
. Attorneys
One Southwest Columbia
Portland, Oregon 97258
Telephone 222.4422 :




‘EXHIBIT "A"

BEFORE THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

In the matter of a petition of
Portland General Electric Company,
Western Transportation Company,
Hayden Island, Inc., and

~ Burlington Northern, Inc. for an
‘amendment to the regional urban

- growth boundary.

N N N NP P “ouit®

DOCUMENTS RECEIVED_INTO_EVIDENCE
1. .Certificates of maillng
2. List of persons receivlng notice
3. Copy Qf_mailed notice -
4. Copy of printed notice
‘5. Letter from SteQe Siegel, Metro
6. Applicant's Exhibit "A"
7. Oregon Ports Study
H8. Applicant's Petition
9. Wetlands Map

10. Carl Buttke submission, dated February 19, 1982,
September 21, 1982

11. Resumes of applicant's witnesses
lz,e«Outline of applicant's presentation

lﬁ,' Aerial photo of Hayden Island |

‘14. ‘Dupllcates of appllcant's slldes

15,' Bar chart of demand and supply

16. Portland harbor aerial photo - 1556

17.  Portland harbor aerial photo - 1971.

18. Portland harbor aerial photo - 1980

19, Applicant's table, II-36 - "Summary of Need"
20, Class Harbor Brochure | |

21. Metropolitan Portland Area Waterways Development Plan




22.
23,
24,

25.

26.
27.
28.

29.

30.

Letter from Bob Stacey, 1000 Friends of Oregon
Letter from Janice Newton, Multnomah County

-

Letter from Rich Schulberg, Governor's Advisory
Committee for Maritime Affairs

Letter from Ted Spence, Oregon Department of Transpoftation
Letter from Jahice.Newtoﬁ, Multnqmah'cdunty ‘
Letﬁer'from Mike Houbk,.Audubon Society of Portland
Lettér.from West Kvarsten, Bonneville Power Administration
Applicant's proposed findings |

Letter from Robert S. Ball, attorney for applicants.




EXHIBIT "B"

PETITION FOR EXPANSION OF
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT'S
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

Proposed Flndlngs of Fact
Submltted by Portland General Electrlc Company

Dated January 14, 1983
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PETITION FOR EXPANSION OF
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT'S
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

Proposed Findings of Fact
Submitted by Portland General Electric Company
Dated January 14, 1983

1.  Applicants' Proposal

This is an application for‘expansion of tne Metropolitan .
Serv1ce District Urban Growth Boundary to include approx1mate1y7
.760 acres located on the western portion of Hayden Island. The
-_property is located on the west side of the Burlington»Northern
Railroad Bridge which crosses Hayden Island and the Columbia
River. The co-applicants in this application and their fespec-

tive ownerships of the subject property are as foliows:

Co-applicants ' Approximate Acreage
Burlington Northern, Inc. 33 acres
Hayden Island, Inc. . 37 acres
Portland General Electric Co. : 496 acres
Western Transportation Co. 182 acres

'In addition, United States Government (Bonneville.Powet Adminis#
”tration)-owns approximately 13 acres of the subject prOperty,'
con51sting of a ‘200 foot wide transmission llne corridor across
western Hayden Island. Although the BonneVille Power Adminis-

" tration is not a co-applicant in this application, it does not
‘object to the application. |

‘ The purpose.of the application is to include western Hayden
ieland in the Urban Growth Boundary in order to designate the
,property as urban and allow its eventual development for marine

.industrial purposes. A hearing on this application was held_

~ before Frank Josselson, HearingSFOfficer for the Metropolitan




Service District, on January 5, 1983. The"exhibits listed on
'Exhibit A were 1ntroduced and received durlng that hearlng.

No specific development plans are proposed by the appllcants
at this time. The subject property is presently in a natural

state, and is used for the grazing of livestock.

2. Physical Characteristics

Hayden Island is located near the confluencerf the
Willamette and Columbia Rivers, between the Cities of Portland,
Oregon and Vancouver, Washington. It is separated on the south
l'from the City of Portland by the Oregon Slough (sometimes called
ithe North Portland Channel), and from Vancouver by the main
channel‘of the Columbia River. The only automoblle access to
Hayden Island is via the Interstate-5 Freeway which connects the
flsland to the malnland. Rail access is prov1ded by a main 11ne
-of the Burllngton Northern Rallroad |

The total length of Hayden and Tomahawk Islands comblned is
Vapprox1mate1y 5.8 miles; the portion under study, -which is west
of the Burlington Northern Railroad bridge,vcomprises about
one-half or 3 miles of this length, and is approximately 760 .
Vaores..-The long and narrow western portion contains approxi-
ﬁateiy 30,000 lineal feet of.shoreline'along the Columbia River_
and Oregon Slough. The north shore, as far as the Interstate
Brldge, and the south shore, from the west tip of the 1sland to
the BPA.transmlsslon lines, are adjacent to the Columbia River
'40-foot channel. With the exception of the relatively narrow

~ western tip, the island has an average width of 2,800 feet,




The terrain is generally flat, with slopes of no more than
‘3%. ﬁlevationslrange from 10 feet at the shoreline to 29 feetv
above mean sea level,at high‘points of the island. Most of the
area is within the 100 year floodway:fringe, i.e. floodplain;_of B
the Columbia River.

- 3. Planning Background

(a)_ EXISTING PLANNING AND ZONING DESIGNATIONS

The subject property 1s presently de51gnated Natural Resource,
_‘Multlple.Use Forest on'the Multnomah County Comprehensive Plan.

It is zoned ﬁﬁF-;Q;»Multiple.Use Forest, SEC (Area of Significant
_Environmental Concern)f Multnomah County desiénated Western
Hayden Island as Naturai Resource, Multiple pse Forest in 1977 in

| oonnection with the adoption of its Comprehensive Framework Plan.

’~The property was so de51gnated because (i) the western portion of

Hayden Island has extremely limited vehicular access, (ii) the_
land was in the recognized 100 year flood plaln, (111) no inventory
or analysis of the wildlife habitat and other environmental

issues hadvbeenxprepared,‘(iv) no other detailedvanalysis of the
wavailahility of public facilities or services had been conducted,
(v) there‘was no demonstration of a need»for designation of the
property for_any other purpose, and (vi) no specific plans or
commitments to‘provide_services;orhto develop the subject property

were indicated to Multnomah County.

- (b) PGE PLP;NNING _ |
In 1978, Portland General Electrlc Company (PGE)7 as the'

largest land owner of the subject property, 1n1t1ated a study of




) the appropriate use to be made of the property. The study was - - ‘

rconducted by Cogan & Assoc1ates, consultants 1n plannlng and v
public affalrs. The purpose of ‘the' study was to 1dent1fy potential
land uses which appeared economically fea31b1e and in the publlc
interest after taklng an- 1nventory of the characterlstlcs of the
area, evaluatlng site requlrements, economlc feasibility, and
public 1mpacts, and examining potential development alternatives.
Cogan & Associates initially recommended to PGE in 1980 that the
property be,planned for water-dependent'1ndustr1a1 uses with

- compatible commercial, residential and recreational uses. The
present proposal is for marinevinduStrlalvand related'usesl'

(c) CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT

' The planning process carried on by PGE has included extensive'
oitizen involvement_. There have been direct contacts with more ‘ ’
‘than 64 individuals, 22 public ageneies and 19 private groups and
_1nterests concernlng the proposed uses of the subject property.

In addition, numerous publlc meetlngs and hearlngs have been held
relating to the plannlng for the property and thls appllcatlon.

In addltlon‘t ‘me tlngs sponsored by GE, Multnomah County held a

_publlc meetlng_ln NorthTPortland to'discuss’ changes 1n_the'
»Multnomah County Comprehen31ve Framework Plan. The Multnomah
County Plannlng Commission then held two publlc hearlngs in
,addltlon to a publlc workshop, and the Multnomah County Board of
:Comm1551oners has held two hearings with' respect to planning

'appllcatlons before Multnomah County. ' " -

~




(d) ADOPTION OF URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

In 1978, the Metropolitan Service Dlstrlct adopted the
,ﬁegional Urban Growth Boundary and 1nc1uded-the eastern portion
of Hayden Island within the Urban Growth Boundary and excluded
_the western portion.of Hayden Island from the Urban Growth
déounddry. The wésﬁern,portion of Hayden Island was exclﬁded;from
the boundary‘becéusé of its designation as natural resource and
.becaﬁse,all similérly designated properties were e#cluded from
the Urban Growth Boundary.

. {(e) MULTNOMAH COUNTY PLAN CHANGE

. On July 12, 1982, the Multnomah County Planning Cdmmission
;adoptédvResolution PC/PR5-82a, a copy of which is attached hereto
dés Exhibit B, pursuant to which the Planning Commission recom-
'mended_to the Multnomah County Board of Commissionefs that the
TBoard of Commissioners take the actions ultimately taken in
_Ordinance Nos. 333, 334 and 335.
| :,EffeCtive September 9, 1982, the Board of Commissioners of

Multnomah County adopted.Ordinances Nos. ‘333, 334 and 335.

e Coples of such ordlnances are attached hereto as Exhlblts c, D

and E,'respectlvely. Ordinance No. 333 rede51gnated the subject
property from "Natural ResqurCe Multiple Use Forestry" to "Urban."
,Qrdihanéé No.‘334 revised the Hayden Island Plan, which is a
";dmmunity plan.adopted‘in 1976 for the east pOrtiOh of Haydeh
'szland,ﬂto.add gfowth ﬁanagement policies for that pbrtion of
vHaydenV;sland ﬁest of the Burlington Northern Railroad (the
_ subject préperty).OVOrdinance No. 335 amended the Mul%nbmah

\

‘County Comprehensive Framework Plan to add a marine




| ‘transportat.ion s.ystem policy, -No. " 33A,as an :addi'tion to the - .
existing transportation system policy,'No.'33, in the Multnomah
County Comprehensive Eramework Plan. Ordinance Nos.'333 and 334
will takeleffect upondfhe Metropolitan Service‘District's‘decision*
to include that portion of Hayden Island west of.the Burlington ”
ﬁorthern Railroad in the regional Urban GrowthvBoundary.‘
| "~ The designation of the subject propertyvas a natural resource
' area in the Multnomah,Counry Comprehensive Plan (which designation
"would automaticaily cnange.to an urban designationvif the present
efapplication is approved) requires that the uses of the property

‘be limited to agricultural, forest and low intensity residential
‘and recreational uses. Urban development and planning for urban
services are precluded because the area is outside the regional

VVUrban Growth Boundary. _Approval of a change in the regional .
; Urban Growth Boundary would fulfill the condition of Multnomah
County's approVal of.avchange of designation of the property from
Natural Resource, Multiple'Use Forest tovUrban. The property

would remain zoned MUF419 Multiple Use Forest, SEC, (Area of

'Slgnlflcant Env1ronmenta1 Concern), untll the property is rezoned

- for marine 1ndustr1a1 uses.

(£) FUTURE CONTROLS OF USE OF PROPERTY

If the subject boundary adjustment is allowed, the proberty
‘cbuld not be:developedvfor marine industrial purposes without
being rezoned for such uses. Any proposal for rezoning of the
‘property would be subject to Multnomah County's communlty plannlng

-

process, the de51gn revxew process, and - would be subject to the

requirements of the Slgnlflcant Env1ronmental Concern (SEC)




overlay zone. In addition, buffer zones, open. areas and other
appropriate.measures>wonld be considered to preserve and maintain .
fish and &ildlife habitats of the area wherever appropriate.
Prior to developmentzza traffic nanegement study and program
would be required of the developer to provide measures which
could be taken to avoid overburdening the east Heyden Island roed
system, the Interstate-5 interchange, and North Portland roads.
Sucn a program is likely to include consideration of possible
.elternative public and private transit facilities. The transpor-
gation‘program woyld assure that traneportation facilities fboﬁh
on-site and off-éite), transit services and transportation»_
menagement measures and scheduling would be identified prior to a
cone change. ‘Mechanisms‘to provide such assurances wouldebe
iidentified in the»community plan. |

. Western Hayden>Island growth management‘policies would serve
as‘interim policies in the development of a detailed community_
' plan.for rhe spbject property. Such policies of Multnomah County
wou;o,aéSure thac.orderly growth is etaged over time, recognizing
'ﬁhevconstraints‘of the natural resource base, and the need for
development to occur in concurrence with the provision of publlc
fa0111t1es and servmces._‘<

The County is obllgated to 1dent1fy the publlc need and

‘1nterest through the balanc1ng of social, economic, physxcal -and
‘env;ronmental cons;deratlons. Major development constralnts,_
;§§°h:as inadequate roadway capacity or requirements for_off—éite,
'-transportation improvenents, will result in development approvals
being staged by the County in accordance withlrhe public or
private financial ability to provide needed services and faciliries.
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The County would.adopt a community'planzto designatelapprofff,f
priate urban uses‘on the property, which would be'primarily:
marine industrial, and would ldentlfy specific urban services and
fac111t1es whlch would be provided by the publlc and by prlvate
~owners of the property. The time schedule for development of. the
property would be based upon the requirements of the growth |
‘management policy and strategies contained in the Multnomah
County Comprehensive Framework Plan.

| The comprehensive plan designation of western Hayden Island
by Multnomah County would be reclassified from'Future ﬁrban to
ﬁrban Immediate npon'compliance with the growth management
,Jpolioies.of the éomprehensive Framework Plan.a Such policies
would require that a community plan and appropriate implementa-
tion measures have been adopted It would also require approval
“tof a development program for West Hayden Island wh1ch would
insure that facilities and services are provided in an orderly
and economical manner, including site preparation‘and filling,
access:roads, railroads, sewers, water supply, private transit
'facilities and a new roadway bridge over the Oregon Slough.

- The developer of the property would be requlred to assumedfz.
~ the prlmary obllgatlon of obtalnlng flnanclng for constructlng -
.1nfrastructure and providing needed services. If adverse impacts
Aon the infrastructure or facilities outside the communlty are »
fldentlfled the appllcants would be required to demonstrate that

“the beneflts to the public would outweigh the detriments to the
“public. - | | -




If the.present application for expansion of the Urban Growth
' Boundary is approved,'an'extended period of time will still be
required to prepare West dayden Island for development by the
.early to mid 1990's.“f

(g) FUTURE PROCESSES AND APPROVALS REQUIRED FOR DEVELOPMENT

The processes and timelines which are expected to be required

in.order to develop West-Hayden Island are as follows:

(1),'Community Plan. The specific planning for land

-use, roads, services, development standards and other factors

neceSSary‘for deveiopmenr of a master plan will be resolved

"through Muitnomah Countyfs community planning prooess, PGE
.expects such process to be completed in nine to 12 months.

(2) Preliminary Master Plan. After approval of the

~communlty plan, the property owners will prepare a general master
plan to determlne the de51gn of the fill program, phasing,
preliminary engineering, design for the brldge, cost estimates,
etc. PGE expects such process to require six to 12 months.

'(3) Dredge and Fill Permit. After design of a f£ill -

'program, a U S. Army Corp of Englneers Dredge and Fill Permit
‘must be obtained. Thls Wlll 1nvolve rev1ew and approval by
- several publlc agencies, and may requlre the preparatlon and
approval of an environmental impact statement. PGE expects such
process to take between one and three years.

(4) -Coast Guard Bridge Permlt. The proposed construc—

'“tiOn‘of a bridge across the Oregon Slough will ‘be subject-to

review and approval of the United States Coast Guard. PGE



expects. such review and approval to require between four and six .

months.

(5) Development Package. The property owners.intend
to involve a development entity. PGE expects the process of
interviewing interested parties, negotiating with the owners,A
modifjing plans, obtaining finanoing, etc., mey require-betweeh
- six andv18Amonths. |

(6) Filling Program. Development of West Hayden

Island is expected to require between 15,000,000 and 20,000,000
- cubic yards of fill to be deposited on the‘island to raise the
elevation of the ieland above the 100 year flood plain. An
extensive dredging program hust be designed and implemented.
‘Time must also be allowed for settlement and surcharglng of the

fill. PGE expects the first phase of such work to require . '

between 18 and 24 months for the filling:of between 150 and 200
acres. PGE expects the total filling ptogram to'requife a period
‘ of several years.

(7) Engineering Desidgn Approvals. . At the time of

construction, Multnomah County, the Clty of Portland and other
l~publlc agenc1es w;ll need to rev1ew and approve the englneerlng
design of the brldge, roads and services pr;or to their construc-
- .tion. PGE expects such process to require approximately sik ;
dmonths.h | |

(8) Brldqe Constructlon. After permlts have been

obtained and flnan01ng is avallable, PGE expects that- the process

of blddlng on and constructlng a brldge_across the Oregon Slough,
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which will be required for development of West Hayden Island,

will require between 18 and 24 months.

(9) Zone Change. After appropriate urban services are

provided, the property owners expect*to apply for rezoning of thé
property for industrial uses. PGE expects that the time required
;,for.preparation of an application and supportive materials, staff
-.review} ?ublic'hearings, approval and a thirty (30) day waiting
,beriod to be approkimately six months. |

. (10) Marketihg of Land. PGE expects that, after the

rsubject property is ready for development and is free of all
: encumbrances, it will require between:nlne.and 12 months before

-»ah initial sale-oould be closed.

(11) Subdivision; - The property owners expect it to .be
necessary to subdivide the land into parcels‘suitable for indi-.
vidual developers and owners. The procees of preparing the plansii
and processing subdivision applications through appropriate
éovernmental agencies’is-expected to take between-four and six
amonths.' | |

(12)='Architectura1 and Engineerihg Designs. PGE

'iexpects the preparatlon of spec1f1c arch1tectura1 and englneerlng
designs . to take approx1mately six months.

(13) Design Review Process. PGE estimates that. the

time required to meet Multnomah County's design review standards‘

.7in order to be eiigible for an SEC permit will require approx-

.-

imately three months,

~
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(14) Construction. PGE estimates that construction N ‘

activities on thé land will require a minimum. of between six.and
12 months. |

‘Based on the foreéoing analysis of the estimated time
reéuired for completion‘of ordinary public and private processes,
in the event the present application for expansion’of the ﬁrban
‘Growth Boundary is app;oved, West Hayden Islandbwould still not_
be ready for development for a périod between 8-1/% and 16 Years
after the date on whichithe Urban Growth Boupdary.is amended.
Accordingly, pdnsiderapion of the amendmentvappiication reqﬁire§
'an‘analysis of whether the applicable criteria for aajustmehﬁ of
‘the Urban Growth Bpundary are met for a developmeht which would
’océur in the early to mid—1990's;

4, Proposed Use of the Property

‘Both this Appllcatlon and the above-descrlbed ordinances
adopted by Multnomah County are predicated upon the proposed use
. of West Hayden Island for marine 1ndustr1a1 and related»purposes.
.Such_uses are considered to be all uées which require access to
‘the shipping channels of the Columbia and”Willamette Rivers,

~1nc1udlng but not limited to prlvate 1ndustr1es rece1v1ng and
‘,proce551ng raw materlals or shlpplng products, ship bulldlng and
.,repalr firms, marine construction and prlvate and public shlpplng
terminals, and related useé. _ _

.Control of the use to be made of the property legally
resides in Multnomah County rather thaniin the Metrppolitaﬁ',

Service District. Nevertheless, the Applicants have based their

case for adjustment of the Urban Growth_Bbundary on the'prospect ‘

-
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that the property_will be used for.marine industrial and related
purposes. | o
| .PGE has indicated that it does not have any_intention to use
‘its prOperty for purposes other than{permitted in a marine
industrial category. ;Even if those intentions were to change,"
the property owners would be requlred to comply with establlshed -
legal processes in order to develop or use the property for a
-purpose not permltted in a marine 1ndustr1a1 category. To do so,
the property owners would have to meet a substantlal burden in
justlfylng an amendment to the Multnomah County Comprehensive
tFramework Plan. They would be required to comply w1th all
Vappllcable LCDC Goals, and would need approval of a change of the
zoning desxgnatlon of the property. In addltlon, the property |
owners would be confronted with a substantial record that has
. been made before Multnomah County in hearings leading to the .
| ordinances described above, and in a hearing before the Metro-
polltan Serv1ce District Hearing Offlcer, in which the property
owners have con51stently indicated their’ intentions to use the
_.property for marlne 1ndustr1al purposes. ‘
| The publlc is therefore adequately assured that 1f the Urban.-
vGrowth Boundary is expanded as requested the property will be
used for marine 1ndustr1al and related purposes.

5. - Issues Before Metropolitan Service District

The present appllcatlon is governed primarily by the crlterla

‘set forth in LCDC Goals 2 and 14,

LCDC Goal 14 is spec1f1cally appllcable because ‘it provides

- in part that "establishment and change of the boundary shall be
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based upon‘con51deratlon of the factors enumerated thereln.ld' _
LCDC Goal 2 is appllcable because LCDC Goal 14 also prov1des that
"in the case of a change‘of a boundary, a governing body prop081ng
such change in the boundary separating urbanizable land from_
rural iand, shall follow the procedures and requirements as set
~forth in the Land Use Planning Goal (Goal 2) for goal exceptions.“
The requlrements of the remalnlng LCDC Goals are 1ncorpo-
rated in the crlterla of Goals 2 and 14. Although spec1f1c
flndlngs with respect to Goals other than Goals 2 and 14 are
‘largelyhduplicative of findings relatingfto‘the criteria of snch
Goals, the foliowing findings include'specific reference.to‘allv
' Goals as demonstration that all Goals have been specifically
considered in connection with the subject application.
.. The following factors must be considered pursuant to LCbC
‘Goal 14:
(1) ”Demonstrated need to accommodate 1ong-range urban
populatlon growth requlrements con51stent with LCDC

goals-

(2) Need for houSLng, employment opportunltles, and

11vab111ty,

(3). Orderly and economic provision for publlc fa0111t1es

and services;
(4) Maximum efficiency of land uses within and on the
fringe'of the existing urban. area;

(5) Environmental, energy, economic and social -conse-

quences; T ¥
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(6) Retention of agrieuitural land as defined, with Class I
belng the highest priority for retentlon and Class VI
the lowest prlorlty, and,

(7) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby
agricultural activities.

The considerations required by LCDC Goal 2 (Part II) are as

V~follows: |

-(a) Why these other uses should be provided for;

(b) What alternative locations within the area could be
used for the proposed uses;

(c) What are the long term environmental,Aeconomié, social
and energy consequences to the 1ocality, the region‘or‘

- the state from not applying the goal or permitting the
alternatlve use,

(d) A flndlng that the proposed uses w111 be compatlble ;

.- with other adjacent uses.

6. Criteria of LCDC Goal 2 (Land Use Planning)

(a) WHY THESE OTHER USES SHOULD BE PROVIDED FOR

(1) Descr;ptlon of Marine- Transportatlon System

The need for continued expansion of the marine transportation
system-ln the Portland harbor is central to this proposed amendment;
The Multnomah County adoption of a spec1a1 pollcy for the marine
transportatlon system recognizes this need

The marine transportatlon system is composed'of three
. .separate parts: land-side transportation facilities,-ocean-goiné
facilities, and interchange facilities between the two. This

system is used both by public terminals where products from

15




~up river as far as Lewiston, Idaho.

multiple users are shipped and by private industrial users who

ship and/or receive raw materials and products for their own use.

(a)‘ Land facilities

_Portland has a distinct comparative advantage over other

' West Coast ports. The Columbia River creates a navigatien system

as well as a water level route for rail and highway through the

~  Cascades to the Inland Empire and to the‘Midwest grain regions.

With Interstate-5 providing north-south access and Interstate-84

prov1d1ng access to the east, Portland has excellent hlghway

,access for trucks.:

The Southern Pacific, Union Pacific, and Burlington Northern

railroads all serve Portland, providing competitive freight

rates, and the Columbia River dams and locks provide barge access

This network of rail, barge, and highway facilities provides
access to Portland from major markets in the United States. As:
fuel costs 1ncrease, this network is becomlng increasingly

competltlve with the Panama Canal/M1551351pp1 River system to

4prov1de serv1ce to the Midwest. _Other 1ower Columbia River.ports

are lacking Portland's favorable freeway access and are served

only by the Burlington Northern Railroad, thus making them

SLgn;flcantly less competltlve than the Portland harbor.

(b) Ocean facilities

The Columbia River from the bar at,hstoria to Portland is a
federally created and maintained 40-foot draft éhipping-channel.
This channel provides access from Portland to major ports of the

world. The principal markets are Japan, Korea, and bt_:h’er Far .
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:East countriesr Also serv1ced through Portland are Hawaii,
Alaska, Australia, South America, and Europe.f

New markets include China and the Japan-to—Europe'movement
of goods. This movement is called the "land;bridge concept" and
involves the off-loading of ships from Japan on the West Coast
" and shipping the products by rail tolthe East Coast where they
-are reloaded and continue by ship to European ports.

(c) Interchange facilities

.‘Critical to the functioning of the system is the ability to
transfer products from the land-51de fa0111t1es to oceanside
' fac111t1es and vice versa. Over the past 25‘years ship berth
requirements have 1ncreased in size from 350- 400'feet to 750-1,000
feet in length, and the necessary backup land has 1ncreased from
5 -10 acres to 50-100 acres.,

In the Portland harbor, there are moorage and dock fac111t1es
for 40 water-dependent prlvate manufacturers and dlstrlbutors of
prlmary and fabricated metals, petroleum, chemicals, grain, wood
'and paper products,.and;aggregate minerals. These companies
.operate 41 ship berths in the harbor. o

(2) Slgnlflcance of Marine Transportatlon System

A 51gn1f1cant contrlbutlon to the economic base of the area
is made through the payroll, taxes, and other expendltures by
firms located in the Portland harbor. In addltlon to shlpplng

_and rece1v1ng forelgn goods, many of these firms also manufacture

"products for the domestic market. .

According to Port of Portland data, more than 350 commodi-

ties are imported and exported through the’ Port facilities by
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:mlore than 4,000 local f_irmsQ In 1980, the Port's marine terminals ‘

generated approximately $500 million in primary economic impacts.
If the induced ot secondany and tertiary impacts are inoluded,
the total economic benefits are eetimated to exceed $1.2 billion,
More than 34 percent of this amount.is'fetained in Multnomah
County. |

In 1979, port and marine activities supported nearly 34,300
.jobs throughout the state. More than one—third were filled By

' Multnomah County residents. By the year 2000, total economic

benefits are expected to exceed $3 billion (current dollars) with

total tegional employment of 76,800 from Port of Portland facil-
ities alone. Portland is the busiest seaport in the Pacific
Northwest and the largest export point on the West Coast. Its-
harbor activity is an important faotor in making the Portland
bmet;opolitan area an important national distribution center which
ranks ahead of the larger cities of Seattie, Pittsburéh, and'New
Orleans. | o ‘

As discussed in the Oregon Ports Study completed in 1981 for
“the Oregon State Department of Economlc Development and the Land
Conservation and Development Comm1851on (Exhibit F), Portland
harbor facilities are of statewide significance to Oregon's

econony. Portland facilities handle 53% of all exported com-

modities and goods from the state (short tons) and receive 97% of

all forelgn trade 1mports. Portland is the domlnant grain port
in the state and shipments of this commodity are expected to
- continue 1ncrea81ng.. Tonnage ‘shipped between 1960 and 1977 grew

at a compounded annual rate of 5. 8% In addltlon, 1noreasing
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amounts of midwest feed grains destlned for Asia are expected‘to
be Shlpped through Portland facilities.

The majorlty of ~deep draft shlpplng berths iﬁ the state ié'
in Portlana 'According to the Oregon Ports Study, 63 of the |
- total of 94 shlpplng berths in Oregon (67%) are located in
fPortland. ‘Future expansion of this major element of the Portland
“ecoﬁomy depends-on an adequate supply:of‘vacant land suitable to

eccommodate future water-dependent industry. Considering present
land resources, a sﬁbstantial shortage'of such land is predicted
by the year 2000..° | |

' (3) Projected Demand for Marine Industrial Facilities

- (a) Cargo forecasts

Generally, waterfront land needs for specific categories of
commodltles are derlved from forecasts of the amount of cargo
expected to clear public port facilities and industries at a
_specifie futgre time. Analysie of historical trends is another‘
ﬁethod of prbjecting future demand. 1In addition to terminals,
there‘also,are private waterfront industrieslwhich depend on»-
-ships and/or barges to import raw materialsvor‘export finished
_Qdods. I
| Sigﬁificant'inereéses of-carge.for many commodity typesare
anticipated by the year 2000. In 1979, Portland was the leading
graln exporter on the West Coast, with gralns grown in the
_northwest accountlng for 55% of the total tonnage shlpped
Studies have indicated that significant increases of -midwest .
grain shipped to Asian ports are likely to occur as changing

transportation economics and competitive rail rates give Portland
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‘a stronger competitive poéition with Gulf Coast ports. Portland : .
also has the only multi;purpose bulk facility.iﬁ the northwest

ﬁnited States; signifiCanﬁ increases in demand for liquid and dry
cargoes are anticipated. Additional capacity for handling bulk
commodities are expected to be available when the proposed 100

~acre coal/dry bulk facility at Terminal 5 in Rivergate is completed.

According to the Oregon Ports Study - 1980, prepared for the

Oregon Departments of Economic Development and Land Conservation
-and Depelopment by Ogden Beeman and Associates, exports (short
tons) from Portland harbor are pro;ected to increase by 100%
between 1977 and 2000. - Imports are expected to increase by 175%
and total cargo yolume by 119% in this period.

(b) Public Demand on the Lower Columbia Region

The Oregon Ports Study - 1980 concludes that the lower ' ‘
1Columbia‘region, consistiﬁg of the Ports of Astoria, St. Helens,
and Portland, have the greatest opportunity for harbor expansion
in the state{ The’report projects a demand in the lower Columbia
reglon for 27 berths, 22,750 lineal feet of waterfront land and
770 acres of marine 1ndustr1al land by the year 2000. ‘The
report's progected requlrement of 770 acres is considered to be a

mlnlmum need flgure.

(c) Public Demand on the Portland Harbor

~

The Portland harbor is expected to require between 19-22
_berths,_16,750—1§,000 lineal feet of waterfront land and'610-650 :
acres of marine industrial land by the year 2000, Studies

indicate that the majority of the demand not met in Astoria is

likely to accrue to Portland because St. Helens has neither . .
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'Astorla 's prox1m1ty to the mouth of the Columbla nor Portland s
superlor transportatlon network Furthermore, the Port of St.
Helens has a pollcy of not bu11d1ng publlc docks and does not
compete for these facilities with Astoria and Portland.

(d) Private Demand

In'addition to requirements for public port facilities,
~private manufacturing and industrial processing companies are
-significant activities which require access to a deep draft
”shipping channel, sufficient shoreline, and backup land. Such
activities}dependdupon water transportation for movement of raw
materials or finished goods. Some private users of the water;
.front also requlre addltlonal adjacent land.

From 1960 through 1980, average land absorption in the
:Portland harborlfor prlvate industrial uses was 13 acres per
- year. Several industries have expanded their plant and facili-
'ties without acquiring additional land. Based on historioal
trends; it is ekpected that private demand for marine industrial
land in the Portland harbor will be 260 acres by the year 2000.

(e) Demand at Washington Ports

The Port System Study for the Publlc Ports of Washlngton

State, prepared in 1980 by CHzM-Hlll for. the Washlngton Public
Ports‘Assoclatlon, concludes that despite adequate marine indus-
trial acreage, the lower Columbia ports of Vancouver, Kalama, and
Longview faceva critical shortage of water frontage by the turn
' of the century. There is adequate water frontaoe to -accommodate
:17_new deep water berths_on the north side of the Columbia_by the

year 2000. However, an additional six grain terminals and a
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container facility, which require 6,750 lineal feet of waterfront

~and approximately 195 acres of backup land, are allocated in such
study to Puget Sound because of inadequate berthlng space in the
lower Columbia Washington ports. |
Stﬁdies prepared for PGE have indicated this excess demand

on the north side of the Columbia is more likely to accrue to
lower Columbia River ports in Oregon (i.e. Portland and Astoria)
' than to Puget Sound ports. The reasoning of such studies is that
cargo demand in the lower Columbla reglon, from either state,
- would not be likely to shift to Puget Sound due to hlgh costs of
shipping by rail or truck from Portland/Vancouver or areas east
of the Cascade Mountains to the Seattle-Taeoma area. PGE  has
therefore projected that the Portland harbor would need an
additional 150 acres of marine industrial land by the year 2000 ‘ ‘
to meet needs that cannot be met on the north side of the Columbia
' River. |

| The potential for excess demand from Washington ports to
shift to Portland repreSents a major oppoftunity for economic
deveiopment in'Pertland and the state of.Oregon.

(f) Demand for Publlc Terminals

The projected demand in the Portland harbor for publicly
owned marine terminals was the subject of the Port of Portland's»

Marine Terminals Master Plan. 1In 1980, the Port of Portland

initiated a planﬁing process to formulate a 20-year master plan
for developing its facilities. Based on a year 2000 cargo

forecast of nearly 23 million tons, a need for a total of 28

berths was projected.
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' The Port.of ?ortland currently operates 21 berths at five
'marine terminals; without rehabilitation, however; seven ofvthese-
are expected to become obeolete in the near future. Although the_
'_master plan recommends rehabilitation of these aging berths,and
more intense utilization of other existing facilities, it has
" been projected that'asvmany as 10 additional berths may still he'
”required. For public terminals only, the Port expects to require
‘270 to 350 acres with 7,000 to 9, 250 lineal feet of water frontage
to accommodate new. berths.

The Port estimates that even lf all the projected new berths
can be accommodated on its property, it will be severely limited
in its flexibility to meet future unanticipated néeds. Thus, the
‘master plan recommends that the Port set a high priority on

acquiring additional land, cautioning that if it "does not act

' now..land may not be available at the time it is needed."™ At an

average absorption rate of 25 acres per year, the Port will
~ require an additional 500 acres between the years.2000 and 2020l;

(g)j Summary of Demand

The follow1ng table summarizes the total demand in terms of

acres_of.land expected"in.the Portland harbor by the year 2000.
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PROJECTED TOTAL DEMAND FOR ADDITIONAL WATERFRONT
INDUSTRIAL LAND IN PORTLAND HARBOR'- YEAR 2000

Activity - Land Demand (Acres)
Public and private facilities for '
“major commodities -~ 610-650
Private waterfront industries - 260

Facilities to meet excess demand
from Washington ports . 120

TOTAL : 990-1,030

(b) WHAT ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS WITHIN THE AREA COULD BE

USED FOR THE PROPOSED USES?

‘ s ' . .
(1) Characteristics of Appropriate Sites

Because of very specific locational requirements, alternative

sites for deep-draft marine facilities are limited in number and

'size and are more costly than the West Hayden Island site.

To be usable as an interchange facility between the land-

side transportation system and the oéeanside system, land must be

fvadjacent to the 40-foot shipping channel (which extends from the

Interstate-5 Bridge to the Broadway Bridge), be served by rail,
and have access to the interstate freeway system. The proximity
to other shipping facilities and warehouse areas increases the

efficiency of handling many cargoes.

(2) Sites Within Portland Harbor

Remaining uncommitted sites within the existing Urban Growth
Boundary on the 40-foot channel and served by rail are limited to
approximately 315 acres. Approximately 200 acres of such land

are owned by the Port of Portland and 115 acres are in private .
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ownership. The preceding discussion identifies a need for -
approximately 1,000 acres of additional land for marine industrial
uses between now and the year 2000.

(3) Sites in Portland Area Outside Portland Harbor

‘The only alternative sites potentially available in the
Portland area, in addition to the 315 acres available within the
Portland harbor; are as follows:

(a) Ross Island. The use of Ross Island for marine indus-

trial purposeé would require extenéive fill.in ordér to refill
the area which has been excavated for gravel production by Ross
Island Sand and Gravel Company. Ross Island is considered to be
a sensitive environmental area, and it would be difficult to
‘demonstrate that the lbng-term environmental conséquénces of
development of Ross Island would be consistent with LCDC goals.

Ross Island is not on a 40-foot deep draft river_chénnel;;,
The,éhannel would have to be eXtehded to Ross Island from the:
‘Broadway Bridge in Portland. In any event, during high water
'periods'thére is inéufficienﬁ clearance ﬁnder the Marquam Bridge
. for dcean-géing veésels. Development of Ross Island for mariné_
industrial purposes would élso create a need for additional
openings of bridgeé acfoss the Willamette River thch'provide
access to downtown Portland and would théreby increase traffic
congestion in the urban area. Ross Island has no existing rail
or highway access.

For the foregoing'reasons, it is.ﬂbt a reasonable or feasible

_alternative location for the proposed uses.
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(b) The Columbia Community/Government Island Area. Devel-

ophent of such.area would require an addition.of 10-15 miles of
new river channel which would have to be funded and maintained
locally unless cbngressional approval of such funding were
~approved. Addiﬁionally; the Interstate-205 Bridge between
Government Iéland and the mainland is notidesigned for ship
‘ciearance. Avoidance of the low level éoﬁth channel bridge
requires ships'to travel upstream in the main channel fo the end
of Government Island and then return downstream into the channel.

Thé soﬁth channel between Government Island and the mainland
is heavily silted in accordance with policies of the U.S. Army
Cbrp of Engineers which are designed to encourage siltation_ahd
to direct the water into the north channel to scour that channél
.énd to reduce maintenance costs.
| Government Island has no rail or roéd access.

For the foregoing reasons, such area is not a reasonable or
;feasible alternative location for the proposed uses.

(c) Sauvie Island. Sauvie Island is on the 40-foot channel

6£ the Columbia River, but is a primary farm unit with predomi-
ﬁantly Classes I and II soils. Accordingly, it is zoned for
exclusive farm use and is outside the Urban Growth Boundary.
Sauvie Islaﬁd lacks rail access andvhighway aécess-and would
need major roadway -improvements to accommodate truck traffic.
The island lacks'urban services such as é sewer system, water
system, fire protection, etc. | |
For the foregoing reasons, Sauvie_Island is not a reasonable

or feasible alternative location for the proposed uses.
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(d) Lower Columbia River Sites. Outside the Portland

region, alternative locations exist which lack the competitive
advantages of West Hayden.Island. Port success depends upon a
tombination of factors which are avéjlabie to West Hayden Islahd
and are not, in combination, available at any other potential
iocatioﬁ on the lower Columbia River. Aé indicated above,Asuch
factors include acéeSS to rail lines, prefefably with competition
i'befween at ieasﬁvtwo railroads, access to freeways providing both
east-west and north-south travel, and proxiﬁity‘for.barge traffic;
Vﬁo other site on the lower Columbia River has a combination of |
such attributes as are available at West Hayden Island.

(e) ‘Conclusion. No other sites exist within the Portland

region to accommodate the projected demand for marine industrial
acreage.

(c) . WHAT ARE THE LONG-TERM ENVIRONMENTAL, ECONOMIC, SOCIAL

AND ENERGY CONSEQUENCES TO THE LOCALITY, THE REGION OR THE STATE

FROM NOT APPLYING THE GOAL OR PERMITTING THE ALTERNATIVE USE?

;(1) Environmental Consequences

. {aa) Soil Conditiohs

- Hayden Island soilé are composed of loosely consolidated
rivef-deposits,‘underlain by consolidated sand and ciay sediménts
:‘of tﬁe Troutdale and Sandy River formations. The bedrock is |

.éolumbia Basalt. The soils are characterized by generally poér
| drainage and often a highzfisk of floodiﬁg. All are classifiéd
‘as low yield}agriéultural'Class VI, which are suitable primarily
for pastﬁre,'range,'woodland or wildlife habitﬁt. Aithough one:

sbil claséification, the Pilchuck area of 87 acres, is rated és a
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forest site, no Douglas Fir trees are evident on the island. Due

to the high seasonal water table and poor dfainage, all soils on
tﬁe western portion of thé island are subject to‘buildiﬁg and
septic tank limitations. To prevent any flooding problems, the
western portion will need to be filled above the 500 year flood
plain;elevatidn.

.v(bb) Wildlife
No critical fish or wildlife habitat or endangered species

have been identified-én the island. Several species of fish
having some economic or recreational significance may be found in
the vicinity of the island. These include_white sﬁurgeon,
fAﬁerican shad, Coho salmon, Chinook salmon, mountain wﬂifefish,

steelhead (rainbow trout), carp, broﬁn bullhead, channel catfiéh,

large mouth bass, white' crapee and yellow perch. 1In addition, an - ‘

estimated 50-100,000,000 juvenile salmonids migrate past the
island each year. It is believed that on an average these fish

spend relatively little time in the vicinity of the island.

(cc) wildlife Habitat

The island contains two densely populated areas of willows
and cottonwoods. Shoreline vegetation»is‘sparsé,:primarily due
to the deposit of dredging'spoil by the Corps of'Engineers. The
north shore of the island is not considered to be a valuabie
habitat for juvenile salmonids. The south shore of the island,.
with a more steeély sloping beach and suﬁstantial shoreline
vegetation,'doeé provide a food'supply, as well as the shading
and cover needed by juvenile salmonids. No significant aquatic

resource or permanent wetlands are found in the interior of the

28



island. The wetlands which do exist‘on the island would be
filled by itsldevélopment, subject to”secufing appropriate
governmental permits. ‘ | |
d - Four terrestial habitats haQe'been identified on the westeth
end of Hayden-Islandg riparian Qoodland, meadow, permanent ponds
and shoreline. The Qoodlands and meadows provide habitat for
songvbirds and other non-game animals. fhe area is not a habita£
. for endangered species or threatened species.

West Hayden Island is only one of several large undeveloped
sites which offer general wildlife habitat in the area. Other
'nearby wate:forienteﬁ areas include Sauvie Island, Vancouver

‘Lake, Smith and Bybee Lakes and other Columbia River islands.

| (ad) Water Quality
~ The pfoperty has excéllent ground water beéring capacity
. according to the U.S. Geological Survey. Ground water reSources»
‘are adequéte to accommddate‘the-existing résidential and indus-
‘trial development on the eastern portionzof Hayden Island on
soils with similar‘composiﬁion.

To accommodate urban uses, the western end of Hayden Island‘
 wouid.be;fi11edfto at least one foot above the 100 or 500 year 
flood plaih élevation,.establishing a lower water tabie. Groﬁnd'

water resources could be prétected from contamination through -
adequate treatment of human and industriai waste. Water quality
»ih the lower Columbia has been'classifiéd as good. -

| ALl municipal and/iﬁdﬁstrial effluents entering the Columbié
River are subject to water quaiity stahdards of the State of

Oregoh as well as specific standards applying to the Columbia
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River. The program is administered by the Oregon State Debart-
ment of Environmental Quality, which would require the property
awhers to ensure that the.physical, chemical_and'biological
properties of effluen£ are within acceptable limits.

(ee) Air Quality

Hayden Island is located in the Portland Interstate Air

Quality Maintenance Area, and DEQ is responsible for enforcing

National Ambient Air Quality Standards and other provisions of

the Federal Clean Air Act of 1977. Most potential sources of
industrial air pollution must obtain an air contaminant discharge
permit from DEQ which is reviewed annually. Any new major

polluting source would be subject to stringent regulations.

Unless thé‘applicant demonstrates that its emissions will not

materially damage the quélity'of the air shed, it must reduce its

emissions below the maximum level.

Urban development of Hayden Island is unlikely to affect the

region's air quality adversely because air quality regulations

and standards are enforced vigorously and advanced technology can

ameliorate problems caused by excessive emissions.
(f£f) Noise

Approximétely 80% of West Hayden Island, and all the eastern

portiqn of the island, are located within the 65 Ldn (day-night

noise) contour of the Portland International Airport. DEQ

-opposes.residential‘development on the western end of Hayden

Island within such noise contour.
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:(gg) Flooding

Nearly all Ofvwestern ﬁayden Island’is within the flood-way
fringe of the 100 year fleod plain of the Columbia River as
defined by the.Feae:el Insufance Adminisﬁration. No part of the
islahd'is in the flood-way itself, ie. the area of the channel
necessary to carry a regional flood. Federal Insurance Adminis-

tratlon regulatlons permit filling of the 1sland The U.S. Army
'Corp of‘Englneers has indicated that the entlre 1slahd could be
- filled to acceptable levels w1thout increasing the flood eleva-
‘tions of the Columbla Rlver. |
| (hh) Soils | '

The s01ls on western ‘Hayden Island are Class VI, and therew.

‘fore are not agricultural lands as defined by LCDC Goal 3.

(2) Economic Consequences

The\?ortland harbor is at the hub of the Portland metro-
'politen,regional economy, facilifating the international trade of
‘aomestically produced goods and the impoftatidn of vitai consumer
goods and raﬁ materials. | | |

The economic benefits of port,fécilities and‘water-dependent
industrial developmehtnare significant for the‘state and metro-

- politan regioh.’ in'1980, a total economie impact exceeding $1.2
Abllllon was attributed to the act1v1t1es of the publlcly-owned
Port of Portland° this does not include the effect of the more
than 40 private bu81nesses whlch operate dock facilities in the
‘harbor. 1In addieion, Porf activity generated directly or |
indirectly over 34,000 jobs statewide; more than one-third were

filled by Multnomah County residents. By the year 2000, total
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" economic benefits are expected to exceed $3 billion (1981 dollars) ‘

‘with employment at 76,800. More than 2,000 of these jobs of
- these can be accommodated at Hayden Island.

This growth cannot occur without sufficient marine ihdustriéi‘
land which meets proper size ana other characteristics. Land to
accommodate new waterfront activities is important to the future
of port activities in the region. 1In recognition of this fact,
the Port of Portland, which owns 72% of all vacéntldeep—draft
waterfront property within the regional Urban Growth Boundary,
has established the acquisition of additibnal'property_as one ofl
its most iﬁportant long range goals. Developmeﬁt of West Hayden
Island for marine industrial purposes would result in the addition
to the economy of numerous high quality, high paying jobs and

would indirectly result in substantially greater numbers of jobs

in the community. ' |
Becauée of its lengﬁhy shoreline on both the Oregon Slough
and main channel of the Columbia, and its progimit& to the
harbor, western Hayden Island is the-moSt suitable site for
water-dependent industrial and marine'ﬁerminal expénsion within -
the region. Thus, inclusion of the island within the regidnal
UGB and its designation for ‘future urban development will result
in positive economic growth. 1In addition, proposed marine : -
industrial development would add to the growth and diVersification

of markets for Ofegon and Pacific Northwest products.
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- (3) 'Soeial Consequences
Development ef West Hayden Islahd could have some adverse-
impacts on North Portland; resulting from some increased traffie‘
on neighberhood streets and some'increased-dust and noise.

" Two hbuseboat moorages are located ecross the Oreéon Slough
from West Hayden Island in an industrially zoned area, within the
area con51dered to be a part of the working harbor. (See
Exhibit 20.) Development of West Hayden.Island woqld alter the

views from such houseboats.

(4) Energy Consequences

There are no’indigenous energy'sources on the western

portion of Hayden Island, with the possible exception of